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1. Basic definitions* 
The use of the following terms in this document is based on the following definitions.

 ‘Qualification’ means a formal outcome of an assessment and validation process which is obtained when a competent

 ‘National qualifications framework’ means an instrument for the classification of qualifications according to a set of criteria for specified levels of learning achieved, which aims to integrate and coordinate national qualifications subsystems and improve the transparency, access, progression and quality of qualifications in relation to the labour market and civil society;

‘Sector’ means a grouping of professional activities on the basis of their main economic function, product, service or technology;

‘Learning outcomes’ means statements of what a learner knows, understands and is able to do on completion of a learning process, which are defined in terms of knowledge, skills and competence;

‘Knowledge’ means the outcome of the assimilation of information through learning. Knowledge is the body of facts, principles, theories and practices that is related to a field of work or study. In the context of the European Qualifications Framework, knowledge is described as theoretical and/or factual;

‘Skills’ means the ability to apply knowledge and use know-how to complete tasks and solve problems. In the context of the European Qualifications Framework, skills are described as cognitive (involving the use of logical, intuitive and creative thinking) or practical (involving manual dexterity and the use of methods, materials, tools and instruments);
‘Competence’ means the proven ability to use knowledge, skills and personal, social and/or methodological abilities, in work or study situations and in professional and personal development.
‘Job profile’ means the employer definition of a given job, describing that by required qualification, tasks, skills and competences.

‘e-Content development’ is the process of researching, writing, gathering, organizing, structuring and editing information for e-publication. Such content may consist of prose, graphics, pictures, recordings, movies or other media assets that could be distributed through e-media.
‘Learning contents’ are subjects taught in the context of a training. In contrast to learning outcomes, which represent the output of certain training, the learning contents represent the input of certain training.
‘Learning unit’ is a meaningful bundle of learning outcomes, e.g. the qualification project manager, includes the learning units planning, budgeting, team-building, management, controlling etc. which consist of a set of learning outcomes.
*Source (apart from job profile, e-content development, learning contents and learning units): Recommendation Of The European Parliament And Of The Council of 23 April 2008 on the establishment of the European Qualifications Framework for lifelong learning (2008/C 111/01) ANNEX I – Definitions

2. Objectives of WP1

In the context of this work package all project partners will analyse qualifications in the field of content development in their countries, draft qualification profiles and describe them by learning outcomes. Thus work package 1 follows the objective to:
· Determine the main qualifications / trainings in the field of content development per country

· Determine national qualification profiles 

· Describe the national qualification profiles by learning outcomes

· Link national qualification profiles to the e-Competence Framework respectively to the EQF
3. Title, aims, timeframe, description, tasks and outputs of WP1**
WP1 Title: Analysis of the current national qualifications / VET trainings in the field of content development

WP1 Aims:

· Identification of the main qualification / training programmes and training standards in the field of content development

· Determination of knowledge, skills and competences (learning outcomes) trained in these qualification programmes or laid down in these training standards in the participating countries

· Description of national qualification profiles in the field of content development by learning outcomes

WP1 Timeframe: 01/10/2008 - 28/02/2009 (Oct 08-Feb 09)
WP1 Description (methodological / pedagogical framework)

The methodology which will be used in the context of this work package will be transferred from the former Leonardo project "Embedding standards", which was completed in 2006 and developed an approach and method how to refer national qualifications to the EQF. Since the e-competence framework, which is a sector-specific meta-framework of the EQF for the IT sector to which IT qualifications should be linked more easily, is continuously developing further on, the approach and methods of "Embedding standards" have to be checked concerning their up-to-dateness and if necessary further adapted to be used in the context of this project.

WP1 Tasks (with timeframe):

· Task 1.1: Analysis of qualification profiles in the field of content development (Oct-Nov 08)

· Task 1.2: Definition and description of qualification profiles per country (Dec 08-Jan 09)

· Task 1.3: Identification of the current status quo (Jan-Feb 09)

WP1 Outputs:

· R 1.1 Methodology / guidelines for the analysis of national qualification profiles respectively training regulations (available in all languages of the partners)

· R 1.2 National qualification profiles in the field of content development described by learning outcomes

· R 1.3 Adapted methodology for referring the national qualification profiles in the occupational area of content development to the EQF (respectively the e-competence framework)
Milestone 1 - Improved methodology (Feb 09)
**Source: submitted application (ApplForm EQF Code final.doc)
4. Project Process Diagram (v3.0)
Legend:
CD:
Content Development
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European Qualifications Framework
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5. Task 1.1: Analysis of qualification profiles in the field of content development

The aim of this task is to identify the main qualification programmes in the field of content development in the participating countries and the knowledge, skills and competences (learning outcomes) which are trained in the framework of these qualification programmes. For this purpose, 
Task 1.1.1 each project partner will analyse the current national training standards and qualification descriptions and 
Task 1.1.2 develop suggestions how they could be described by learning outcomes, i.e. by knowledge, skills and competences as defined by the EQF. 
The methodology will be based on the approach and methods that have been developed in the former LdV project "Embedding standards" (See Appendix App01).

Partners involved: all project partners (except EMF)
6. Task 1.2: Definition and description of qualification profiles per country
After learning outcomes have been determined in each of the participating countries, 
Task 1.2.1 the project partners will summarise them in national qualification profiles for the main professions in content development. These qualification profiles will map all learning outcomes content development practitioners should have acquired after completion of their vocational training.

Partners involved: all project partners (except EMF)

7. Task 1.3: Identification of the current status quo of the e-competence framework and the major national ICT skills frameworks
The development of a sector-specific e-competence reference framework linked to the EQF, which was initiated by a especially established eSkills working group of Cedefop, is continuously progressing. Also some European countries have already developed national ICT practitioner skills/ competence frameworks, such as the German AITTS/ APO-IT, the French CIGREF and the UK’s SFIA (to mention the major frameworks).

Task 1.3.1 The project partners will scrutinise the status quo of the already existing major reference frameworks and 
Task 1.3.2 determine interfaces to which the identified content development qualifications can be referred.

Task 1.3.3 Then they will adapt the approach and methods developed in the course of the project "Embedding standards" to the current status quo in order to obtain a tool, which can be used for classifying national qualifications in the EQF / e-competence framework.

Partners involved: MATISZ, MD Pro, EMF, MJA
8. WP1 Methodology
The WP1 methodology – in accordance with the Project Process Diagram (PPD) v3.0 – contains all the Task 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 processing steps, that should be done by the involved partners to achieve the WP1 goals of the project. The attached AppXX appendix documents contain the necessary tables to be filled and also other, reference-only documents (eg. App01, App06) as well.
Steps 1 & 2
MATISZ and AME agreed, that the job families and professions, as well as the educational / SME competences serve as a basis for our methodology. These are collected in the App02 v2.0 document. The list of questionnaire competences (QC1-QC140) are used only for reference.
Based on the App02 v2.0 listed professions, job families and SME competences, as well as the commonly agreed ‘e-Content developent’ definition, Task 1.1 partners should look around in their country and decide, which are the most relevant content development jobs, that will be examined during the project. 
App02 v2.0 contains a ‘Professions and corresponding job families trained in each country’ table. Task 1.1 partners should fill it in for their country, and send the document back to MATISZ.

· do NOT delete any row from PR1-27

· in case of a profession (or more), which is missing/not covered in the table but considered important or necessary, put that into the table from PR28 (fill in profession, and job family columns as well)
· put a ‘Y’ letter in your country column for each profession, that exist in the country
The complemented App02 v2.0 document sould be sent back to MATISZ until 11 February, 2009. The tables will be summarized and used at Step 4.
Step3
Based on the decisions and complementions made in Step 1 & 2 by each Task 1.1 partners, MATISZ and AME will summarize the data and a preliminary table will be created (see PPD, Task 1.1.0), that will contain all the professions and job families and competences as well (App02 v3.0). This document will be sent back to Task 1.1 partners then.
Step 4
App03a contains general data with regards to the country-specific relevant trainings. This table should be filled in by Task 1.1 partners once, and should be sent back to MATISZ until 25 February, 2009.
In App03b document, two tabs belongs to each profession: 

· general description of the main CD training activities (dXX), and

· National Qualification Profile (NQP) for that profession (pXX).

App03b description tables (dXX) should be also filled in by Task 1.1 partners for each content development job, that is trained in the country with large number of participants. This is generally 5-10 professions. Please note, that the given profession names should be exist in the App02 v2.0 ‘Professions and corresponding job families trained in each country’ table that was sent back during Steps 1&2.
If a Task 1.1 partner can follow Route a) (see PPD, Task 1.1.1->Task 1.1.2), that Task 1.1 partner should fill in the general descriptions (dXX) using the existing documents and/or via verbal interviews. If a training description already contains learning outcomes, then those should be filled in at the NQP tables (pXX). The Competences column is advised to be filled in here in any case. Please fill in the corresponding eCF Level also (defined in App04, App05 documents).
If a Task 1.1 partner can only follow Route b), (see PPD, Task 1.1.0->Task 1.1.2), that is, the learning outcome cannot be determined from the training documents that exist in the country, then determine the learning outcome by involving domestic experts and via the competence lists from App02 v2.0 document, and fill in the NQP tables (pXX). If a competence exists in the App02 v2.0 document SME competences list, then please fill in the CompTrain Competence ID (CT cID) column with the competence code (eg. TC5, BC8) instead of the textual competence description in the Competences column. This will speed up the process steps later.
Either Task 1.1 partner follow Route a) or Route b), the following should be noted:

· The e-Competence columns (eCF kID, eCF sID, eCF cID) should NOT be fileld in, these will be fileld in later, during WP2.

· Before filling in the NQP tables (pXX) in App03b document, please study the App06 document as an example.

Adriana Gluhak remark: I am not sure whether we will be able to determine learning outcomes directly out of the training descriptions. Often these are based on learning contents and units, i.e. they are more input oriented (what is trained?) than output oriented (what has the student learned?). I assume that we will get different type of information in the different countries involved and will have to standardise these information by adding step 7. 
Answer: We agree. In Hungary, MATISZ can/will be able to determine learning outcomes directly out of the training descriptions, so we will follow Route a). For all other countries, that cannot determine the learning outcomes out of the training descriptions are suggested to follow Route b) - if competences are missing from the national qualification standards, then the competences should be chosen form table (Task 1.1.0). See arrow b).

The App03b document should be filled in by Task 1.1 partners, and should be sent back to MATISZ until 25 February, 2009.
Step 5
A summary table (App07) was created so that a National Qualification Profile (NQP) can be determined for each country / for all national trainings (see PPD, Task 1.2.1).
Task 1.1 partner should open up the App03b document, should take out the competences from each NQP tables (pXX) – there can be recurrence/repetition at some of the competences in each table –, should identify / compare that with the App07 table and should fill in the App07 table by putting a ‘Y’ character for the relevant Profile ID column for each existing competence. 
If Task 1.1 partner followed Route a) during Step4 and have textual descriptions for the competences in NQP tables (pXX) of App03b document, then Task 1.1 partner should identify / compare those with the App02 v2.0 document SME competences list and fill in / complement the App07 table competences accordingly.
The App07 document should be filled in by Task 1.1 partners, and should be sent back to MATISZ until 25 February, 2009.
Step 6
MATISZ and AME will summarize the App07 documents (NQP by country, Task 1.2.1) and out of that and from the preliminary table (Task 1.1.0) they will create the European Qualification Profile on the field of content development (see PPD Task 1.3). Deadline: 28 February, 2009.
Step 7
Adriana Gluhak remark: Translate the competences or learning contents listed in the European qualification profile into learning outcomes. 
Answer: We agree. Our suggestion is:
Based on the App07 and App03b documents, Task 1.1 partners should describe in a textual form the learning outcomes for each identified professions, like in Hungary:
NQP-HU-01: [here comes the textual description]

NQP-HU-02: [here comes the textual description]

...

NQP-HU-10: [here comes the textual description]

Deadline for Task 1.1 partners: 25 February, 2009.
9. Research questions and possible approaches

This section (made by Adriana Gluhak) was left in the document without any modifications – for historic reasons only and to help thinking possibilities over.

In order to achieve the above-mentioned objectives we have to ask the following research questions: 

a) What are the main qualifications/ qualification titles in the field of content development?

b) How shall all national qualifications be structured and represented (need for a common or harmonized representation standard)?

c) How can the job profiles be described by learning outcomes?

d) How can national qualification profiles be related to national qualification frameworks, the e-Competence Framework and the EQF?
Remark: It would be good if the guidelines/ methodology we are currently developing could provide a first answer or perspective to this question.
What are the main qualifications/ qualification titles in the field of content development?

Problem 1: Get a common understanding of which professions relate to the field of content development

First of all we need to narrow the professional field of “content development” in order to ensure that all project partners concentrate their research and analysis activities on the same or comparable qualifications. This is the main reason for the analysis guidelines that should be developed by MATISZ and AME for the whole project partnership.

Approach 1 (as discussed at the project meeting and suggested by Francois):

At our project kick-off-meeting in Munich we defined: 

“’e-content development’ is the process of researching, writing, gathering, organizing, structuring and editing information for e-publication. Such content may consist of prose, graphics, pictures, recordings, movies or other media assets that could be distributed through e-media.”

In order to narrow the professional field of content development we determined at our meeting in Munich that we would start from the findings made in CompTrain. Out of the job families and general job profiles that had been determined through CompTrain, MATISZ and AME would select and combine the most relevant job profiles so that the above-mentioned definition of ‘content development’ could be complemented by the following sentence: 

 “According to the findings of CompTrain the following job profiles are related to e-Content Development: […]” (see also ppt-slides ‘Project rationale and objectives’)

Pro:
· Information is already available (no primary research necessary)

· Time and cost efficient (easy and quick to apply)

Contra:
· Information is only partly up-to-date

· CompTrain focused more on the description of job families than on concrete job profiles. So results might be too vague to determine concrete job profiles for the content development area.

Adriana Gluhak remark: I assume that I misunderstood your approach and that this does not comply with the ideas you had in mind? Can we delete this part?

Answer: No misunderstanding, we use CompTrain job families / professions / competence classifications ALSO for step1 and step2 (we extracted those directly from CompTrain forms). We just use other means as well.
Approach 3 (suggested by Adriana):

Another alternative is to analyze the qualification descriptions relating to ‘content development’ that are already available in the national qualification frameworks. Out of this analysis a basic set of the most important job profiles in the field of content development could be identified and the main tasks and competences in the field of content development listed accordingly. 

Then, this list could be handed over to the project partners and serve as a general basis for the analysis of their national qualifications in the field of content development. 

So far this result would consider only the training perspective of the qualification.

In order to bring in the market perspective of every country we can proceed in two ways:

Alternative 1: Compare the identified competence list with the competence lists gathered through CompTrain for every country and complement these if necessary with further market needs that are not considered in the official/ formal qualification descriptions.

Alternative 2: Analyse a smaller amount of job advertisements in the field of content development (e.g. max. 20) in every country and compare whether the market-based competence needs comply with the competences listed in the formal qualification descriptions. If necessary, the formal qualification descriptions will be complemented by the determined additional competences.

As soon as all partners will have completed their competence lists/ profiles, all individual competence lists will be integrated in one comprehensive competence lists for content developers.

Then we will start with the next project step, which is “translating” tasks and competences into learning outcomes. 

For this purpose, I would suggest that we establish a working group that involves also national experts for VET in the field of Multimedia in our country and then start translating the comprehensive competence list into learning outcomes.

Pro:

· Combines the advantages of the two previous approaches

· Based on already available information respectively requires only little primary research

· Time and cost efficient

Contra:

· Considers mainly the training perspective and only partially the market needs

· Only applicable if qualification frameworks and appropriate Multimedia qualification descriptions are available at national level

· However, if not applicable, approach 2 could be applied with a lower sample of job advertisement (max. 50)
Adriana Gluhak remark: I think this basically complies with the 6-step approach which you suggested. I am not sure, if we should consider analysing job advertisments. I assume that the 6-step approach you suggested will provide us with sufficient information. What do you think?

Answer: Due to your complaints (too much time and money for 100+ companies) we redesigned our approach not to contain the analysis of job advertisements. However, we still feel that’s an effective tool that should not be dropped completely.

From now on, let’s stick to the 6-step approach, but do not forget about the analysis of job advertisements completely. We might include some of its elements –at least partially- in a future methodology version or as an alternative complementary tool at some point (like the a) and b) routes in the diagram) if necessary.
10. Appendix
App01:
Methodology of the Embedding Standards project

App02:
Task 1.1.0: List of competences, job families and jobs of the CompTrain project (v2.0)
App03a:
Task 1.1.1: Survey template for national content development training activities (v1.0)
App03b:
Task 1.1.2: Survey template for training descriptions and National Qualification Profile (v1.0)
App04:
European e-Competence Framework (v1.0)

App05:
User guidelines for the application of the European e-Competence Framework (v1.0)
App06:
Table example: National Qualification Profile on Painters job
App07:
Task 1.2.1: National Qualification Profile by country (v1.0)
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