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Official opening
On behalf of the Ministry of Education and Science, Maria Antonia Ozcariz, General Director for
Regional Cooperation and Higher Inspection, welcomed participants from other countries and from
the different regions of Spain. She emphasized the importance of language learning as a means of
promoting understanding, tolerance, and respect for diversity. Having developed and implemented
ELPs for learners of all ages, Spain was delighted to host the 2004 intergovernmental ELP seminar.
Spain had recently passed a new law in order to meet the challenges of the EU’s language education
policy, and the Ministry had a strong interest in promoting language learning and improving teaching methods. The new law provided that children should begin to learn their first foreign language
between the ages of 3 and 6 and their second foreign language at the age of 12. Implementation of
the law would vary from region to region, but everywhere it would have implications for teacher
training as well as for teachers of subjects other than languages, who need to be able to participate
in CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning) schemes. The Ministry hoped that these
measures would lead to an increase in language learning and improvement in language teaching.
The Common European Framework and the ELP were important tools to assist these processes;
hence the Ministry’s interest in this seminar.
On behalf of the Council of Europe, Joseph Sheils, head of the Language Policy Division, thanked
Ms Ozcariz for her words of welcome. The Council of Europe was pleased to be in Madrid for a
seminar that had the twin tasks of taking stock and planning for the future. He thanked the Spanish
authorities for their invitation and for arranging such good weather. Spain was a faithful partner in
the Council of Europe’s work on education, participating actively in projects and seminars; it was
also a country in which multilingualism played a vital role. Four Spanish ELPs had now been validated. Between them they supported language learning from the beginning to the end of schooling,
and a good support system had been put in place for teachers. The Spanish ELP for learners aged
between 3 and 7 was the first model to be validated for that age group.
Altogether there were now 64 validated ELPs, with 5 more pending validation; between them they
reflected the richness and diversity of educational contexts across Europe. Rolf Schärer’s report on
the progress of the ELP from 2001 to 2004 raised important questions of quality regarding the design of ELPs and their implementation. The Standing Committee of Ministers of Education had
signed a declaration to improve the quality of education, teaching and learning, develop tools for
self-evaluation, and promote learner-centredness, interculturality and diversity. The ELP could do
much to support this agenda, and it was therefore important to sell the ELP to ministries, and especially to show that it adds value to language learning. 2005 had been declared the year of education
for democracy, and here too the ELP had a vital role to play.
The last meeting of the current Validation Committee would be held in November. It would focus
on issues of quality and the dynamic processes of ELP development and implementation; it would
also identify gaps to be filled, new elements to be developed, new methods of delivery to be explored, and outstanding policy issues to be addressed. This would help to set the agenda for the next
phase of the European ELP project, from 2005 to 2007.
Joseph Sheils concluded by thanking the Spanish authorities for hosting the seminar, the local organizers for preparing the seminar, and the participants for hard work to come. He also thanked the
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members of the Validation Committee for their commitment over the past four years, and paid tribute to Johanna Panthier for her unfailing support of the ELP project.
Emilio García Prieto, Vice Director General for European Programmes, said that his subdirectorate was very glad to be involved in hosting and organizing the seminar. He was very pleased
to note that all organizational challenges had been successfully met. The seminar was the result of a
lot of work by a lot of people. In particular he thanked Ana Madroñero and Yolanda Zarate, whose
efforts would ensure that everything would run smoothly. The seminar had come at just the right
time for Spain: only three days ago a proposal had been launched for the reform of the Spanish educational system that would have big repercussions for the country. Languages had a leading role to
play in the reform. Representatives of the autonomous communities responsible for educational policy were present at the seminar, together with other language professionals. Mr García thanked everyone who had contributed to the development and implementation of the Spanish ELPs, which
were now in thousands of schools all over Spain. The importance of the ELP was underlined by the
fact that it links directly to the European Union’s Europass. Mr García concluded by wishing everyone a very constructive and enjoyable seminar.

Introduction to the seminar – David Little
At last year’s seminar in Istanbul we had three main concerns: (i) the language passport summary
for adults and passport templates for younger learners; (ii) descriptors; and (iii) learning how to
learn and the intercultural dimension. The Istanbul seminar concluded that further work was needed
on descriptors, language passport templates for younger learners, and first language(s) as the soil in
which plurilingualism grows. It also recognized the need for a guide to assessment and selfassessment in relation to the CEF and the ELP.
Since Istanbul the bank of descriptors and the sample language biography pages on learning how to
learn and the intercultural dimension have been put on the ELP website; the language passport
summary has been formally adopted as a component of the European Union’s Europass and further
refined to serve its dual function; and an annotated version of the Principles and Guidelines has
been approved by the Validation Committee and is on the ELP website. At meetings held in November 2003 and May 2004 the Validation Committee validated 15 more ELPs, and much effort
has been devoted to preparing the consolidated report for the current phase of the ELP project,
2001–2004. However, no progress has been made either on language passports for younger learners
or on L1(s) in relation to plurilingualism.
The Madrid seminar has three main themes: (i) the consolidated report for 2001–2004 and strategic
development, including the need for research into the ELP’s impact on language learning; (ii)
plurilingualism in educational policy and language pedagogy; and (iii) movement towards a new
assessment culture that embraces self-assessment based on the ELP and teacher assessment based
on the CEF. In addition, the exhibition will illustrate the progress of ELP projects in many different
countries and educational contexts, there will be a presentation of electronic ELPs, and the showand-tell session on Thursday evening will provide an opportunity, among other things, to see electronic ELPs in operation.
The working methods will be a mixture of plenary inputs and workshops guided by questions.
Feedback from the workshops will take the form of posters and plenary panel discussions. For the
first time participants will be invited to complete an evaluation questionnaire that focuses on the
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main themes of the seminar, the exhibition and show-and-tell session, and the organization of the
seminar.

European Language Portfolio: from piloting to implementation 2001–04 – Rolf Schärer
The consolidated report for the four years from 2001 to 2004 seeks to illustrate the challenges posed
by the implementation of a large-scale European project and to give examples of interesting practice. It aims to be at once concise and interwoven with reflective interpretation; it also aims to be
objective, though inevitably it is subjective. Written for people involved in ELP projects, its basic
message is that an enormous amount of progress has been made since last year.
The ELP was conceived in the years leading up to 1997, when the Common European Framework
was being developed and the Principles and Guidelines were elaborated. The three years from 1998
to 2000 were devoted to piloting; the first ELP models were developed, and the mandate of the
Validation Committee was approved. The four years from 2001 to 2004 have seen the first phase of
implementation, and the next three years will be given over to consolidation. From 2008 onwards
we hope to achieve widespread use and international recognition.
At this stage the questions that should concern us are: Does the ELP make a difference? What difference does it make? What difference does it make to whom? And what difference does it make in
relation to what?
In the recent past we have made progress in one important respect: we are more coherent in reporting than we have been. But we are still a long way from collecting the information we need in order
to meet our goals at the European level. In the next phase we need to enlarge our vision.
The consolidated report acknowledges the interests of many stakeholders – learners, parents, teachers, principals, administrators, ministries, employers, etc. But some groups are missing, e.g., participants in intergovernmental seminars and people in finance departments. The following fields of
interest especially need to be taken into account: development, piloting, implementation, training of
trainers, research, and language policy.
In the next phase of the ELP project we need to make sure that the ELP becomes part of the daily
routine in language classrooms. The ELP’s long-term success will depend on the development of an
appropriate whole-school policy that includes curriculum, objectives, assessment culture, the ELP’s
status, and cooperation among all those involved in language teaching. Work with the ELP needs to
take account of second and foreign languages (L2, L3, L4, etc.), the language(s) of instruction,
learners’ L1(s), and perhaps other school subjects. Factors that may give the ELP a boost include
the PISA study, the importance of foreign language learning from the perspective of global development, the use we make of our L1 in this context, and our understanding of that use. In this last
regard, there is some evidence that the CEF descriptors work for L1 as well as L2.
The new Validation Committee will have three focuses of concern – ELP strategy, strengthening
the common core, and validation – and this should be reflected in its mandate. The proliferation of
ELP models is one of the key strategic issues to be addressed. ELPs specific to particular contexts
are perhaps the most effective way of communicating key ideas. Yet we should not necessarily multiply ELP models ad infinitum, especially since the long-term success of the ELP in any environment is likely to be undermined by the proliferation of models. Already situations are beginning to
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develop in which learners could encounter different ELPs in different language classrooms. To
counteract effects of this kind we need to refine and protect the common core.
Validation has now become an almost routine matter, to the extent that the process of pre-validation
might be handed over to a small expert group. This would allow the Validation Committee to devote more time to consolidating and protecting the common core. We are also about to experience a
shift from paper to electronic ELPs, which will raise new questions to do with data protection and
privacy.
Compiling the report brought to light much interesting information and a number of significant innovations. But what is the process by which we make such information and innovations generally
known? National contacts provide one way, though some member states have very varied practices
in different regions, which may be difficult to capture in brief reports. It is clear that the ELP needs
more support, both as regards reporting and in general; otherwise it will die in a very short time.
At a European level the ELP project has shown surprising development. If we have problems it has
to do with the pace of growth and lack of time and resources – ELP project leaders and ELP developers all have full-time jobs. Nevertheless we can still hope to succeed.

Some examples of strategic development – Chair: Gareth Hughes
Germany – Eike Thürmann (German ELP contact person and member of the Validation
Committee)
The situation of the ELP in Germany is very complex because of the complexity of German political structures: 16 autonomous Länder all have their own education system. The German ELP project is guided by the following basic strategies:
•

It seeks to counteract proliferation of ELP models, while acknowledging the “Rolf Schärer
paradox”: in order to know whether you need your own ELP you must first develop one.

•

It also seeks to counteract a regional closed-shop mentality on the part of administrators in
those Länder that have their own ELP models: schools should be allowed to choose which
ELP model to use.

•

It aims to broaden the implementation of existing models by involving those Länder with no
or little practical ELP experience.

•

It tries to identify specific needs and target groups for particular ELP models, to support new
developments, to organize the evaluation of ELP classroom practice, and to document and
discuss examples of good teacher/learner classroom practice. One problem it has encountered arises from the lack of easy-to-follow recipes for ELP implementation in the classroom.

•

It tries to prepare the ground for a national platform, a modular system allowing for regional
and functional flexibility.

The project has adopted three approaches to coordinated action:
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•

A national ELP working group reports to the Commission for Schools of the Standing Conference of Ministers of Education.

•

A national ELP documentation centre has been established and teacher training institutions
are now involved.

•

A federally funded joint pilot project, Bridging gaps for continuous language learning
(these gaps exist at 10 and 15 years), involves eight or nine Länder and four modules.

It should be noted that the German ELP project has received little encouragement from employers.

Poland – Barbara Glowacka (Polish ELP contact person and coordinator of the Polish ELP
project)
From the beginning the Polish ELP project has been supported by the Ministry of National Education and Sport. To date one ELP has been implemented in Poland, for learners aged 10–15. Two
others, for younger and older learners, are under development; they will shortly be piloted in
schools and should be generally available some time in 2005. The three teams of ELP developers
have worked independently of one another.
A journal devoted to modern languages at school regularly publishes information on the progress of
the project. In the past few years in-service seminars have been organized by regional centres, and
in the past twelve months the developers of the Polish ELP for learners aged 10–15 have given
eight seminars, on each occasion for more than 100 teachers. The level of interest in the ELP seems
to be very high.
Now the first Polish ELP is taking on its own life and the question arises how best to support it in
the schools. The answer to this question lies principally with three groups of partners – multipliers,
users, and regional coordinators. Teachers will also play a vital role, not as instruments of the project but as full partners.
The Polish ELP project has mostly taken place outside the large cities, the aim being to put the ELP
in the hands of teachers and learners who between them would reflect the full national range of
educational conditions and linguistic and intercultural experience. Pre-piloting was done in 16
schools in Podlaska, a region in the east of Poland that is particularly rich from a cultural and linguistic point of view; while the pilot project proper involved schools in eastern, southern and northern frontier regions as well as in the centre. Only two of the 42 schools involved in pre-piloting and
piloting were in Warsaw. The pilot phase lasted 22 months, during which time a number of actions
were organized. The learners (10–15 years) were in the last three classes of primary school and the
first three classes of secondary school (gymnasium). The languages involved were English, German, French, Russian, and three minority languages of Poland: Belarussian, Lithuanian and Ukrainian.
From the outset we wanted the Polish ELP to develop out of a permanent dialogue between teachers
and their learners. Language teachers in Poland are familiar with the communicative approach, but
the key concepts that underpin the ELP are not central to the preoccupations of textbook authors –
autonomy, self-assessment, partial competences, plurilingual and pluricultural competence. It therefore seemed essential to begin as soon as possible to reflect on learning strategies, assessment practices, open teaching and learning, and learner-centredness. Teachers in the pilot schools had be-
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tween 50 and 60 hours of in-service training, not counting the piloting process itself. They were not
all convinced of the value of the ELP at the beginning, but today most of them would want to continue with it.
The ELP’s predominantly pedagogical function was never contested. Establishing checklists that
corresponded to the needs of Polish learners was one of the most difficult parts of our work. We
translated the self-assessment grid into Polish and identified those parts that needed to be made ageappropriate; we also translated the Swiss checklists, making two versions, one for adolescents and
one for adults. In addition we took account of the checklists in validated ELPs designed for the
same age group. In order to emphasize its plurilingual and pluricultural dimensions we translated
every text in our ELP into five languages.
The majority of participants in the pilot project confirmed the positive influence of the ELP, while
acknowledging a number of difficulties – for example, learner motivation, the status of the ELP
(optional or obligatory), the lack of age-appropriate descriptors in the CEF, the lack of standard
passports for this age group.
Now that the pilot phase is over the ELP must be supported in a number of ways. Information must
continue to be disseminated and there must be in-service provision for teachers; arrangements must
be made for participatory observation; the effect of the ELP must be researched; and the ELP must
be promoted. In pursuing these various actions we shall inevitably face a number of challenges,
which we shall do our best to overcome.

Switzerland (Hans-Ulrich Bosshard, Swiss ELP contact person and coordinator of the Swiss
ELP project)
The Swiss ELP project began in 1998 with the adoption of a general plan for language teaching.
The CDIP (Swiss Conference of Cantonal Ministers of Education) launched the Swiss ELP for adolescents and adults in 2001, and adopted a strategy and action programme for language teaching in
2004. The common objectives (to be achieved by 2010/2012) are to give priority support to the first
foreign language, beginning at the latest in the third or fifth school years, and to have all pupils
learn two foreign languages, of which one should be a national language. The national action programme will introduce common standards in 2007, ELPs for learners aged 11–15 in 2005 and for
learners aged 7–11 in 2007, with regular national evaluation starting in 2005.
The Swiss ELP for adolescents and adults exists in four different language versions (French, German, Italian, and English). It was piloted in 1996 and again in 1999–2000, validated in 2000 (validation number 2000.1), and introduced on a voluntary basis in 2001. 45,000 copies had been distributed by the summer of 2004. Since 2001 there has been a training programme for multipliers
and teachers, and there is also a national website (www.portfoliolangues.ch). Information sessions
have been held for companies, since 2003 there has been a guide for users, and guidelines for teachers are due to be introduced in 2005.
A preliminary version of the Swiss ELP for learners aged 11–15 was trialled with 1,750 learners in
2003, and the pilot version has been used with 200 classes in 2004. This model will be sent for validation in 2005, when courses will be arranged for teacher trainers, and the model will be introduced
on a voluntary basis in 2006, when training will be offered to teachers. The development of this
model has led to the division of the first four common reference levels into two sub-levels each:
A1.1, A1.2, A2.1, A2.2, B1.1, B1.2, B2.1, B2.2.
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In the Swiss educational system, the ELP mediates between learning goals, learning process, and
the evaluation of outcomes, and provides a link between the HarmoS and IEF projects, which are
concerned respectively with standards and instruments of evaluation.

Working groups
The five working groups – three English-speaking (chairs: Viljo Kohonen, Maria Stoicheva, Barbara Simpson), one French-speaking (chair: Gilbert de Samblanc), and one German-speaking
(chair: Gunther Abuja) – were invited to formulate answers to the following questions:
(i) Strategies for further dissemination and implementation
1. What objectives have you set in your country (region, INGO, institution), and what measures
have you planned to substantially increase the dissemination and use of the ELP over the next
project phase (2005–2007)?
2. How do you see the role of the ELP contact persons?
3. What specific guidance, if any, do you expect from the Council of Europe?
4. Does your country (region, INGO, institution) have any specific implementation know-how that
it is willing to share with other partners (e.g., computer applications, research findings, etc.)? If
yes, please give details.
(ii) Validating what has been achieved
1.
2.

What difference does the ELP make in your country (region, INGO, institution)?
How do you define the added value that the ELP brings to language learning and teaching?
And how do you communicate it to others?
How will you monitor the long-term effects of the ELP on learners and learning systems?

3.

Plenary feedback – chair: Gareth Hughes
The role of the ELP contact person
•

The French-speaking group thought that the Council of Europe should define the role and
the member states should identify an appropriate person.

•

Viljo Kohonen reported the view of his group: that the contact person should be knowledgeable about the CEF and the ELP and should have a networking role in his/her country,
disseminating ideas, initiating seminars, and so on. There should be two-way communication between ELP contact persons and the Council of Europe.

•

Joseph Sheils said that the Language Policy Division would like to know what people are
willing to do. He believed that the ELP contact person had three functions: to provide a link
between the Council of Europe and the member state in question; to check ELP models, especially as regards their conformity with the national curriculum, before they are submitted
for validation; and to coordinate national strategy. As far as possible the national contact
person should attend each year’s intergovernmental seminar.
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•

•

It emerged that some groups had discussed the possibility of regional networking across
frontiers. Rolf Schärer pointed out that problems can arise when a national contact person
is required to go beyond his or her national frontiers. Problems can also arise with INGOs.
He suggested that national contact persons should understand the issues of copyright attaching to ELP design and publication and should know how to obtain copyright clearance.
Barbara Simpson reported the view of her group: that national contact persons cannot be
effective unless they enjoy strong political support. The level of political support for the
ELP seems to vary greatly from country to country.

Providing pre-validation advice on ELPs under development
Gareth Hughes pointed out that lack of resources sometimes makes it difficult or impossible to
provide pre-validation advice.
Johanna Panthier added that at present pre-validation advice is provided by members of EVC and
secretariat. Perhaps it would be a good idea to include the Principles and Guidelines on the programme of the next intergovernmental ELP seminar.
Barbara Simpson supported this idea of and suggested that one possible workshop activity would
be to examine a number of validated ELPs in the light of the Principles and Guidelines.

Stakeholders
•

Gareth Hughes wondered how we can involve other stakeholders besides those already represented at the intergovernmental seminars? How, in particular, can we involve employers?
Is this a national or regional issue, or is it something that could be dealt with at a European
level?

•

Eike Thürmann suggested that the Council of Europe might coordinate an international
conference that would bring together people from the world of work. It is difficult to work
exclusively within a national context unless we have precedents.

•

Viljo Kohonen pointed out that there is already a great demand among employers for evidence of foreign language skills. But how do we persuade them to accept the expertise that
lies behind the CEF and the ELP? Perhaps the Council of Europe’s general web site should
have a brief statement supporting the ELP.

•

Gaby Kunsch informed participants that the next presidency of the European Union will include the launch of Europass. This will happen at a conference of 350 people responsible in
one way or another for professional qualifications, including all social partners.

•

Rolf Schärer noted that a declaration of education ministers in Switzerland concerning the
widespread use of the ELP had also been addressed to employers and unions, but it had been
very difficult to get them to come to a meeting. By contrast, the Bulgarian ELP project had
been supported by employers, and at the final conference it was evident that they were very
proud of having given their support. It is important to note that some of the Council of
Europe’s goals are not necessarily of concern to employers, e.g., plurilingualism (for employers the important thing tends to be proficiency in English). In Switzerland there is a pro9

ject to introduce the ELP into the postal system: general managers make their managers
keep an ELP. Also, the CEF is used to define language requirements in job advertisements.
Nevertheless educationalists and employers speak different languages.

Electronic ELPs – chair: Johanna Panthier
Johanna Panthier introduced this part of the programme by reminding participants that the Consolidated Report 2001–2004 contains the version of the language passport that is to be included in
Europass, which is itself an electronic document. This may come to replace the standard adult passport in a number of contexts, especially those having to do with the workplace. Electronic ELPs
raise many new questions, e.g. of privacy and copyright, and it is thus timely to have an introduction to the models developed by the Dutch ELP project and by ALTE/EAQUALS.
The Dutch online ELP (Dick Meijer) – This electronic ELP has been available online since 1 September 2004. Besides the ELP itself, the website contains information about the ELP and the CEF
for other stakeholders; it can be accessed by anyone anywhere in the world. In The Netherlands
there are five ELP implementation projects that between them cover primary, secondary and vocational schools; a variety of ELP supports are being developed and delivered, including teaching and
learning materials. The website also offers a self-assessment instrument and portfolio for language
teachers. At present there are more than 1,500 accounts. The website is mostly used during school
hours, and 86% of users are in The Netherlands, though there are also some users in Belgium. Already the first changes have been made on the basis of feedback from teachers and learners. One big
issue is the desire of teachers to monitor their learners’ ELPs. This is now possible provided individual learners give their permission. The electronic ELP has the potential to support lifelong learning – the website is a kind of educational provider. It also offers a number of evaluation possibilities: learners can upload the documents in their dossier, show unfinished products to their teacher,
and use the website to track their language learning history. Each learner’s language passport is
generated automatically.
ALTE/EAQUALS (Peter Brown) – Essentially there are two approaches to electronic ELPs:
online using a website and offline using your local PC. ALTE/EAQUALS has adopted the latter
approach, and it will be possible for one PC to serve an individual learner, a class, a school, or a
whole community. The ALTE/EAQUALS ELP is downloadable using a self-extracting program; it
is also system-independent, so it can be used with Windows, Macintosh, Unix and Linux. It is individually protected and historically stable, and accommodates multi-media files. It focuses on adults,
and is concerned with vertical and horizontal mobility. Its design aims to incorporate what has been
learnt from implementing the ALTE/EAQUALS paper ELP, e.g., establishing links between the
language passport and the language biography. The ALTE/EAQUALS eELP will enable the user to
compile his or her private history of language learning. Objectives can be defined and priorities set,
and users will be able to record when they have achieved their learning targets. It will also be possible for users to output the results of their self-assessment to the language passport in Europass. Initially the ALTE/EAQUALS eELP will be available in English and French.

Show and tell
The day’s programme concluded with two parallel show-and-tell sessions. In one Dick Meijer and
Peter Brown demonstrated respectively the Dutch and ALTE/EAQUALS electronic ELPs; in the
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other Barbara Simpson reported on the development of an assessment framework for learners of
English as a second language in Irish primary schools that is compatible with the CEF and the ELP.

Friday 1 October
Plurilingualism – chair: Eike Thürmann
Taking account of plurilingualism in ELPs – Francis Goullier
We can be proud of the collective achievement of the ELPs validated so far. The ELP is undoubtedly making progress as regards both form and content, and we can now think in terms of bringing
together all our experience. It is possible to identify three strengths in particular: the development of
learner self-assessment, the emergence of new pedagogical approaches centred on learner autonomy, and the incorporation of the intercultural dimension of language learning and language use.
These three aspects are commonly accepted, and the EVC would not validate a model that did not
take account of them. They effectively belong to the ELP’s common core. By contrast, the aspect of
plurilingualism has been somewhat neglected. It is true that except in particular circumstances ELPs
are not validated if they focus on a single language: they must allow users to record all the languages they have learnt. But to date ELPs have not focussed on plurilingualism as defined by the
CEF: a single competence, not the sum of separate L2 competences. The language passport records
proficiency in each language separately, rather than allowing users to record (say) their reading
skills in all the languages they know in a single table. Similarly, language biography pages tend to
focus on particular languages rather than on the owner’s plurilingual competence. In this way the
structure of ELPs tends to repeat the traditional division between languages, which is reflected in
traditions of teacher training, curriculum organization, social expectation, and so on.
Of course, plurilingualism as defined in the CEF reflects “natural” behaviour rather than an educational target: it is impossible to teach plurilingualism as a school subject. At the same time, however, we can develop and use the ELP in ways that promote and validate the idea of plurilingualism.
To begin with we should probably focus on the language biography rather than the language passport. In doing so, we can criticize language biographies developed to date – but positively. Many of
the language biographies are excellent tools for learning and teaching languages, though it is tempting to ask whether they are becoming the equivalent of textbooks. In the Swiss ELP the language
biography has different pages for different languages, which continues the traditional separation of
languages. However, exceptions are to be found in the language biography pages collected and annotated by David Little and Barbara Simpson, and also in the Spanish ELPs.
How can we develop new approaches to plurilingualism? Essentially there are two possible models
of language biography. One is developed on a language-by-language basis, perhaps with descriptors
in the user’s target language(s). The other approach, still to be fully worked out, would use the intercultural pages to promote learners’ awareness of the languages in their environment. We might
encourage learners of French to try to understand other Romance languages, or invite learners of
any language to discover lexical parallels across languages and “false friends” between languages.
We could also create pages that would allow learners to capture and reflect on their experience of
speaking more than one language in particular situations or using one language to mediate between
two or more other languages.
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Of course, it is impossible to do everything with everybody. Different countries and different regions have different environments and different situations. But we have already overcome opposition to self-assessment and learner autonomy. The recent forum in Strasbourg opened up new vistas
by talking about mother tongues and the languages of education. We need to develop new tools to
take account of this. We cannot impose plurilingualism, but we should seek to identify the most realistic methods of incorporating plurilingualism in the ELP and provide developers with ideas similar to those that David Little and Barbara Simpson have collected together for learning how to learn
and the intercultural dimension. If there is a will to make progress, it must be shared by all contact
persons: progress cannot be imposed.

Working groups
The five working groups were invited to formulate answers to the following questions:
1.

In your country (region, INGO, institution) is the ELP used explicitly to develop plurilin
gualism, understood as comprising the totality of the individual’s competence in languages
taught at school and languages learned and used outside the educational system (for
eign/second languages, mother tongues/languages of instruction, etc.)?

2.

In your opinion can the ELP play a decisive role in interesting teachers and learners in
plurilingualism? If so, how?

3.

Do you think ELPs should place greater emphasis on plurilingualism? If yes, how should
this be done? (Two possibilities: (i) to provide information about plurilingualism, including
concrete examples, and (ii) to attach certain demands to the validation of ELPs.)

Round table on plurilingualism – chair: Eike Thürmann
Carmen Perez expressed broad agreement with the position outlined by Francis Goullier. She
thought that plurilingualism is not more obviously present in ELPs because of two taboos: the striving after native-like competence that is central to foreign language teaching traditions, even though
most learners have always fallen a long way short of this target; and general discouragement of
code-switching in language classrooms. We urgently need to discuss the question of ultimate attainment in language learning. There is something about the C2 level that causes a problem – it
seems to be present in all ELPs regardless of their target audience. Francis Goullier proposed two
types of activity, dealing respectively with language use (“When do I code-switch?” – a sort of sociolinguistic enquiry addressed to the individual learner) and the individual learner’s language competence (e.g., a comparison of lexical items across languages). Carmen Perez drew attention to Jim
Cummins’s work, which shows that transfer between languages depends on the achievement of a
certain threshold of proficiency in at least one language.
Alan Dobson suggested that plurilingualism is of great importance, especially for English speakers:
London is a city where 300 mother tongues are spoken. His personal view was generally the same
as the Council of Europe’s: that we should seek to develop plurilingualism by adopting a holistic
approach to language teaching and learning. If our approach becomes too narrow we shall not be
able to answer some of the questions at the beginning of Chapter 4 of the CEF, having to do with
language use and the language user. We need to maintain a lifelong perspective. We won’t necessarily need the same languages or the same range of skills at every stage of life, and plurilingualism
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will be simultaneous for some, consecutive for others, and a mixture of both for others again. Our
needs as citizens change, and we must be willing to acquire new languages, to be sensitive to the
language needs of others, and to learn how to learn. The title “European Language Portfolio” can be
misleading: what is European is the portfolio, not the languages. Alan Dobson agreed with the implication of Francis Goullier’s discussion questions: that the ELP should place greater explicit emphasis on plurilingualism. He was, however, sceptical about the possibility of developing selfassessment scales for plurilingual competence.
In the ensuing discussion the following points were made:
•

Rolf Schärer disagreed with Francis Goullier’s analysis. In his view there were numerous
examples of plurilingualism being supported by ELPs as they stand.

•

Gunther Abuja, reporting from the German-speaking group, noted that in some contexts
plurilingualism can be supported without reference to the ELP. On the other hand, some
members of the group took the view that the ELP is the principal means of promoting plurilingualism, and that ELP models should find new ways of doing this. The group favoured a
stronger focus on plurilingualism in the future, but this should not be imposed.

•

Viljo Kohonen said that his group had identified a new aim for language teaching: developing competent and confident plurilingual language users. This implied that the language
teacher’s role should be to develop intercultural communication, which would depend on
enhancing the teacher’s professional autonomy.

•

Barbara Simpson reported that her group had concluded that we are all language users, so
that raising awareness is an issue not just for language teachers but across the school. We
need to develop a whole-school approach to language awareness, including awareness of
plurilingualism. Validated ELPs already contain some interesting examples that could be
drawn together for the benefit of developers. However, since this was the first occasion on
which plurilingualism had been discussed at an intergovernmental ELP seminar, it was too
early to make recommendations to the Validation Committee.

•

Gilbert de Samblanc reported the French-speaking group’s view that all ELPs take account
of plurilingualism, though more could be done. It would be worth taking stock of what already exists and finding out how learners have reacted. A comparative table might show that
there is a link between languages, but Carmen Perez’s reference to Jim Cummins’s work
was worth emphasizing. There is no doubt that teacher guides could stress plurilingualism
more, though plurilingualism should not be overemphasized in the language biography.

•

Maria Stoicheva said that her group had started by answering the first of Francis Goullier’s
questions. Some participants felt that at present the ELP does not play a role in promoting
plurilingualism, whereas others thought that it does, especially when used with young learners and migrants. The group spent some time discussing three concepts: plurilingualism,
pluriculturalism and linguistic diversity. The issue of learner autonomy was also raised:
some learners may not want an emphasis on plurilingualism. The group further considered
who is responsible for the development of plurilingualism. Is it the responsibility of individual language teachers or of language teachers working together? And what changes are necessary in teacher training? If plurilingualism is to be given greater emphasis it must be included in the language passport. But how is it to be measured? Research is needed on this
topic.
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•

Eike Thürmann thought it necessary to identify a common core for ELP work on plurilingualism, but not to overdo it. One possibility was to be more affirmative in requiring equal
treatment of all L1s. The question of L1 in monolingual contexts also needs to be addressed.
In addition we need to upgrade the role of mediation as a communicative skill, giving it an
appropriate place in both the language passport and the language biography. It might also be
possible in some contexts to include more “soft” pages in the language biography. The same
should be done for plurilingualism as David Little and Barbara Simpson had done for learning how to learn and the intercultural dimension. As regards the common core, it is difficult
to draw the line between intercultural learning and plurilingualism – the two are often one
and the same. It would be possible to add a plurilingual perspective to the learning how to
learn section of the language biography. Young learners might provide the first focus for
this work, which could then move on to older learners.

•

Alan Dobson pointed out that it is always possible to find good reasons for not using the
ELP to support the Council of Europe’s broader visions. But in the middle of England there
is a multilingual school where the pupils were able to articulate sophisticated views because
they had been encouraged to reflect on all the languages in their environment and available
to them. Some very partial competences are definitely worth bothering with.

•

Carmen Perez noted that the Spanish ELP for secondary learners is strongly plurilingual in
its orientation, inviting the learner to record and reflect on “my languages”, “my environmental languages”, and “my foreign languages”. Teachers were encouraged to use appropriate awareness-raising activities before getting learners to work on these pages. The “linguistic fan” is an effective way of capturing the individual’s language profile.

•

Francis Goullier agreed with most of what had been said. There could be no question of
imposing plurilingualism, or a single approach to its achievement, and it would certainly be
a good idea to see what has already been achieved. Perhaps one of the functions of the ELP
is precisely to educate everyone in awareness of plurilingualism.

Towards a new assessment culture: self-assessment based on the ELP and teacher assessment
based on the CEF – chair: Gaby Kunsch
Some issues of general principle and a practical example – David Little
The CEF’s primary orientation is behavioural. It describes communicative proficiency in terms of
the activities learners can perform, and its “can do” statements imply a task-based approach to
learning and teaching. This orientation is one of the CEF’s most important innovations; for the
same descriptions can be used (i) to define a curriculum, (ii) to plan a programme of teaching/learning, and (iii) to guide the assessment of learning outcomes. In other words, curriculum,
teaching/learning and assessment can be more closely related to one another than has traditionally
been the case. What is more, curriculum and assessment should be as accessible to learners as to
teachers and educational planners. In this regard it is worth recalling the second half of the CEF’s
title, which places learning before teaching and assessment.
The intended functions of the CEF in relation to assessment may be summarized as follows (cf.
CEF, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001, p.178): (i) to specify what is assessed – using
the levels and descriptors to define test content; (ii) to interpret performance – using the levels and
descriptors to state the criteria by which to determine whether or not a learning objective has been
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attained; and (iii) to compare different language tests – using the levels and descriptors to analyse
test content.
One of the purposes of the ELP is to support the development of learner autonomy, which entails
that learners are involved in planning, monitoring and evaluating their own learning. Planning,
monitoring and evaluation that are not haphazard and random depend on accurate self-assessment,
and self-assessment in the ELP is carried out against the levels and descriptors of the CEF. Essentially, the ELP requires two forms of self-assessment: summary and summative in the language
passport, with reference to the self-assessment grid; and formative, using checklists to identify
learning targets and assess progress in meeting those targets in the language biography, and selecting items to include in the dossier in order to demonstrate learning achievement
From the beginning self-assessment in the ELP has given rise to three concerns. First, it has been
objected that learners do not know how to assess themselves. The answer to this is that selfassessment is a skill that must be learnt, and its development must be given classroom time. Secondly, there has been a worry that learners will overestimate their proficiency. The answer to this is
that they should always be required to justify their self-assessment by demonstrating that they can
do what they claim to be able to do. Thirdly, some fear that learners will cheat by including in their
ELPs materials they have not produced themselves. The answer to this is that dishonesty of this
kind is difficult to get away with in a properly maintained ELP.
If the same levels and descriptors are used (i) to guide self-assessment during the learning process
and (ii) to specify exam content and/or the criteria by which exam performance will be judged, it
should be possible to accommodate self-assessment within the overall framework of assessment.
Only when this happens will it be possible to claim that curricula are fully learner-centred. In this
regard it is worth noting the growing interest in portfolio assessment, though we must also remind
ourselves that the ELP is the property of the learner
In many educational cultures exams are traditionally written rather than oral. This may encourage
the belief that written exams are the “real thing”, whereas oral exams are an “extra”; and this in turn
may cause reading and writing to be given greater importance than listening and speaking. Also, we
learn and use languages interactively, yet most exams focus exclusively on the individual learner.
This certainly does not do justice to communicative reality.
In Ireland we have developed a primary curriculum for English as a second language, using the
CEF, the primary curriculum and classroom observation to generate age-appropriate and domainspecific descriptors for A1, A2 and B1 in relation to thirteen recurrent curriculum themes (English
Language Proficiency Benchmarks; downloadable from www.iilt.ie). We have also designed an
ELP with a simplified self-assessment grid and checklists based on these Benchmarks. Currently we
are using the Benchmarks to develop an assessment framework that will comprise (i) a manual of
test content, (ii) an inventory of test tasks for listening, speaking, reading and writing, (iii) rating
scales and scoring procedures, (iv) sample tests, and (v) the cumulative self-assessment contained in
each pupil’s ELP.
The consequences of adopting this approach are as follows: each language skill is given appropriate
emphasis and assessed in an appropriate way; the relation between curriculum, teaching/learning
and assessment is clearly articulated; pupils, teachers, principals and school inspectors can share a
common understanding of learning goals and outcomes; and assessment (including self-assessment)
becomes a fully integrated part of the teaching/learning process.
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The IEF Project: assessment instruments to support the ELP – Peter Lenz
When the Swiss ELP for adolescents and adults was launched in 2001, it was accompanied by an
official recommendation that the CEF should be taken into account in curricula and in the recognition of diplomas, and that steps should be taken to facilitate the widespread use of the ELP and to
help teachers to integrate it into their teaching. The goal of the IEF Project (which applies to the
German-speaking part of Switzerland and Liechtenstein) is to promote the quality and effectiveness
of school-based foreign-language teaching and learning by improving the quality, coherence and
transparency of assessment. Taking the CEF as its basis, the project is refining the common reference levels by elaborating new descriptors, using the descriptors to develop assessment and selfassessment instruments, creating teacher training materials, and involving teachers in the dissemination of the instruments and their introduction into schools. The expected outcomes of the project
are: a bank of target-group specific descriptors (A1.1–B2.1); (self-)assessment checklists; a bank of
validated test tasks and assessment criteria; tests for formal assessment; commercially published
tests; materials for teacher training; and benchmark performances of speaking and writing.
The bank of new descriptors was arrived at in three stages. First, descriptors were collected from
written sources, including ELPs, and derived from textbooks and tests for young learners; then the
descriptors were validated and added to in a series of teacher workshops; and lastly they were finetuned and a final selection of 330 was made. The bank of descriptors was then used to compile
(self-)assessment checklists for inclusion in the ELP for learners aged 11–15, transforming “can do”
into “I can” statements. Classes used the checklists for self-assessment and provided feedback. Pairs
of learners sorted descriptors into three piles of equal size according to difficulty. Statistical analysis yielded high correlations for spoken interaction and acceptable correlations for writing.
The bank of test tasks comprises (i) communicative tasks for speaking, writing, listening and reading, and (ii) C-tests (a special type of cloze test that is quick to administer and is said to provide reliable information on a learner’s cognitive and linguistic resources). The test tasks have been fieldtested and attributed, at least tentatively, to a level. Criteria for assessing speaking were collected
from various sources, including the CEF and various examination schemes. Spoken performances
were then assessed in workshops where teachers were asked to describe exact differences between
learner performances, to adopt and apply descriptors from the existing collection, to agree on essential categories (e.g., vocabulary range), and to describe a scale for each category of criteria. It was
then decided which categories should be retained and the proposed scales were revised and completed. The empirical validation involved 35 teachers applying approximately 70 criteria in five
categories to 10 or 11 videotaped learners per language (French and English), who were performing
three or four spoken tasks each. The five categories of criteria were listening comprehension in interaction, vocabulary range, grammar, fluency, and pronunciation/intonation. Statistical analysis has
confirmed the quality of the descriptors for assessing learners from A1.1 to B2, though the exact
link to the CEF has still to be established. Statistical analysis also indicates which of the videotaped
learners are the most able, which raters (teachers) were severe or lenient, and which of them rated
consistently or inconsistently. The assessment criteria for written performance are being developed
in a closely similar way.
Beyond the IEF Project Switzerland will put in place a monitoring system for school-based language-learning that will define minimum expected standards in terms of the CEF and the ELP and
will assess learners accordingly.
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Working groups
The five working groups were invited to formulate answers to the following questions:
1. To what extent does your country (region, INGO, institution) already possess an assessment culture that is fully compatible with the CEF and the ELP?
2. What obstacles have you encountered, or do you expect to encounter, in (i) developing and (ii)
gaining acceptance for an assessment culture that is fully compatible with the CEF and the
ELP?
3. What strategies might prove, or have already proved, successful in (i) developing and (ii) gaining acceptance for an assessment culture that is fully compatible with the CEF and the ELP?
4. What kind of support could the Council of Europe provide?

Plenary feedback on assessment – chair: Gaby Kunsch
Barbara Simpson pointed out that in many contexts teacher assessment is controlled by ministry
demands, and that teachers themselves are often more comfortable with traditional forms of assessment. Usually self-assessment does not contribute to assessment as such but is seen more as a pedagogical tool that plays a vital role in successful ELP implementation. Whereas self-assessment in
the ELP is linked to the CEF, assessment by teachers is not. This discontinuity constantly threatens
to undermine self-assessment and with it the ELP. In developing teaching programmes and schemes
of assessment we need more detailed specifications than the CEF provides: specifications that relate
communicative proficiency to curriculum content. One example is provided by the English Language Proficiency Benchmarks that we have developed to guide the teaching of English as a second
language in Irish primary schools.
Carmen Perez noted that in Spain the ELP has helped secondary learners to understand what their
teachers are getting at. The piloting process provided feedback on the descriptors for selfassessment, causing them to be revised to make them as accessible to learners as possible. It has
often been said that progress through the common reference levels can seem very slow to learners.
The Spanish ELP developers have tried to solve this problem by using the same self-assessment
procedures several times over. Self-assessment is always the last in a succession of activities and is
usually accompanied by peer evaluation.
In the ensuing discussion it was reported that the working groups had raised the following questions:
•
•
•
•
•
•

In changing our assessment culture, isn’t it necessary to start with teachers before going on
to address other stakeholders?
What is meant by “full compatibility with CEF and ELP”?
To what extent can traditional systems of grading be retained in the new assessment culture
that has been proposed?
How can assessment procedures take account of learner autonomy and intercultural skills?
Does self-assessment have more to do with motivation than with assessment proper?
Can self-assessment by learners affect assessment by teachers, e.g., by gradually improving
the reliability of their judgements in relation to the CEF?

Barbara Simpson pointed out that is not proposed that learners’ ELPs should be assessed. But just
as the ELP can provide a springboard to learning, so it can also provide a springboard to assess17

ment. An assessment system that is “fully compatible” with the ELP is based on the CEF and complements the ELP’s role in goal setting and self-assessment. As for retaining traditional marking
schemes, work in progress in Ireland is developing tests for teachers that are compatible with the
CEF but use rating scales that yield a traditional-looking mark.
Carmen Perez argued that self-assessment should be concerned not only with language proficiency
but also with learner autonomy and pluriculturalism. There is room for descriptors that accommodate these latter dimensions more fully. A positive experience of self-assessment enhances motivation because it raises awareness and creates a sense of empowerment in learners. Essentially, using
the ELP is about pedagogical innovation, and that is always stimulating for teachers.
Gaby Kunsch noted that teachers are sometimes frightened by pedagogical innovation. We need to
provide them with training and support at the same time as we seek to influence the decision makers. In Luxembourg teachers meet every six weeks to discuss input from an expert. Perhaps teacher
networks provide a way forward via gradual progress. However, we should be careful not to make
too great demands of teachers: they are vulnerable to pressures from students and their parents.

Saturday 2 October
The ELP in Spain – Ana Madroñero
In March 2001 a National Committee was set up comprising four working groups supported by
three units in the Spanish Ministry of Education. Two years later, in February 2003, three draft
ELPs, for learners aged 3–7, 8–12 and 12–18, were presented to representatives of the educational
authorities in the autonomous regions. In June 2003 revised drafts were approved for submission to
the European Validation Committee, which validated them in November 2003. A fourth Spanish
ELP, for adults, was validated in June 2004.
Between them the four Spanish ELPs target all age groups and thus support lifelong language learning. They explicitly include all the languages in the learner’s environment: mother tongue(s), vehicular languages and foreign languages. They are supported by a nation-wide implementation plan
in compulsory primary and secondary education, which will guarantee their widespread use.
The ELP for learners aged 3–7 was piloted in Castilla-Leon in 9 schools of different kinds (urban,
rural, bilingual, etc.); the ELP for learners aged 8–12 was piloted in Madrid and Castilla-Leon by 19
teachers and some 340 learners; the ELP for learners aged 12–18 was piloted in Catalonia by 9
teachers working in 8 schools with some 350 learners; and the ELP for adults was piloted in Madrid, in official language schools and in institutions of adult, vocational and higher education. Also,
for a period of 9 weeks all four models were pre-tested in the autonomous region of Galicia. In
2004–05 the Spanish Ministry of Education plans to distribute a total of approximately 34,000
ELPs.
To date the Spanish ELP project can claim three achievements. First, it has involved all the
autonomous regions in a national and European project; secondly it has created a meeting point for
reflection and debate on language teaching policies; and thirdly it has provided a basis for respecting and promoting language diversity in Spain. The project also faces a number of challenges: improved coordination between the autonomous regions and the Ministry of Education; the implementation of diverse language policies which are nevertheless compatible with a national curriculum
and Council of Europe recommendations; the revision of national and regional language policies at
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all levels of education; the coordination of teacher training; the development of whole-school policies for integrated language learning; and ELP dissemination – informing all sectors of society and
getting them involved.
The Spanish ELP for learners aged 3–7 (Carmen Alario) – From birth onwards children are
aware of life: they know who they are, they become aware of their environment, they know how
they are talked to, and so on. The designers of the Spanish ELP for this age group set out to make
the most of the young child’s capacities. In Spain children start pre-school at age 3. For the first
time they go outside their family circle, and this helps them to recognize that people are different
from one another. This ELP model encourages children to consider who they are and what languages they speak, and to reflect on the important people in their life. Although they are used to
seeing the printed word, children of this age cannot yet read. As a result the language passport
posed a big challenge. The solution arrived at was to use only pictures and icons, to develop a general skills focus, and to support self-assessment by co-evaluation. The design team also developed
guidelines for teachers on how to introduce the ELP with appropriate tasks.
The Spanish ELP for primary pupils aged 8-12 (Elisa Vázquez) – The challenge facing the designers of this ELP was to create a bridge between the pre-school and secondary models. It had to
accommodate four mother tongues/official languages, the languages of the curriculum, and first
languages other than official languages. It is presented as a kind of “treasure trove”. The descriptors
were adapted to make them age-appropriate, and pages were designed to accommodate recursive
use. The design also encourages children to reflect on their learning, moving on to more abstract
concepts than those implied by the pre-school ELP.
The Spanish ELP for secondary learners (Carmen Pérez) – This ELP model is designed as a
loose-leaf document, so that pages can be added and removed. It is accompanied by a very detailed
guide to ELP use that is intended not only for teachers but for other adults who are guiding a teenager in his/her language learning. In accordance with the principle that the ELP is the property of
the learner, this model attempts to establish continuity between school and the wider environment,
between learning inside and outside school, where students encounter many opportunities to develop their plurilingual competence, not least via the internet. The use of this ELP in the classroom
is guided by three key principles: (i) that there are different ways of organizing language learning,
(ii) that filling out activities in the language passport and language biography is the final step, and
(iii) that work with the ELP can take many hours.
The Spanish ELP for adults (Virginia Fernandez and Joaquín Moreno) – This model is designed to take account of the age of the user rather than a particular course of language learning. It
gives a particularly prominent place to bilingualism and plurilingualism. An important question for
the designers was the degree to which it could be personalized. They started with 16-year-old learners and then moved on to lifelong learning. The development of this model involved a great deal of
slimming down.

The ELP from 2005 to 2007: some possible developments – Joseph Sheils
In the next three years of the ELP project the Council of Europe will seek to promote quality control
for ELP models and quality in ELP implementation. The European Validation Committee will play
a crucial role in these processes.
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As regards the quality of ELPs, one priority is to strengthen the common core and thus reinforce the
ELP’s European dimension. To this end, in 2005 we intend to develop age-appropriate selfassessment grids and descriptors as well as language passports for primary and lower secondary
learners. Another priority is to develop three key areas of the language biography: reporting and reflecting on intercultural experience, learning how to learn, and reflecting on plurilingualism. We
shall also add to the bank of descriptors. In addition we plan to provide new guidelines for teachers,
updated guidance for ELP developers, and various support materials, including a guide to assessment and self-assessment for teachers and teacher trainers.
As regards quality of implementation, the ECML in Graz will shortly launch a project to support the
training of teachers to use the ELP. Also, the Council of Europe will look to national authorities to
ensure that there is continuity between the different educational sectors, no unnecessary proliferation of ELP models, appropriate support for teachers, longitudinal research to investigate the impact
of the ELP, dissemination of information, and the appointment of active ELP contact persons.
The new European Validation Committee will have a broader mandate than previously. It will be
concerned with ELP validation, but also with ELP policy, strategic planning and monitoring, and
with the further development of the ELP itself, including electronic versions. In order to ensure the
overall coherence of the work of the Language Policy Division, the ELP project must be explicitly
linked to work on the CEF, including the manual for test developers, and work on language policy.

The manual for relating language exams to the CEF (preliminary pilot version) – Neus Figueras
Objectives of the manual are to provide guidelines and suggest procedures to facilitate a common
understanding of CEF levels. The manual is not a guide to test construction, and it does not prescribe a single approach to language testing. Linking exams to the CEF is a progressive process that
moves from discussion to statistical analysis. In the pilot phase feedback is being sought on the
manual itself, its different sections are being trialled, and case studies are being carried out. Sample
materials calibrated to CEF levels are currently being developed and a reference supplement is being written, with information on statistical techniques and approaches to empirical validation, both
quantitative and qualitative.

Coordinator’s summing up – David Little
This seminar has given us an opportunity to inform ourselves of the progress of the ELP project at
the European level. The exhibition contained contributions from 27 countries and one INGO: Azerbaijan, Armenia, Austria, Belarus, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal, Russian Federation, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine, United Kingdom, and the European
Language Council. The show-and-tell session on Thursday evening gave us an opportunity to find
out more about the electronic ELPs developed in The Netherlands and by ALTE/EAQUALS and
the role played by the ELP in the development of an English language curriculum and assessment
framework for migrant pupils in Irish primary schools. And this morning we have been very fully
informed about the development and implementation of the Spanish family of ELPs. In a brief
summing up it is impossible to do justice to the richness and variety of information and insights
generated by the working groups. The best I can do is to note recurring themes and preoccupations.
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Strategies for further dissemination and implementation – In the light of the Consolidated Report 2001–04, the working groups identified a number of strategic objectives. These included integrating languages in school curricula; making language learning more visible; promoting change in
language classrooms; developing teacher, trainer and stakeholder networks; and raising political and
public awareness. One group pointed out that there can be no single implementation strategy for all
contexts. The following measures were all recommended: official endorsement of the ELP; using
the CEF to calibrate textbooks; voluntary pilot implementation, designed to have a multiplier effect;
dissemination of documentation; conferences and seminars; and the widespread adoption of Europass.
To a question about the role of ELP contact persons, one group answered: “What does the Council
of Europe require or need from us?” Three functions in particular were identified: understanding
and mediating the CEF and the ELP; liaising between the Council of Europe and national initiatives; and liaising with teacher associations. It was felt that the Council of Europe could help by setting up a discussion forum, creating a research group, collecting and disseminating examples of
good practice, and promoting the ELP common core.
As regards know-how that could be shared with others, it was pointed out that the ELP can serve as
a channel between theory (CEF) and pedagogical practice. Mention was made of the CEFTrain project (funded by the EU), which provides web-based familiarization with the CEF, the IEF (Switzerland), and the Languages Ladder (UK). A question still to be answered is: How do we involve parents and employers?
Validating what has been achieved – It was generally felt that the ELP triggers significant change
in foreign language education, promoting communicative and intercultural language learning and
emphasizing the teacher’s role as facilitator. It was also felt that the ELP makes language learning
more visible, provides a roadmap for teacher training, and promotes lifelong learning. The ELP was
thought to add value to language learning and teaching by helping to raise awareness of the CEF
and promoting learner autonomy, self-assessment, learner responsibility, plurilingualism, European
citizenship, and the self-esteem of migrant learners. The working groups suggested that the ELP’s
long-term effects might be measured by feedback questionnaires, focus groups of learners, teachers
and employers, and classroom research.
Plurilingualism – One group reported that in some contexts the ELP promotes plurilingualism, especially among young learners, whereas in other contexts other objectives are more important. Another group defined a new educational goal for foreign language teaching: the development of confident, competent, plurilingual and pluricultural language users. It was noted that a whole-school
language policy greatly enhances the ELP’s capacity to promote plurilingualism. As regards interesting teachers and learners in plurilingualism, one group suggested that teacher guides could say
more about plurilingualism, while another noted the importance of insisting on European language
policy without impairing the usefulness of the ELP as a pedagogical tool. It was generally agreed,
however, that we are still a long way from realizing the goals implied by the Council of Europe’s
policy on plurilingualism. For this reason awareness-raising is very important. ELPs could place
greater emphasis on plurilingualism by including L1(s), making more of the skill of mediation, and
refining learning-to-learn strategies. At the same time, one group cautioned against adopting dogmatic positions.
Towards a new assessment culture – The working groups were asked to what extent the countries
represented already had an assessment culture that was fully compatible with the CEF and the ELP.
None of the groups responded positively to this question. It was noted that traditional assessment
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cultures are self-perpetuating, and that they often stand in a problematic relation to the selfassessment that is central to the ELP. In many contexts there is a clear gap between teaching that
emphasizes communication and testing that emphasizes grammar. The relation between most public
exams and the CEF remains obscure, and change will come slowly. Among the obstacles to change
are lack of resources (money and materials), lack of know-how (there is a clear need for training in
the design of communicative, CEF-compatible tests), lack of models, and negative attitudes and traditions. The working groups suggested a number of ways in which we might encourage progress
towards an assessment culture that is fully compatible with the CEF and the ELP. These included
complementary top-down and bottom-up approaches; starting at primary level and gradually working through the successive levels of the school system; relating exams to the common reference levels of the CEF; providing appropriate training for teachers and teacher trainers; defining intermediate proficiency levels (e.g., A2.1, A2.2); and developing standardization instruments and calibrated
performance examples. It was felt that the Council of Europe could support such progress by disseminating examples, facilitating the exchange of expertise, and defining competences for mediation, transfer and interaction.
What happens next? – In the next phase of the ELP project (2005-07) we need to strengthen the
ELP’s common core by developing age-appropriate self-assessment grids and descriptors and language passports for primary and lower secondary learners. We also need to undertake further development in relation to reporting intercultural experience, learning how to learn, plurilingualism, the
bank of descriptors, guides for teachers and developers, studies of the ELP in use, and other support
materials. And the new European Validation Committee will need a wider mandate embracing validation, policy and strategic planning, and ELP development.
Finally, it is appropriate to thank all those whose efforts contributed to the seminar’s success: the
local organizers, all contributors to the programme, the chairs of the plenary sessions, the chairs of
the working groups, the poster artists, and the Spanish participants, whose experience, interest and
enthusiasm were greatly appreciated by us all.

Concluding forum – Chair: Francis Goullier
Francis Goullier opened the concluding forum by inviting participants to comment further on issues that had been discussed during the seminar or to raise any issues which in their view had been
forgotten or neglected.
Viljo Kohonen thought it was a good idea to circulate the questions for discussion by working
groups in advance of the seminar so that participants could prepare themselves. This had helped to
provide continuity of discussion through the seminar, which had been reinforced by keeping the
same working groups for the whole seminar. He recommended that these procedures should be repeated in future seminars.
Zsuzsa Darabos thought that the previous arrangement of developing questions in panels that were
then addressed in working groups was more effective than the arrangement adopted for this seminar. She also thought that the language composition of the working groups was sometimes difficult
to follow. It might not be a problem for the English or German-speaking groups, but there was a
problem in the francophone group. It would be interesting to hear what is happening in the other
groups and good to change the composition of the groups at some point in order to ensure a richer
exchange of views.
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Johanna Panthier responded to these comments by pointing out that the formation of groups depends on the language skills of the participants. In working groups it is easier to communicate directly than to work through interpreters, though in future it might be possible to have at least one
bilingual group operating in this way.
Francis Goullier agreed that the issue of the working language is decisive in the formation of
working groups. And if participants are in one working group, it follows that they cannot know in
detail what is happening in other groups.
Catherine Clément observed that different countries were at different levels of dissemination and
suggested that it would be interesting to have workshops that catered to these different levels. At the
same time it was always useful to listen to participants who had already made a lot of progress.
Francis Goullier assured participants that these comments and suggestions would be given careful
consideration in preparing the next intergovernmental seminar. He then asked participants how the
Council of Europe could help to support the broad range of activities for which contact persons are
responsible.
Johanna Panthier informed participants that the Council of Europe intends to put the role of contact persons on the agenda of the 2005 seminar, to be held in Moscow. Some are supported by their
ministries and some are not. One way in which the Council of Europe could help would be through
the national representatives on the Steering Committee for Education. Another idea for the Moscow
seminar is to look closely at the ELP Principles and Guidelines. Other suggestions for the programme could be made via the evaluation questionnaire or communicated directly to the Language
Policy Division.
Francis Goullier suggested that we need to have a more global approach as regards the different
players involved in the educational system. The complex issues in language education cannot be
dealt with via the ELP alone. It is important to develop a new assessment culture and take all existing work into consideration, including the calibration of exams against the common reference levels. Do we have enough access to information about this work? Participants should request information if they need it. What strategies do we need to pursue as a result of the discussions that have
taken place in this seminar?
Joseph Sheils suggested that the Council of Europe does not have the best possible dissemination
network; perhaps it concentrates too much on working from the bottom up, which creates problems
when it comes to information filtering downwards. He undertook to send all participants the report
that had been prepared for the Steering Committee for Education, which includes information about
all the Language Policy Division’s projects. He added that each country has a national correspondent to the Council of Europe, whose function is to act as a link person; also that the European Centre for Modern Languages in Graz has national dissemination centres. The Council of Europe will
continue to consider how information can best be disseminated. Meanwhile, a summary of the
seminar’s conclusions will also be sent to the Steering Committee for Education.
Francis Goullier reminded participants of the need to reflect together on the content of the seminar.
Three important issues had been stressed – strategies for ELP implementation, plurilingualism, and
the development of an assessment culture that is in line with the CEF. What other issues should be
on the agenda of future seminars? Plurilingualism was mentioned during the concluding forum in
Istanbul, and that led to its being discussed at length in this seminar.
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Viljo Kohonen wondered what advances had been made on the pedagogical side in the different
groups.
Eike Thürmann stressed the need for research into the medium and long-term impact of the CEF
itself and or the CEF via the ELP. He also noted that the ELP has still made little impact on the
world of work, employers, Chambers of Commerce, etc. This is an area that needs attention.
Francis Goullier reminded participants that the Council of Europe requires a report on all ELPs
after they have been validated for three years. He wondered what they felt about this. Are there perhaps special needs to be taken care of? It is not clear that all ELPs validated in 2001 have been successfully implemented. We should have a number of evaluation reports to allow us to take stock of
the situation.
Rolf Schärer asked what would be done with such reports. One fundamental problem is that as a
group we have learnt a lot and models have moved on. What have we learnt? And how do we incorporate what we have learnt into a revised model, for example?
Gilbert de Samblanc pointed out that ELP contact persons have to do a lot of things and wondered
whether it might be possible to limit the number of questionnaires and reports. We seem to be reporting the same information again and again.
Rolf Schärer again stressed the important role that contact persons have to play. But he pointed out
than when a validated ELP is published it is often difficult for the relevant contact person to keep
track of it. The persons who “own” ELP models have a clear obligation to report to their national
contact person. This is a complicated issue because of range of people involved.
Concluding the forum, Irina Khaleeva announced that Moscow State Linguistic University will be
glad to welcome participants to the 2005 intergovernmental ELP seminar.

Closing of the seminar
On behalf of the Council of Europe Johanna Panthier reminded participants that the manual for
relating language exams to the CEF is available on the Council of Europe website and various additional supports are under development. She encouraged participants to ask their ministries to support the production of sample videos in their languages. She also reminded participants that the
dates of Validation Committee meetings are announced on the Council of Europe’s ELP website,
together with the deadlines for submission. She concluded by thanking the Spanish authorities for
hosting the seminar, the local organizers for their unfailing efficiency, and all contributors to the
seminar programme, including the participants, for making the past two and a half days so informative and stimulating.
On behalf of the Spanish authorities, Emilio García Prieto expressed his great satisfaction with the
seminar and its outcomes. He was particularly pleased that the experts in charge of different areas in
Spain had been able to make contact with colleagues from so many different countries and share
their experience. This will give a new boost to the Spanish ELP project and help to integrate it in
the educational system.
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Appendix 1
The evaluation questionnaire
The evaluation questionnaire was completed and returned by 30 official ELP contact persons and 15
other participants. The following summary of responses indicates a very high level of satisfaction
with all aspects of the seminar.
Participants were asked to rate the importance/relevance of the four main themes of the seminar for
their own context on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 = not at all important/relevant and 5 = very important/relevant. Average ratings were as follows:

1. Strategic development
2. Impact of the ELP on language learning process and its outcomes
3. Role of the ELP in developing plurilingualism
4. Role of the ELP in developing new approaches to assessment

Official ELP
contact persons

Other participants

4.4
4.5
4.2
4.5

4.4
4.5
3.9
4.3

Participants were asked to rate the interest/helpfulness of the exhibition and the show-and-tell session on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 = not at all interesting/helpful and 5 = very interesting/helpful.
Average ratings were as follows:

Exhibition
Show-and-tell session

Official ELP
contact persons

Other participants

4.0
4.3

3.9
4.4

Participants were asked to rate different aspects of the seminar on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 =
very unsatisfactory and 5 = very satisfactory. Average ratings were as follows:

Preparation and organization of the seminar
The structure and process of the seminar
Seminar facilities
Accommodation
Social programme

Official ELP
contact persons

Other participants

4.9
4.2
4.7
4.9
4.4

4.7
4.4
4.7
4.9
4.5

In addition to rating different aspects of the seminar, participants were invited to offer comments
and suggestions. These will be taken into account when planning the 2005 intergovernmental ELP
seminar.
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Appendix 2
List of participants
Albania
Ms Tatjana VUÇANI
FL Specialist
Department for Curriculum Development
Ministry of Education and Science
Rruga e Durrrësit N.23
TIRANA / ALBANIA
WL/LT: E

Tel: 355 42 25678
Fax: 355 42 25678
Tel home: 355 4 268 831
e-mail : tvucani@mash.gov.al

Andorra
Mme Francesca JUNYENT MONTAGNE
Inspectrice d’Education
Ministère de l’Education, la Culture, la Jeunesse
et les Sports
Cavver Bonaventura Armengol 6-8
ANDORRA LA VELLA
WL/LT: F / E

Tel : 376 866 585
Fax : 376 861 229/376 864 341
e-mail : fjunyent.gov@andorra.ad /
inspec.gov@andorra.ad

Armenia
Ms Melanya ASTVATSATRYAN
Yerevan State Linguistic University after V. Brusov
Tumanjanstr 42
375002 YEREVAN
WL/LT: E

Tel/Fax: 3741 53 05 52
e-mail: yslu@brusov.am /
tirext1@arminco.com

Austria
Mr Gunther ABUJA
Österreichisches Sprachen-Kompetenzzentrum
Zentrum für Schulentwicklung
Bereich III - Fremdsprachen
Hans-Sachs-Gasse 3/1
A - 8010 GRAZ
WL/LT: E / F / G

Tel.: 43 316 82 41 50
Fax: 43 316 82 41 50-6
e-mail: abuja@sprachen.ac.at

Azerbaijan /
M. Bilal ISMAYILOV
Section de Philosophie du Conseil scientifique et
didactique des Langues
Ministère de l'Education de la République d'Azerbaïjan
R. Behbudov Street 60
370055 BAKU
WL/LT: F
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Tel : 994 12 937903
e-mail: bilal_ismayilov@hotmail.com

Belarus
Ms Tatsiana LIAVONTSYEVA
Head of Department of Methodology of FL Teaching
Minsk State Linguistic University (MSLU)
21 Zakharov Str.
220034 MINSK
Private Address
Yesenina str., 16, apt 247
Mailbox 170
220025 MINSK
WL/LT: E

Tel: 375 17 236 74-91 / 375 17 284 80 67
Fax: 375 17 236 75 04
e-mail: method@common.mslu.unibel.by

e-mail: tpleont@tut.by

Belgium
Flemish Community
Ms Christiane VAN WOENSEL
Ministry of the Flemish Community
Department for Educational Development
Koning Albert II - laan 15
B - 1210 BRUSSELS
WL/LT: E / F
mail: chris.vanwoensel@ond.vlaanderen.be

Tel: 32 2 553 88 11
Fax: 32 2 553 88 35
e-

French Community
M. Gilbert de SAMBLANC
Inspecteur de l’enseignement
Coordinateur du projet Portfolio
Ministère de la Communauté française
Département enseignement
44 Bd Léopold II
Bureau 6A 005/2
B - 1080 BRUXELLES
WL/LT: F
Private address
53 rue due Bois
B-1620 DROBENBOS

Tel: 322 413 40 11
Fax: 322 413 29 82
e-mail: gilbert.desamblanc@cfwb.be
Tel/Fax: 32 2 331 32 37

Bosnia and Herzegovina
Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina
Ms Naida SUSIC MEHMEDAGIC
Federalno Ministarstvo Obrazovanja i Nauke
Obala Maka Dizdara 2
71000 SARAJEVO
WL/LT: F / E

Tel: 387 61 100 348 / 387 33 209822
Fax: 387 33 668 366
e-mail: gravex@bih.net.ba

Republika Srpska
Ms Snežana DJORDJEVIC
Ministry of Education of the Republic of Srpska
Vuka Karadzica 4
51000 BANJA LUKA
WL/LT: E

Tel: 387 51 219 278
Fax: 387 51 213 420
e-mail: s.djordjevic@mp.vladars.net
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Bulgaria
Mme Vesselina POPOVA
Expert général
Ministère de l’Education et de la Science
Direction « Politique dans l’Education Générale »
2A Kniaz Dondukov Blvd
BG-1000 SOFIA
WL/LT: F

Tel: 359 2 9217452
Fax: 359 2 988 24 85
e-mail: v.popova@minedu.government.bg

Croatia
Mrs Anera ADAMIK
Professor
Institute for Education of the Republic of Croatia
Private address
Derenčinova 11
51 000 RIJEKA
WL/LT: E

Tel: 385 51 320 384 or 213 644
Fax: 385 51 335 182
e-mail: anera.adamik@ri.htnet.hr

Ms Alida MATKOVIC
Ministry of Science, Education and Sports
Head of Department for Multilateral Cooperation
Strossmayerov trg 4
10 000 ZAGREB
WL/LT: E

Tel: 385 1 45 94 552
Fax: 385 1 4819 331
e-mail: alida.matkovic@mzos.hr

Cyprus
Mme Androniki PAPA-PAPADOPOULOU
Inspectrice de Français
Ministère de l’Education et de la Culture de Chypre
Thoukiditou et Kimonos
Aknopolis
1434 NICOSIE
WL/LT: F

Tel: 357 22 800 962
Tel: 357 996 62 888
Fax: 357 22 800 862
e-mail: papanikh@spidernet.com.cy

Czech Republic
Mrs Radka PERCLOVÁ
Faculty of Education
Department of English Language and Literature
Charles University
Celetnà 13
110 00 PRAGUE 1
WL/LT: E

Tel: 420 2 24491 829 / 830
Fax: 420 2 24491 805 / 420 2 781 3773
e-mail: radka.perclova@pedf.cuni.cz

Denmark
Ms Eva KAMBSKARD
National ELP coordinator
Pedagogical Advisor for Foreign Languages (County of Copenhagen)
Amtscentret for Undervisning
Postbox 15
Stationsparken 27
Tel: 45 43223324
DK - 2600 GLOSTRUP
Fax: 45 43223370
WL/LT: E / F
e-mail: eva@ackbh.dk
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Ms Hanne THOMSEN
Pedagogical Advisor for Foreign Languages (County of Roskilde)
Amtscentret for Undervisning
Roskilde Amt
Ny Østergade 12
Tel: 46 33 74 00
DK - 12 4000 ROSKILDE
Fax: 46 33 74 04
WL/LT: E / G
e-mail: acuhth@ra.dk
Estonia
Mr Tõnu TENDER
Head of Language Policy Division
Ministry of Education and Research
Munga 18
50088 TARTU
WL/LT: E

Tel: 372 7 350 223
Mob: 372 51 54 365
Fax: 372 7 350 220
e-mail: tonu.tender@hm.ee

Ms Ülle TÜRK
Department of English
University of Tartu
Ülikooli 18
EE - 50090 TARTU
WL/LT: E

Tel: 372 7 375 218
Fax: 372 7 375 418
e-mail: ulle.turk@ut.ee

Finland
Mr Viljo KOHONEN
European Validation Committee
Department of Teacher Education
Tampere University
FIN - 33014 TAMPERE
WL/LT: E

Tel: 358 3 215 6847
Mobile: 358 50 533 0874
Fax: 358 3 215 7537
e-mail: kohonen@uta.fi

France
M. Francis GOULLIER
Vice-Président du Comité européen de Validation
Inspecteur Général de Langues Vivantes
Ministère de l'Education nationale
107 rue de Grenelle
75005 PARIS
WL/LT: F

Tel/fax: 33 3 26 83 13 66
e-mail: francis.goullier@education.gouv.fr

Germany
Mr Eike THÜRMANN
European Validation Committee
Regierungsdirektor
Landesinstitut für Schule
Paradieserweg 64
D-59494 SOEST
WL/LT: E / G

Tel: 49 2921 683 256
Fax: 49 2921 683 228
e-mail: Eike.Thuermann@mail.lfs.nrw.de
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Georgia
Ms Marika ODZELI
Ap.2
Iakob Nikoladze str. 5°, Ap. 2
0179 TBILISI
WL/LT: E

Tel/Fax: 995 32 23 3796
Fax: 995 32 23 3366
e-mail: odzeli_marika@hotmail.com

Greece
Mme Evagelia KAGA-GKIOVOUSOGLOU
Institut Pédagogique d’Athènes
396, av. Mesogion
GR – 15341 AGIA PARASKEVI / ATHENES
WL/LT: F

Tel: 30 210 8050740
Tel/Fax: 30 210 6016382
Fax: 30 210 6016388/
e-mail: ekaga@pi-schools.gr

Hungary
Mme Zsuzsa DARABOS
Coordinatrice nationale de
l'enseignement du français
OKÉV
Pf . 19
H – 1363 BUDAPEST
WL/LT: F

Tel: 36 13 11 66 50
Tel/Fax: 36 13 32 88 30
e-mail (home) zsuzsanna.darabos@okszi.hu

Iceland
Ms Aldis YNGVADOTTIR
Namsgagnastofnun
Laugavegur 166
105 REYJAVIK
WL/LT: E

Tel: 354 552 8088
e-mail: aldis@nams.is

Ireland
Ms Barbara SIMPSON
Centre for Language & Communication Studies
Trinity College
IRL - DUBLIN 2
WL/LT: E

Tel: 353 1 608 2615
Fax: 351 1 677 2941
e-mail: bsimpson@tcd.ie

Italy
Ms Francesca BROTTO
Ministero dell’Istruzione, dell’Università e della Ricerca
Direzione Generale per gli Affari Internazionali
dell’Istruzione Scolastica
Viale Trastevere, 76/A
I - 00153 ROMA
WL/LT: E / F
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Tel: 39 06 5849 3384
Fax: 39 06 5849 3923
e-mail: francesca.brotto@istruzione.it /
frbrotto@libero.it

Latvia
Ms Evija PAPULE
Head of the Department of Integration
Ministry of Educatin and Science
2, Valnu Str.
LV – RIGA 1098
WL/LT: E

Tel: 371 7047908/371 9128937
Fax: 371 7047925
e-mail: evija.papule@izm.gov.lv

Liechstenstein
Ms Corina BECK
Office for Education / Schulamt
Austrasse 79
FL-9490 VADUZ
WL/LT: E / F / G

Apologized for absence
Tel: 423-236-67-74
Fax: 423-236-67-71
e-mail: corina.beck@sa.llv.li

Lithuania
Ms Zita MAZUOLIENE
Head of Department of English for Sciences
Institute of Foreign Languages
Vilnius University
5, Universiteto str.
LT - 01513 VILNIUS
or
WL/LT: E

Tel (office): 370 5 268 72 64
Tel (home): 370 5 261 19 72
Fax: 370 2 68 72 65
e-mail: zmaz@takas.lt or zmaz@kada.lt
edita.petroseviciene@uki.vu.lt

Luxembourg
Mme Gaby KUNSCH
Professeur chargée de mission
Ministère de l’Education Nationale
et de la Formation Professionnelle
Service de Coordination de la Recherche et de
l’Innovation Pédagogique et Technologique
29, rue Aldringen
L - 2926 LUXEMBOURG
WL/LT: F / E / G

Tel: 352 478 5269
Fax: 352 478 5137/352 22 07 95
e-mail: kunsch@men.lu

Malta
Mr Frank GATT
Chateau Briand
Salvu Bonanno Str.
Monte Rosa Gardens
San Gwann
SGN 10 - MALTA
WL/LT: F / E

Apologized for absence

Tel/Fax: 356 21 222 464 / 356 21 235554
e-mail: frank.gatt@gov.mt

Moldova
Mme Eugénie BRINZǍ
Spécialiste principale
Ministère de l’Education
Piaţa Marii Adunări Naţ. Nr .1
2012 CHIŞINĂU
WL/LT: F

Tel: 373 22 23 35 45
Fax: 373 22 23 35 15
e-mail: ebrinza@yahoo.com
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Netherlands
Mr Dick MEIJER
SLO
Institute for Curriculum Development
Postbus 2041
NL - 7500 CA ENSCHEDE
WL/LT: E / G

Tel: 31 53 4840 840
Tel pr: 31 521 591609
Fax: 31 53 4307 692
e-mail: d.meijer@slo.nl

Norway
M. Kjell GULBRANDSEN
Advisor
Utdanningsdirektoratet
Boks 2924 Tøyen
N- 0608 OSLO
WL/LT: E / F

Tel: 47 23 30 12 26/00
Fax: 47 23 30 13 84
e-mail: kjell.gulbrandsen@utdanningsdirektoratet.no

Ms Heike SPEITZ
Telemark Educational Research
Lærerskoleveien 35
N-3679 NOTODDEN
WL/LT:E / F / G

Tel: 47 35 02 66 81
Fax: 47 35 02 66 98
e-mail: heike.speitz@hit.no

Poland
Ms Maria GORZELAK
National In-Service Teacher Training Centre
Aleje Ujazdowskie 28
00-478 WARSZAWA
Private address
ul. Gimnastyczna 28
02-636 WARSZAWA
WL/LT: E

Tel/Fax: 4822 622 33 46
e-mail: jows@codn.edu.pl /
maria.gorzelak@codn.edu.pl
Tel/Fax: 48 22 646 55 34
Private e-mail: gorzelak@post.pl

Portugal
Ms Glória FISCHER
European Validation Committee
Foreign Language Advisor
Direcção Geral de Inovação e Desenvolvimento Curricular
Departamento da Educaçao Basica
Av. 24 de Julho, 140-2°
P - 1399-025 LISBOA
WL/LT: E

Tel: 351 21 393 46 46
Fax: 351 21 393 46 94
e-mail: gloria.fischer@dgidc.min-edu.pt

Romania
M. Dan Ion NASTA
Directeur de Recherche en Didactiques des Langues vivantes
Institut des Sciences de l'Education
Str. Stirbei Voda nr. 37
70732 BUCAREST Sector 3
WL/LT : F
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Tel: 40 21 650 33 28
Fax: 40 21 312 14 47
e-mail: danion_na@yahoo.fr

Russian Federation
Ms Irina KHALEEVA
European Validation Committee
Rector
Moscow State Linguistic University
Ostozhenka str.38
119 992 MOSCOW
WL/LT: E / G

Tel/Fax: 7095 246 2807
e-mail: khaleeva@linguanet.ru

Mr Vladimir SHLEG
Vice Rector
Moscow State Linguistic University
Ostozhenka 38
119 992 MOSCOW
WL/LT: E

Tel: 7 095 245 1821/2786 / 246 8603
Fax: 7 095 246 2807/8366
e-mail: shleg@linguanet.ru

Serbia and Montenegro
Serbie
Ms Dusica BLAZIC
Department for International Co-operation
and Co-ordination of Donations in Education
Ministry of Education and Sports
22-26 Nemanjina St.
11000 BELGRADE
WL/LT: E / SP / IT

Tel: 381 11 3616 527 / 381 11 2643 064
Fax: 381 11 3616 524
e-mail: supastar@eunet.yu /
dusica.blazic@mps.sr.gov.yu

Montenegro
Mr Igor LAKIC
Institute of Foreign Languages
University of Montenegro
Jovana Tomasevica 37
81000 PODGORICA
WL/LT: E

Tel: 381 81 242453
mob.: 381 69 313 011
Fax: 381 81 243 516
e-mail: igorlakic@yahoo.com

Slovakia
Ms Anna BUTASOVA
Chef du Département de Langues romanes
Faculté de Pedagogie
Université Comenius
Racianska 59
SK – 813 34 BRATISLAVA
WL/LT: F

Tel: 421 905 399 134/421 2 43424034
Fax: 421 2 44 254 956/44 37 11 87
e-mail: butasova@fedu.uniba.sk or
anna.butasova@fedu.uniba.sk

Slovenia
Ms Zdravka GODUNC
Counsellor to the Government
Ministry of Education, Science and Sport
Education Development Unit
Kotnikova 38
1000 LJUBLJANA
WL/LT: E

Apologized for absence

Tel : 386 1 4784 294
Fax: 386 1 4784 332
e-mail: zdravka.godunc@gov.si
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Sweden
Mr Eric KINRADE
Uppsala University
Box 2137
S-75002 UPPSALA
WL/LT: E / F

Tel: 46 18 4717963
Fax: 46 18 550748
e-mail: eric.kinrade@tele2.se

Ms Eva ENGDELL
Swedish National Agency for School Improvement
Karlbergsvägen 77-81
113 35 STOCKHOLM
WL/LT: E

Tel: 0046 8 52 77 81 51
e-mail: eva.engdell@skolutveckling.se

Switzerland
Mr Hans Ulrich BOSSHARD
Präsident der EDK-Steuerungsgruppe Sprachenportfolio
Regionalsekretariat EDK Ostschweiz
Erziehungsdepartement St Gallen
Davidstrasse 31
CH-9001 ST. GALLEN
WL/LT: F / E / G

Tel.: 41 71 229 34 32
Fax : 41 71 229 44 99
e-mail: h.bosshard@sg.ch

Turkey
Mr Özcan DEMIREL
Hacettepe University
Faculty of Education
BEYTEPE
TR-06532 ANKARA
WL/LT: E

Tel : 90 312 297 85 57 / 90 532 361 93 18
Fax: 90 312 299 20 27 / 90 312 418 82 89
e-mail: demirel@hacettepe.edu.tr

Ukraine
Ms Oksana KOVALENKO
Leading Specialist
Ministry of Education and Science
of Ukraine
10 Peremohy Str.
01135 KYIV / UKRAINE
WL/LT: E

Tel/Fax: 38 044 216 24 81
Fax: 38 44 216 24 81
e-mail: ministry@mon.gov.ua
o-kovalenko@mon.gov.ua

United Kingdom
Mr Alan DOBSON
Education Consultant
13 Harbord Road
UK - OXFORD OX2 8LH
WL/LT: E / F / SP

Tel/Fax: 44 1865 310670
e-mail: alandobson02@btopenworld.com
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ALTE (Association of Languages Testers in Europe)
Ms Barbara STEVENS
European Projects Officer
University of Cambridge
English for Speakers of other Languages
1, Hills Road
UK – CAMBRIDGE CB1 2EU
WL/LT: E / SP

Tel: 44 1223 552780
Fax: 44 1223 553036
e-mail: stevens.b@ucles.org.uk

EAQUALS (The European Association for Quality Languages Services)
Mr Peter BROWN
Chair
The British School
Via Torrebianca 18
I - 34132 TRIESTE
WL/LT: E

Tel: 39 040 369 369
Fax: 39 040 76 000 75
e-mail: Peter.Brown@EAQUALS.org

European Language Council (ELC)
Mme Brigitte FORSTER VOSICKI
Université de Lausanne
Centre de Langues
BFSH 2 - Salle 2118
CH - 1015 LAUSANNE
WL/LT: F / E / G

Tel: 41 21 692 29 21
Fax: 41 21 692 29 17
e-mail: brigitte.forstervosicki@unil.ch

International Certificate Conference (ICC)
Mr Gareth HUGHES
European Validation Committee
MGB-KOST
Coordination Office of the Club Schools
PO Box 1766
CH - 8031 ZURICH
WL/LT: E / F / G

Tel: 41 1 277 2035
Fax: 41 1 277 2014
e-mail: gareth.hughes@mgb.ch

Sofia University "St Kliment Ohridski"
Ms Maria STOICHEVA
Sofia University
Department of Modern Languages
Faculty of Classic and Modern Languages
125 Tzarigradsko shosse - Block 3 - Room 117
1113 SOFIA
WL/LT: E
Private address
Mladost 1 - block 104
Entrance 2 - apartment 30
1797 SOFIA / BULGARIA

Tel: 359 2 71 09 53
e-mail: maria.stoicheva@gmail.com

Mobile : 359 889 71 53 21
e-mail: mpantaleeva@yahoo.com
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CIEP
Mme Catherine CLEMENT
Responsable du Pôle Langues étrangères
CIEP
1 avenue Léon Journault
92318 SEVRES CEDEX
WL/LT: E

Tel: 01 45 07 60 69
Fax: 01 45 07 60 03
e-mail: clement@ciep.fr

Experts
Ms Neus FIGUERAS CASANOVAS
Council of Europe expert
Co-author of Manual for Relating Language Examinations
to the Common European Framework
Departament d'Educació
Via Augusta 202 1a. B
08021 BARCELONA / SPAIN
WL/LT: E / F / SP

Tel: 34 93 400 69 16
Tel home: 34 93 555 88 47
Fax: 34 93 400 69 84
e-mail: nfiguera@pie.xtec.es

Mme Barbara GŁOWACKA
Uniwersytet w Białymstoku
Katedra Neofilologii
Liniarskiego 3
PL - 15-420 BIAŁYSTOK
WL/LT: F

Tel/Fax: 48 85 745 75 16
e-mail: glowacka@fll.uwb.edu.pl

Mr Peter LENZ
European Validation Committee
Lern- und Forschungszentrum Fremdsprachen
Universität Freiburg
Criblet 13
CH-1700 FREIBURG
WL/LT: E / F / G

Tel: 41 26 300 7962 /64
Fax: 41 26 300 9717
e-mail: Peter.lenz@unifr.ch

Mr David LITTLE
European Validation Committee
Coordinator – European ELP seminars
Centre for Language and Communication Studies
Arts Building
Trinity College
IRL-DUBLIN 2
WL/LT: E / (F) / G

Tel: 353 1 608 1505
Fax: 353 1 608 2941
e-mail: dlittle@tcd.ie

Mr Rolf SCHÄRER
European Validation Committee
ELP General Rapporteur
Gottlieb Binderstrasse 45
CH - 8802 KILCHBERG
WL/LT: E / F / G

Tel: 41 1 715 32 90
Fax: 41 1 715 32 72
e-mail: info@rolfschaerer.ch
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SPANISH PARTICIPANTS
Ministry of Education
Mr. Emilio GARCÍA PRIETO
Subdirector General de Programas Europeos
Paseo del Prado, 28 – 1ª Planta
28014 – MADRID / ESPAÑA
Ms. Ana MADROÑERO PELOCHE
Asesor Técnico Docente
Paseo del Prado, 28 – 1ª Planta
28014 – MADRID / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 91 5065649
Fax: 4 91 5065689
e-mail: ana.madronero@educ.mec.es

Ms. Yolanda ZARATE MUÑIZ
Asesor Técnico Docente
Paseo del Prado, 28 – 1ª Planta
28014 – MADRID / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 91 5065649
Fax: 34 91 5065689
e-mail: yolanda.zarate@educ.mec.es

ELP Developers
Azucena CORREDERA GONZALEZ
CP. San Juan Bautista
C/ San Nemesio, s/n
28043 – MADRID / ESPAÑA
Developer model Primary
ELP model number – 51.2003

Tel : 34 91 320 6017
e-mail: azutimjo@teleline.es

Virginia FERNANDEZ RUIZ DE ARANA
Ministerio de Educación y Ciencia
C/ Alcalá, 34
28014 – MADRID / ESPAÑA
Developer model Adults
ELP model number – 59.2004

Tel: 34 91 701 8261
Fax: 34 91 701 8630
e-mail: virginia.fernandezr@educ.mec.es

Elisa VÁZQUEZ GONZÁLEZ
CPI Cruz do Sar
Rúa da Senra, nº 33
15165 – BERGONDO (A Coruña) / ESPAÑA
Developer model Primary
ELP model number – 51.2003

Tel: 34 981 782 086
Fax: 34 981 782 086
e-mail: ppasos@terra.es

Eva MARTINEZ PEREZ
CAP Hortaleza
C/ Andorra, 79
28043 – MADRID / ESPAÑA
Developer model Primary
ELP model number – 51.2003

Tel: 34 91 388 2050
Fax: 34 91 759 9911
e-mail: emap0013@roble.cnice.mecd.es
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Carmen PEREZ
Departament de Traducció i Interpretació
Universitat Pompeu Fabra
C/ La Rambla, 30-32
08002 BARCELONA / ESPAÑA
Developer model Secondary
ELP model number – 52.2003
WL/LT: E / F / SP / IT

Tel: 34 93 542 2409
Fax: 4 93 542 1617
e-mail : carmen.perez@upf.edu

Carmen ALARIO TRIGUEROS
Universidad de Valladolid
E.U. de Educación de Palencia
Avda. de Madrid 47
34004 – PALENCIA / ESPAÑA
Developer model Infant Education
ELP model number – 50.2003

Tel: 34 979 108 297
Fax: 34 979 108 201
e-mail: calariot@dlyl.uva.es

ELP Representatives from the Regional Authorities / Comunidades Autónomas
Junta de Andalucía
Antonio FERNÁNDEZ BERMUDO
Consejería de Educación de la Junta de Andalucía
Isla de la Cartuja
Edificio Torretriana, 1ª planta
Tel: 34 955 064186
41092-SEVILLA / ESPAÑA
Fax: 34 955 964012
e-mail: antonio.fernandez.bermudo@juntadeandalucia.es
Diputación General de Aragón
Miguel BALLESTÍN CALVO
Centro de Profesores y Recursos “Juan de Lanuza”
C/ Buen Pastor, nº 4
5003 – ZARAGOZA / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 976 39 5559
Fax: 34 976 39 55 54
e-mail: mballestin@educa.aragob.es

Principado de Asturias
Pilar CORTEJOSO
Consejería de Educación y Ciencia
Plaza de España, 5
33007 – OVIEDO / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 985 108 635
Fax: 34 985 108 615
e-mail: pilarch@princast.es

Illes Balears
Pilar JAEN MERCADAL
Conselleria d’Educació i Cultura
Servei de Formacio Permanent del Professorat
Passatge V Guillem de Torrella , 1 – 3ª planta
07002 PALMA DE MALLORCA

Tel: 34 971 176 500
Fax: 34 971 177 528
e-mail: pjaen@dginnova.caib.es

Gobierno de Canarias
Nestor CASTRO
Inspección de Educación
C/ La Marina, nº 26, 2º
38001 – SANTA CRUZ DE TENERIFE / ESPAÑA
WL/LT: E / SP

Tel: 34 922 477 178
Fax: 34 922 475 344
e-mail: ncashen@gobiernodecanarias.org
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Comunidad Autónoma de Cantabria
Azucena GOZALO
Consejería de Educación de Cantabria
Servicio de Inspección
C/ Vargas, 53, 5ª planta
SANTANDER – ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 942 208 021
Fax: 34 942 208 099
e-mail: gozalo_ma@gobcantabria.es

Junta de Comunidades de Castilla La Mancha
Paul MITCHELL
Dirección General de Coordinación
y Política Educativa
Consejería de Educación y Ciencia
Bulevar Río Alberche s/n
45071 – TOLEDO / ESPAÑA

Tel. : 34 925 24 74 98
Fax: 34 925 24 74 82
e-mail: pmitchell@jccm.es

Junta de Castilla y León
Francisco Javier LOPEZ ALVAREZ
Centro de Formación del Profesorado
E Innovación Educativa de Ponferrada
Avda. de las Huertas del Sacramento, 10
24400 – PONFERRADA – LEÓN / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 987 427967
Fax: 34 987 419822
e-mail: idiomas@cfieponferrada.org

Generalitat de Catalunya
Maria Dolors SOLE VILANOVA
Departament d’Educació
Centre de Recursos de Llengúes Estrangeres
Vía Augusta 202
08021 BARCELONA / ESPAÑA
WL/LT: E / SP

Tel: 34 93 400 69 16
Fax: 34 93 400 6984
e-mail: dsole@pie.xtec.es

Junta de Extremadura
Diego GALVEZ DÍAZ
Inspector de Educación
Secretaria General de Education
(Consejeria Educación, Ciencia y tecnología)
Dirección Provincial de Educación
Avda. Europa, nº 2
06004 – BADAJOZ / ESPAÑA
WL/LT: E

Tel: 34 679 18 18 74
e-mail: inspectorjefe.dpba@ect.juntaex.es/
diego_galvez@terra.es

Xunta de Galicia
Ana M. ALZATE
Consejería de Educación
y Ordenación Universitaria
Xunta de Galicia
C/ San Caetano s/n
15781 – SANTIAGO DE COMPOSTELA / ESPAÑA
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Tel: 34 981 546 545
Fax: 34 981 546 551
e-mail: ana.maria.alzate.Rodríguez@xunta.es

Comunidad Autónoma de La Rioja
José María PEREZ RIVAS
Consejería de Educación,
Cultura y Deporte de La Rioja
Dirección General de Educació
Coordinador Programas Internacionales del Servicio
de Innovación Educativa y Formación del Profesorado
c/ Gran Vía, 18 – 7ª planta
26071 – LOGRONO / ESPAÑA
Comunidad de Madrid
Carmen BURGOS GONZALEZ
Comunidad de Madrid
Consejería de Educación
Dirección General de Ordenación Académica
Gran Vía 10, 2ª planta
28013 – MADRID / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 941 291 685
Fax: 34 941 291 679
e-mail: programas.internacionales@larioja.org

Tel: 34 91 720 12 61
Fax: 34 91 720 12 64
e-mail: carmen.burgosg@madrid.org

Comunidad de Murcia
Ascensión LOPEZ CANOVAS
CPR Cehegin
C/ Begastrí, s/n
30430 - CEHEGÍN – MURCIA / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 968 740513
Fax: 34 968 742029
e-mail: alcanova@terra.es

Diputación Foral de Navarra
Teresa DE CARLOS
Departamento de Educación de Navarra
C/ Santo Domingo s/n
31001 – PAMPLONA / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 848 426 570
Fax: 34 848 42 6615
e-mail: utidioma@pnte.cfnavarra.es

Gobierno del País Vasco
Ainhoa IMAZ GAZTELURRUTIA
Berritzengunea, Gasteiz
Gasteiz Etorbidea, 93
01009 – VITORIA – GASTEIZ / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 945 218017
Fax: 34 945 21 80 02
e-mail: aimaz@irakasle.net

Generalitat Valenciana
Agustí PÉREZ FOLQUÉS
Consellería de Cultura, Educación y Deporte
Dirección General de Enseñanzas
Servicio de Enseñanzas en Valenciano
Avda. Campanar, 32
46015 – VALENCIA / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 96 3863279
Fax: 34 96 386 9722
e-mail: perez_agu@gva.es

Ceuta
Eva MELGUIZO BERMÚDEZ
Dirección Provincial
Ministerio de Educación y Ciencia
C/ Echegaray s/n
51001 – CEUTA / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 956 51 6640
Fax: 34 956 511872
e-mail: upe1@dp.mec.es
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Melilla
Begoña MORENO CHAVES
Dirección Provincial
Ministerio de Educación y Ciencia
C/ Cervantes, 6
52001 – MELILLA / ESPAÑA

Tel: 34 95 269 07 33
Fax: 34 95 268 3432
e-mail: upe5@melilla.dp.mec.es

Instituto Cervantes
Juan Luis MONTOUSSÉ
Técnico
Instituto Cervantes
c/Francisco Silvela 82
28028 MADRID

Tel: 91 436 7676
e-mail: juanluis.montousse@cervantes.es

Elena VERDÍA LLEÓ
Técnico
Instituto Cervantes
c/Francisco Silvela 82
28028 MADRID

Tel: 91 436 7680
e-mail: everdia@cervantes.es

COUNCIL OF EUROPE
Language Policy Division
F - 67075 STRASBOURG
Mr Joseph SHEILS
Head of the Language Policy Division /
Chef de la Division des Politiques Linguistiques

Tel: 33 (0)3 88 41 20 79
e-mail: joseph.sheils@coe.int

Mme Johanna PANTHIER
Administrator / Administratrice

Tel: 33 (0) 3 88 41 23 84
Fax: 33 (0)3 88 41 27 88
e-mail: johanna.panthier@coe.int

Mr Christopher REYNOLDS
Administrative Assistant / Assistant Administratif

Tel: 33 (0) 3 90 21 46 86
e-mail: christopher.reynolds@coe.int

Interpreters
M. Claude LORD
General Aranaz 60, N° 21
SP - 28027 MADRID

Tel: 349 1 742 37 36
Fax: 349 1 316 30 55
e-mail: clord@wanadoo.es

Mme Viviane PARRA-IDREOS
Calle Yucatan N°26, Colonia Ve
SP - 28230 MADRID

Tel: 349 1 638 97 31
Fax: 349 1 316 30 55
e-mail: vivianpa2000@yahoo.es
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