Criteria for mature frameworks
The European Commission does not provide with a definition of “mature” frameworks, but
experience from previous attempts to align NQF to EQF shows that “mature” mostly means having
been in existence for a number of years and having been through a number of reviews. There are
two sides to the recognition of a mature framework: one is technical and refers to the progress made
over the years and the other is political, and refers to the recognition by the members states that
India is seriously working on the framework, which of course is doubtless, but it is also a lobbying
issue. The study visits made in the context of the project to England, Germany, France and Australia
are a first sign that the NSQF does not develop in isolation. Moreover, the fact that the NSQF has
been developed with the support of the EU with a clear objective to meet EU best practice is a good
start. The project is mentioned in the preparatory report of the new Skill Agenda, but it will not be
enough.
Although there is obviously no explicit standards for mature frameworks, a few criteria can be stated,
based on how NQFs are mutually assessed in Europe (e.g. through the referencing process to the
EQF) and on some preparatory work done by the EQF Advisory Group.


The responsibility and legal competence of all relevant national bodies involved in the
running of the NQF are clearly determined and published by the competent authorities, and,
in addition, the position of the NQF in the structure of education and training system must
be clearly acknowledged by all actors. The Government of the country should set out clearly
which organizations have responsibility for the development and maintenance of the QF and
for the quality assurance associated with it. The essential structure of the system covering
ages, stages and pathways of education and training, including formal, non-formal and
informal learning should be described in outline. Linkages between these pathways and
major progressions should be clear. If possible, some general statistics should be included.
In India, the Framework is currently limited to vocational training, which is a sub-sub system
of the education and training system. This is not a problem in itself, a framework has to start
somewhere. Responsibilities are clear in India, as per the Notification, as long as the sole
vocational system is considered. The framework is not yet comprehensive, but it can be
reliably claimed that making sure the framework is firmly established in the vocational field is
a first step towards a comprehensive framework.



The NQF must have clear and level descriptors well written and show that there is a good
technical understanding of what level descriptors can and cannot do. It needs to
demonstrate a good understanding of the purpose of level descriptors.
As said many times, the NSQF descriptors have to be reviewed. This is a purely technical work
to start with, to be shared and agreed by all stakeholders. It may mean a revision of the
Notification.



The NQF are based on the principle and objectives of learning outcomes and linked to
arrangements for validation of non/formal and informal learning and, where they exist, to
credit systems. If the use of learning outcomes is not well established, the policy and the
implementation plan for their full use must be clear. The use of LO supports many other
measures such as assessment, mutual trust, links to RPL, mobility. Where RPL does not exist
yet, the plans for further development must be clear.
The RPL is foreseen in the qualification files, but for the time being, it has no role in the
approval of a qualification (if I am not mistaken). This is not an issue at this stage if the
political purpose is to eventually allow all qualifications included in the Register to be
accessible through RPL. But the way (and if possibly the timing of how) this will be done must
be clear.



The procedure for inclusion of qualifications in the national Register must be transparent.
The country needs to explain how qualifications get into the framework. This explanation
needs to be detailed and include relevant criteria, rules and associated guidance. It also
needs to be explicit about whether the same rules are used for all types of qualifications. For
mutual trust, countries need to see and understand the rules, criteria and methodology used
to determine the level of a qualification and its place in the NQF.
The NSDA is doing well under this criteria, although it is likely that many approved
qualifications should not be in the register. The issue of the QPs is a burning issue from the
point of view of the maturity of the framework. It will be solved when a paper on which types
of qualifications can be included in the Register is developed as an annex of the QF. (The issue
of the qualification type is not an easy one, as it will show when the ministry of HRD is invited
to join the framework. The issue rests partly on a decision on the minimum size of a
qualification. The reason why notional hours are mentioned in the QF is that it helps the
certifier to look at a qualification from an input as well as an output point of view). The issue
of qualification types is briefly mentioned in the qualification file, but not in detail, precisely
because the QPs case was and still is soaring. Not all QPs are real qualifications but criteria to
decide which ones are need to be defined and that is the kind of problems a mature
framework has solved.



The National quality assurance system should cover the NQF. The quality assurance
processes which underpin each category of qualification in the framework need to be clearly
explained along with an explanation of the quality assurance associated with the overall QF.
The NQAF is specific to the NSQF for the time being and it is not fully operational but it is well
articulated. It will take many years to percolate through the system, but this is not too much
of an issue as long as it is made clear how this is going to be done.



International cooperation- since transparency and mutual trust is the purpose of a
framework, international cooperation on the framework at policy level is a good sign of
political will and commitment towards the development of a reliable framework. The MoU
with France, Australia and GCC are important signs that such cooperation exists.



The NSQF is very much work in progress. India has moved very fast by taking shortcuts.
Anyhow, what the EU needs to be convinced about is that India is “over the hump” and that

there is no way back. In my view, a policy document at ministry level should confirm the
political will and commitment to continue to develop the NSQF, drawing the lessons from the
first two years of work. A review of the framework is clearly in order. Of course, the Skill Act
is the best way to show the world what India holds in store in skill matters, but this might
take time as it covers much more that the NSQF. A revised Notification would be the best
way to show what role has the NSQF in the Skill Policy in India and thereby to show how
mature is the NSQF.


When the EQF Recommendation is extended to third countries (soon), the EU Delegation in
India can come into play, because then the EQF is no longer a Member States matter only,
but it becomes a topic the Commission can handle. But the decision to open negotiations
with the European commission on an alignment to the EQF will remain in the hands of the
EQF Advisory Forum.

