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Czech Republic Tereza  Vengřinová 
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EURASHE Jakob Grodecki 
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France (Co-chair) Sara Thornton 

Georgia (Co-chair) Khatia Tsiramua 

Georgia Ketevan Panchulidze 

Greece Alexandra  Karvouni 

Hungary András  Derényi 

Ireland Naomi  Oldenburg 

Ireland Órla  Barry 

Kazakhstan Amantay  Nurmagambetov 

Latvia (Co-chair) Baiba  Ramiņa 
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Latvia Zane Neilande 

Republic of Moldova Tatiana  Gherstega 

Republic of Moldova Aurelia  Vartic 

Netherlands Robert  Wagenaar 

Norway Gro  Beate Vige 

Poland Jacek Lewicki 

Romania Tiberiu Dobrescu 

San Marino Monica Cavalli 

Slovakia Kristián Jozek 

Sweden Adnan Dautbegovic 

United Kingdom Andy Smith 

United Kingdom - Scotland Paul White 

Ukraine Yuriy Rashkevych 

EHEA Secretariat  Alexandrina Druta 

Council of Europe, Croatia, European Commission, Italy, Malta, Montenegro, North 

Macedonia, Spain did not attend the meeting. 

The meeting started at 9:32 EEST.  

1. Opening of the meeting and approving the agenda 

Documents: TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_1_2_Agenda_22.04.2026 

The meeting was opened by the French Co-Chair, who welcomed participants and expressed 

appreciation for the warm hospitality of the hosts. She referred to the previous evening’s 

programme, highlighting the cultural experience and networking opportunities, and extended 

thanks to the organizing team for their efforts, as well as for the efficient coordination in 

advance of the meeting. 

The French Co-Chair then invited participants to review the draft agenda. As no remarks were 

put forward, the agenda was adopted without modification. She subsequently welcomed 

participants attending the meeting for the first time and invited them to briefly introduce 

themselves. 

The representative from the European Training Foundation presented her role in supporting 

EU partner countries in the development of national qualifications frameworks, with a 

particular focus on the comparison of non-EU frameworks with the European Qualifications 

Framework. 

2. Self-certification report of Moldova 

Documents:TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_2_MDQF_Self_Certification_Report_Moldo

va 

TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_2_MDQF_Reference_Report_EN_updated 

https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_1_2_Agenda_22.04.2026.pdf
https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_2_MDQF_Self-Certification_Report_Moldova.pdf
https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_2_MDQF_Self-Certification_Report_Moldova.pdf
https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_2_MDQF_Reference_Report_EN_updated.pdf
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The meeting proceeded with a presentation by the Republic of Moldova on the self-certification 

of their National Qualifications Framework (NQF) against the Qualifications Framework of the 

European Higher Education Area. In her introduction, she acknowledged the contribution of 

national authorities and experts involved in the process, particularly representatives of the 

Moldovan Ministry of Education. She noted that the report integrated both the referencing to 

the European Qualifications Framework and the self-certification to the Qualifications 

Framework of the European Higher Education Area into a single comprehensive document. The 

report sought to enhance transparency, comparability, and recognition of qualifications and 

provided a comprehensive overview of the education and training system, the structure and 

governance of the NQF, and the processes undertaken to ensure consistency with European 

criteria and procedures. The Republic of Moldova noted that the system, organized according 

to ISCED 2011 levels, includes initial education, continuing training, and mechanisms for 

validation of non-formal and informal learning. She further described the eight-level structure 

of the NQF, with higher education levels corresponding to the three cycles of the Bologna 

Process. 

The report then outlined the educational pathways across different levels, including general 

education, vocational education and training, post-secondary education, and higher education. 

She noted that the system supports both horizontal and vertical mobility, facilitated by a range 

of qualifications, including microcredentials and adult learning programmes. The structure of 

higher education was described as fully aligned with the Bologna Process, comprising three 

cycles, as well as integrated programmes in specific fields. Statistical data were presented to 

illustrate the scope of the system, including the number of institutions and students. 

The Moldovan representative highlighted the role of lifelong learning and adult education, 

including continuing training programmes and the development of microcredentials across 

multiple qualification levels. The validation of non-formal and informal learning was also 

presented as an important component of the system. In the context of the NQF, particular 

reference was made to the National Register of Qualifications, established by governmental 

decision, which provides access to accredited qualifications and programmes and ensures 

transparency for stakeholders. 

An overview of the development of the NQF was provided, outlining key phases, including 

initial alignment with the Bologna Process, the establishment of a unified framework through 

the Education Code, and the current phase focused on operationalization and implementation. 

With the Ministry of Education as the national coordination point, the governance included the 

involvement of multiple stakeholders, such as public authorities, quality assurance bodies, 

higher education institutions, and labour market representatives. 

The presentation then addressed the self-certification criteria, including the use of learning 

outcomes as the basis for qualifications and the implementation of the European Credit Transfer 

and Accumulation System. Procedures for the inclusion of qualifications in the NQF were 

described as transparent and based on labour market relevance, including validation, approval, 

and periodic review. The role of quality assurance was highlighted, with external evaluation 

carried out by the national quality assurance agency in line with the European Standards and 

Guidelines (ESG). She noted that references to the NQF, the European Qualifications 
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Framework, and the Qualifications Framework of the European Higher Education Area are 

included in Diploma Supplements, ensuring transparency and comparability. Responsibilities 

across the system were described as clearly defined and publicly available. 

In the end, the Moldovan representative focused on lessons learned. She identified challenges 

including the incomplete population of certain NQF levels, limited institutional capacity, and 

the need to strengthen the understanding and implementation of learning outcomes-based 

approaches. Future priorities include strengthening the NQF, improving quality assurance 

mechanisms, enhancing stakeholder engagement, and increasing visibility within the European 

Higher Education Area. 

Following the presentation, the French Co-Chair expressed appreciation for the comprehensive 

work undertaken and invited questions from participants. Upon a question from Ukraine, the 

Moldovan representative confirmed that microcredentials are defined in national legislation, 

including in the Education Code, and are supported by additional regulatory instruments 

covering different levels of education.  

The French Co-Chair further inquired whether the process had contributed to increased 

understanding of the national system among stakeholders. The Moldovan representative 

acknowledged that the process had generated valuable insights but noted that further efforts 

are required to raise awareness and ensure broader understanding across stakeholders. The 

Latvian Co-Chair requested clarification regarding stakeholder involvement in the preparation 

of the report. In response, Moldova explained that a wide range of stakeholders had been 

engaged, including higher education institutions, sectoral committees, quality assurance 

agencies, and student representatives, while noting that student involvement could be further 

strengthened. 

3. Latest developments in the higher education system (the new Master's degree) 

in Denmark 

Documents:TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_3_Latest_developments_in_the_higher_

education_system_in_Denmark 

The representative from Denmark outlined ongoing work related to the Danish Qualifications 

Framework concerning the preparation of an addendum to the existing EQF referencing report. 

He noted that this work is linked to the introduction of a new professional master degree and 

would not constitute a full revision of the 2011 referencing report. In this context, he emphasized 

that the approach reflected the principle of updating referencing reports when substantial 

changes occur within national qualifications systems. 

The presentation outlined that Denmark operates a binary higher education system comprising 

professionally oriented higher education institutions and research-intensive universities. The 

speaker recalled that the national qualifications framework was adopted in 2006 and self-

certified to the Bologna Framework in 2009, while EQF referencing followed as a separate 

exercise. He noted that the sequencing of these processes resulted in administrative complexity 

due to evolving European frameworks. 

The presentation further focused on the introduction of a new professional master degree 

located within the professionally oriented higher education sector. While part of the second 

https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_3_Latest_developments_in_the_higher_education_system_in_Denmark.pdf
https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_3_Latest_developments_in_the_higher_education_system_in_Denmark.pdf


 
 
 

                                                           Page 5 of 10 
                                        TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_1_Draft_Minutes_30.04.2026 

cycle of the Bologna framework, this qualification is set at 75 ECTS rather than the customary 

120 ECTS for university master degrees.  

The representative from Denmark pointed out that the new degree aims to respond to labour 

market needs, particularly in welfare-related professions such as teaching, social work, 

physiotherapy, and pedagogy, and is designed to strengthen progression pathways within these 

sectors. As such, generic learning outcomes for the degree focused on applied professional 

competences and the management of complex practice-based issues. He also noted that the 

programme is not initially designed to provide automatic access to doctoral studies, although 

this issue remains under political consideration. 

The representative from Denmark recalled that the development process has involved broad 

stakeholder consultation, including educational institutions, social partners, and student 

organisations. Furthermore, the learning outcomes had been developed and the international 

expert review is planned prior to submission to the EQF Advisory Group. 

In the Q&A section, Estonia enquired about the timeframe required for the development of the 

addendum and the reception of the initiative within the university sector. In response, Denmark 

noted that the process remained ongoing and estimated that the work corresponds to 

approximately two and a half years of part-time effort. He further reported that while initial 

scepticism existed within parts of the university sector, particularly concerning perceived 

competition within the binary system, the initiative was ultimately driven by political decision-

making and sectoral demand. 

The Netherlands raised concerns regarding the comparability of the 75 ECTS master degree 

within the European Higher Education Area. He pointed out that differences in credit volume 

and structure may have implications for transparency and recognition, particularly with regard 

to progression to doctoral-level studies in other national systems. He further noted that 

substantial variation exists across European master programmes, which challenges the 

assumption of full equivalence. In response, the speaker noted that Denmark bases its 

recognition practices on the formal rights attached to qualifications within national systems 

and that the system considers alignment with automatic recognition principles. He pointed out 

that Denmark generally recognises a wide range of European master qualifications for access to 

doctoral studies, provided she confers such rights in the country of origin. 

Netherlands also raised the issue of whether the introduction of a professional master degree 

without guaranteed doctoral access could create restrictive progression pathways for graduates. 

He also expressed broader concern regarding increasing divergence in master-level structures 

across Europe, noting that such differences may undermine the coherence of the European 

Higher Education Area. 

The French Co-Chair concluded the discussion by acknowledging the complexity of the issues 

raised and noting their relevance for ongoing work within the thematic peer group. 

4. Reflection from previous TPG A meetings and activities 
Documents:TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_4_Reflection_from_previous_TPG_A_me
etings_and_activities 

https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_4_Reflection_from_previous_TPG_A_meetings_and_activities.pdf
https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_4_Reflection_from_previous_TPG_A_meetings_and_activities.pdf
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The Latvian Co-Chair provided a reflection on the previous activities of the Thematic Peer 

Group A on Qualifications Frameworks. She highlighted the continuity of the group’s work, 

noting the sustained engagement of members across several cycles, alongside the participation 

of new countries. Reflecting on the previous working period, the Latvian Co-Chair emphasized 

that the group had been actively engaged in a range of activities, including thematic peer 

learning activities, working groups, and regular meetings. These efforts resulted in the 

development of three key recommendations addressed to the Bologna Follow-Up Group, 

focusing on short-cycle qualifications, microcredentials, and the self-certification of national 

qualifications frameworks. 

She further noted that these recommendations included proposals to strengthen discussions on 

the self-certification processes and to encourage the presentation and peer review of national 

reports. At the last BFUG meeting, the BFUG decided to mandate the TPG A on QF to receive 

and discuss the self-certification reports, since the previous group (the National Correspondents 

on QF) had been discontinued.  

Looking ahead, the Latvian Co-Chair outlined the planned activities for the current cycle, 

including a series of thematic peer learning activities addressing topics such as transparency of 

qualifications frameworks, programmes outside the Bologna framework, and the development 

of registers and databases, as well as the work of the two thematic working groups (on the role 

of QFs for automatic recognition and for flexibility of learning).  

The floor was then given to the Estonian representative coordinating the working group on 

automatic recognition, who provided a brief update on its activities. He reported that the group 

had initiated its work through a mapping exercise involving participating countries, aimed at 

collecting information on national approaches to automatic recognition, including existing 

practices, challenges, and future plans. Particular attention was given to the role of 

qualifications frameworks in supporting recognition processes. Estonia further informed that 

the working group seeks to strengthen the implementation of automatic recognition, address 

identified challenges, and improve institutional capacity. The group plans to continue its work 

through a combination of online and in-person meetings, leading to the preparation of a final 

report and recommendations. 

A representative of EURASHE then presented reflections on the work of the second working 

group, focusing on flexibility of learning. He noted that initial meetings had helped to define 

the scope of the group’s work, with particular emphasis on understanding how qualifications 

frameworks can support flexible learning pathways. The discussion highlighted the importance 

of microcredentials, recognition of prior learning, and credit systems as tools supporting 

flexibility, while noting that their integration within national frameworks varies across 

countries. EURASHE stressed the need to better understand these differences and to identify 

effective approaches for linking learning opportunities to qualifications frameworks. The next 

steps of the working group include exchange of practices and to contribute to a broader 

understanding of how qualifications frameworks can support progression pathways and 

permeability between different sectors of education. 

The representative of EURASHE underlined the importance of coordination with other 

thematic peer groups, particularly on topics which were identified as a cross-cutting priorities 
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within the Bologna Process. No interventions were made, the agenda item concluding with the 

French Co-Chair thanking the speakers for their contributions. 

5. The Panel discussion on the potential role of TPG A in preparation and 

presentation of self-certification reports 

The Georgian Co-Chair of TPG A on QF opened the panel discussion by outlining that the 

session would focus on the potential role of TPG A on QF in supporting the preparation and 

presentation of self-certification reports, building on previous presentations and exchanges 

during the meeting.  

The Danish representative highlighted that self-certification processes are often lengthy and 

administratively demanding and noted that ensuring sufficient analytical capacity for the in-

depth review of reports remains a significant challenge across European frameworks. He 

emphasized that, unlike in the EQF Advisory Group where designated experts are formally 

assigned to review reports, comparable systematic review capacity is not available for the QF-

EHEA self-certification. In this regard, the Danish representative also raised a question 

regarding the continued visibility and relevance of certain reference tools, particularly the 

Dublin Descriptors, noting that these appear to be less frequently referenced in current 

qualifications and recognition practice. Consequently, he suggested that clarification may be 

needed regarding their ongoing role within the self-certification process. 

The Norwegian representative supported these observations and further pointed out that the 

visibility and accessibility of documentation for self-certification remains a key challenge. She 

noted that although documents are formally available, they are often not easily accessible to 

stakeholders without prior knowledge of the system. The Norwegian representative further 

stressed that self-certification processes are resource-intensive and require substantial 

institutional effort, and raised the issue of proportionality in relation to full-scale updating of 

reports in cases of limited system change. In this context, Norway suggested that more flexible 

and lighter update mechanisms could be considered. 

Responding to these points, the Ukrainian representative pointed out that countries 

undertaking self-certification more recently face different challenges compared to those with 

longer-established frameworks. He noted that such processes provide not only reporting 

outcomes but also opportunities for broader systemic reflection and, in some cases, improved 

ownership, stakeholder participation and legislative or policy development. Ukraine further 

stressed that external expertise and international peer involvement contributed significantly to 

the process, and suggested that TPG A on QF could strengthen its support role through 

webinars, methodological guidance, and structured preparatory activities for countries 

engaging in self-certification. 

The EHEA Secretariat member outlined three main categories of challenges identified at system 

level. First, she noted that complexity and capacity remain key issues, as self-certification 

requires coordination across multiple stakeholders and can be particularly demanding for 

smaller systems. In this context, EHEA Secretariat suggested that combining EQF referencing 

and QF-EHEA self-certification processes could help reduce duplication and improve efficiency. 

Second, the issue of timing and revision cycles was raised, noting that only a limited number of 

countries actively updated their reports, often due to the lack of clear triggers. In this case, the 
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10-year cycle of revision would prove useful provided that lighter mechanisms are in place for 

those with few adjustments to make. Third, she highlighted that maintaining the 

meaningfulness of the process is essential, as self-certification should continue to serve as a tool 

for transparency, peer learning, and exchange of good practice. 

The discussion on the second guiding question, introduced by the Georgian Co-Chair of TPG A 

on QF, focused on possible ways of making self-certification reporting processes more flexible, 

meaningful, and better aligned with national implementation dynamics, including the potential 

use of alternative formats such as periodic presentations of progress. In this context, the Danish 

representative referred to a document previously circulated in the framework of the Bologna 

Implementation Coordination Group and adopted by the BFUG, which proposed an adjustment 

of the Terms of Reference and mandate of TPG A on QF. He noted that this proposal envisaged 

TPG A on QF acting as a platform for the presentation of self-certification reports and for 

providing structured expertise and feedback. The Danish representative further emphasized 

that the implementation would require careful reflection on structural conditions, including the 

need for greater institutional permanence and possible strengthening of the EHEA Secretariat’s 

support. At the same time, he highlighted that one potential role for TPG A on QF could be the 

training of a broader pool of international experts, in order to reduce reliance on a limited 

number of individuals and to enhance the sustainability and resilience of evaluation and review 

processes. 

The Ukrainian representative pointed out that the preparation of self-certification reports 

should be understood as an opportunity for systemic reflection and, in some cases, for driving 

broader policy and legislative improvements. He noted that such processes are most effective 

when they are used not only for reporting purposes but also as instruments for national 

development and reform. The Ukrainian representative further highlighted the importance of 

structuring the reporting process in a way that allows for tangible improvements, particularly 

in legislation and system governance. He also stressed that stakeholder engagement is crucial, 

including employers, students, and quality assurance bodies, as their involvement ensures that 

reports reflect the realities of the education system. In addition, the Ukrainian representative 

suggested that early-stage support from TPG A on QF, including expert input and structured 

guidance, could significantly strengthen the quality and coherence of national reports. 

The Norwegian representative further noted that participation in these processes is largely 

voluntary and not supported by dedicated institutional resources comparable to those available 

in other frameworks. She noted that ensuring robustness of procedures requires adequate 

financial and administrative support, particularly given the complexity and length of self-

certification processes. In this context, she suggested that financial sustainability remains a 

critical factor, and reference was made to possible funding mechanisms at European level.  

The Georgian Co-Chair further highlighted the importance of analytical approaches to self-

certification reports, suggesting that countries could benefit from structured analysis of existing 

reports, including identification of strengths, weaknesses, and the depth of selected criteria. She 

noted that such analytical work could enhance understanding of how frameworks operate in 

practice and support more effective use of reporting tools. 

The EHEA Secretariat member referred to existing guidelines for the preparation of self-

certification reports, which a previous project developed and the BFUG has now endorsed. She 
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emphasized that TPG A on QF could further contribute by developing practical tools, templates, 

examples, and clearer expectations to support countries. The Secretariat also suggested that the 

group could provide earlier-stage feedback during the drafting process of reports, thereby 

strengthening their quality and coherence. Furthermore, the discussion highlighted the 

importance of coordination with other frameworks, particularly the EQF Advisory Group, given 

the interconnected nature of referencing processes. Additionally, she stressed the need for more 

flexible and differentiated update procedures, especially for systems that experience only minor 

changes over time. 

The representative from the European Training Foundation underlined the importance of 

strengthening capacity-building efforts not only for expert communities but also for national 

authorities involved in reporting and referencing processes. She noted that current working 

arrangements often rely on a limited number of experts who cover a broad range of countries, 

which can constrain inclusiveness and national ownership. In this context, she suggested that 

national stakeholders should increase their awareness and engagement to improve the quality 

and relevance of reporting outputs, particularly if authorities become actively involved from the 

early stages of preparation rather than only at the validation phase. 

The Latvian Co-Chair introduced a reflection on the balance between formal reporting and 

more dynamic forms of exchange. The Co-Chair suggested that participants could consider 

more flexible formats, such as regular presentations of implementation progress within TPG A 

on QF meetings, instead of focusing exclusively on periodic full updates of self-certification 

reports. She presented this approach as a way to maintain visibility of developments in national 

systems while reducing administrative burden. The Latvian Co-Chair also pointed out that not 

all criteria within reporting frameworks carry equal weight and argued that participants should 

place analytical focus on the most substantive elements to ensure meaningful and proportionate 

reporting practices. 

In response, the Danish representative agreed that existing reports do not necessarily reflect all 

subsequent developments in higher education systems and stated that participants could 

consider alternative or complementary reporting formats. The representative referred to 

previous national experience with updating referencing reports in relation to non-formal 

qualifications and validation processes and demonstrated the importance of ensuring that 

reporting mechanisms remain aligned with system evolution. 

In the concluding remarks, the Georgian Co-Chair stressed the value of maintaining a 

collaborative and supportive environment within TPG A on QF and highlighted that such 

informal exchange contributes significantly to mutual learning and capacity development 

among participating countries. The Georgian Co-Chair added that this approach enables 

continuous development of national systems while fostering peer support and shared 

understanding across the European Higher Education Area. 

6. Introduction to the next PLA and TPG A meeting in Malta 

Documents:TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_6_Next_PLA_and_TPG_A_meeting_in_

Malta 

The Latvian representative informed participants about the upcoming TPG A on QF peer 

learning activity and meeting, which Malta will host with the support of the Maltese Further 

https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_6_Next_PLA_and_TPG_A_meeting_in_Malta.pdf
https://ehea.info/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/TPG_A_on_QF_3_CY_NO_6_Next_PLA_and_TPG_A_meeting_in_Malta.pdf
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and Higher Education Authority. The representative invited participants to reserve 26 October 

for the peer learning activity and 27 October for the TPG A on QF meeting, following a format 

similar to the current meeting. The representative indicated that organizers will confirm these 

dates in due course. 

In this context, she presented the draft agenda for the meeting in Malta and underlined that the 

upcoming peer learning activity will build on previous discussions, particularly those related to 

self-certification. The Latvian representative explained that the thematic focus will shift towards 

transparency tools and the flexibility of qualifications frameworks, with particular attention to 

their practical application and real-world use. She also stated that the team will develop a 

concept note and submit it as a project deliverable to EACEA. 

In addition, the organizers provided practical information regarding the afternoon sessions of 

the current meeting and divided participants into parallel working groups on the role of 

qualifications frameworks for flexibility of learning and for automatic recognition. 

7. Conclusion and closing of the event  

The organizers concluded the session by inviting TPG A on QF members to confirm their 

availability for the meeting in Malta and to address any further practical questions through 

direct communication with them. 

The meeting ended at 12:41 EEST.  


