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1. INTRODUCTION 
The Quality Control Committee was set-up (please see guidelines – the link on Moodle) to 

safeguard and guarantee the effective accomplishment of InnovaT´s objectives as well as exercise 

continue evaluation and provide recommendations so that all activities are implemented 

accordingly and to the agreed high standard. The main task of the Committee is to assure the 

quality of all products and minimize cultural differences. The committee evaluates each year’s 

products according to the standards indicated in the Logical Framework Matrix (LFM) (maybe we 

can mention where it can be found – the link on Moodle). 

This report presents the results of the evaluation of the advances of the InnovaT project, which 

were carried out by the QCC’s members from December 2nd 2019 to the 18th of the same month, 

through a series of online interviews to the leaders and co-leaders of each work package that was 

evaluated. 

An assessment form consisting of 6 combined questions was developed (agreed upon amongst all 

Quality Control Committee members and the project leader) and used for the evaluation, including 

closed and open questions to give a space for improvement proposals or comments regarding any 

aspect that was assessed on the closed questions. 

2. FIRST EVALUATION PROCESS 
Once formed the QCC (1 evaluator for each partner + 1 external evaluator), the evaluation process 

started with the planification phase. The leader and co-leader of WP6 elaborated the Quality 

Control Committee’s Annual Evaluation Program, including the work packages to evaluate, the 

schedule and the evaluation team. Each work package was evaluated through interviews by two 

or more members of the QCC. It is worth noting that in order to maintain impartiality in this 

process, during the elaboration of the program it was indicated that the institution’s leaders or co-

leaders of a WP could not be evaluated by a QCC’s member belonging to the same institution. 

The program of the first evaluation carried out by the QCC is presented below: 

First evaluation - December 2019 
Evaluators 

N° WORK PACKAGE Leader/Co-leader Representatives 

1 
IN DEPTH ASSESSMENT & 
KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER OUTSET 

FHJ /USCP Ligia (FHJ) - Mariale (UCSP) Margo (BUAS) - Merssy (ULIMA) 

2 
CAPACITY BUILDING OF 
TEACHING STAFF INNOVATIVE 
T&L 

BUAS / UACH Liliya (BUAS) - Janet (UACH) Dante (UDEP)-Nirkos (UVM) 

3 MOOC DEVELOPMENT & PILOT UC3M / ULIMA 
Carlos Alario (UC3M) - Nadia & Carlos 

(ULIMA) 
Roswitha (FHJ)- Nadja (UACH) 

4 
INNOVAT OFFICES 
ESTABLISHMENT 

FHJ / ULIMA Clarissa (FHJ) - Nadia & Carlos (ULIMA) Iria (UC3M)- Vladimir (UCSP) 

5 
PILOT INNOVATIVE CLASSES 
REAL CASES 1 

UVM / UC3M 
Sophie/Tatiana (UVM) - Carlos Alario 

(UC3M)   
Margo (BUAS)- Merssy (ULIMA)  

6 
QUALITY ASSURANCE & 
MONITORING 

UDEP / BUAS Anghella (UDEP) - Liliya (BUAS) Roswitha (FHJ)- Nadja (UACH) 
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1 work package (WP5) not evaluated because no activities were reported during the project’s first year. 

 

During the implementation phase, the leader and co-leader of WP6 organized on Monday the 25th 

of November 2019, an informative online meeting with the purpose of presenting and explaining 

to the QCC’s members, the criteria, methodology and other relevant aspects about the evaluation. 

 

The QCC evaluated the processes of the work packages between the 2nd and 18th of December 

2019, and sent a report for each evaluated WP through an online form which had as a deadline 

December 20th 2019. 

3. RESULTS 
What follows elaborated below are the results of the evaluations made by the QCC and reported 

through the online form (see link: https://fd8.formdesk.com/buas/InnovaT-

QualityControlCommittee). 

 

3.1 WP1- IN DEPTH ASSESSMENT & KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER OUTSET 

Scope (Work Packages) WP1 

Date 12/12/2019 

Evaluator Name and last name Partner institution 

Evaluator 1:  Margo Rooijackers BUAS 

Evaluator 2:  Merssy Quispe ULIMA 

 

3.1.1 What are the most relevant strengths or good practices in the development of the work 

package? 

 

WP1 provides a solid foundation for the rest of the project. 

ü The Methodology & research instrument development was thorough and well organized. 

ü The raise awareness seminars & status quo visits were very well-received and resulted not 

only in strengthening the engagement amongst the participants involved but also resulted 

in commitment from key decision makers. There was additional dissemination of the topic 

via radio and tv channels. 

ü The e-learning preparation course had more participants than expected and received 

overall positive feedback. The criteria suggested for definition of the learning groups has 

been provided, and the final learning groups from each LA university have been given. 

7 
DISSEMINATION & 
SUSTAINABILITY 

UCSP / USACH  Mariale (UCSP) - Francisco (USACH) Dante (UDEP)- Nirkos (UVM) 

8 PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
FHJ /National CPs: 

UVM/UDEP 
Rita & Ligia (FHJ) - Meritxell (UVM) - 

Sofía (UDEP) 
Iria (UC3M)-Vladimir (UCSP) -Roxana 

(USACH) 

https://fd8.formdesk.com/buas/InnovaT-QualityControlCommittee
https://fd8.formdesk.com/buas/InnovaT-QualityControlCommittee


 
 

 

5 
 

 

 

Innovat – Project No. 598758-EPP-1-2018-1-AT-EPPKA2-CBHE-JP 

ü The comparative study is executed according to plan, sub-reports are available, although 

the final overall report is still pending at this moment. It is expected that this report will 

be finalized before the end of December 2019. 

 

3.1.2 In your opinion, are results meeting the expected requirements/ quantitative and 

qualitative indicators of the Work Package? 

Yes, the expected quantitative target numbers for the different sub-studies were met. Extra effort 

was undertaken to get the one partner institute that did not deliver on the target numbers on 

board. This was achieved by extending the deadline. 

Furthermore, relevant qualitative data was collected from interviews and focus group sessions.  

The raise awareness seminars & status quo visits report was delivered. The report shows the 

qualitative indicators summary and the number of participants per HEI; however, the report could 

be improved by standardizing the content following a common table of contents (per university), 

also it should be written in the same language and focus only on the main results. 

3.1.3 Considering the expected outcomes of the activities, do you consider that the methodology 

and/or the mechanisms used are adequate? 

Yes, the methodology was successfully developed and executed according to plan. Although 

regarding the data-collection process there were some troubles with collecting all data according 

to the original time frame with the result that some deadlines had to be extended. This happened 

because each HEI has a different work pace. 

3.1.4 Considering the expected outcomes, do you consider that the contents and /or the scope of 

the activities are adequate? 

Yes, based on the sub-reports as delivered so far, the content and scope of activities are according 

to standards. However, the end conclusion can only be drawn after the final overall report will be 

delivered. As a suggestion, each package should define milestones with deliverables, and that 

those deliverables allow the progress of the other packages without waiting for the final report. 

3.1.5 In your opinion, are the activities/outcomes of the WP relevant for the purpose of the 

INNOVAT project? 

Yes, the comparative study provides the necessary status quo data and the needs and gap analysis. 

The raise awareness seminars and status quo visits strengthened relationships and stimulated 

enthusiasm and commitment amongst diverse stakeholders. And the e-learning preparation 

course lowered barriers for participation to the training and courses as planned. 

In general, the WP1 allows to have a holistic view of the starting point of each university and thus 

develop the project in a joint and orderly manner among all universities. 
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3.1.6 Please, indicate aspects or improvement opportunities that you consider necessary for the 

WP. 

Since WP1 is almost finished there are no improvement opportunities to be considered. 

In hindsight, the following points are put forward by the WP1 team as learning points: 

 Having documents, surveys etc. in two languages can make up for an extra burden. One 

should consider prior to the start whether the advantages and disadvantages balance out 

the right way.  

 The reports should have a common table of contents, also it should be written in the same 

language and focus only on the main results.   

 The partners should appoint a person to ensure that the documents uploaded in Moodle 

are in order. 

 Face-to-face contact can be of crucial importance for establishing successful relationships 

and networks. 

 Time differences of 7 hours can result in synchronization constraints. How to put in an 

extra effort to overcome these constraints?   

 Each package should define milestones with deliverables, and that those deliverables 

allow the progress of the other packages without waiting for the final report. 

 E-learning: Improve the visualization of activities, such as the participation carried out by 

teachers. 

 

3.2 WP2- CAPACITY BUILDING OF TEACHING STAFF INNOVATIVE T&L 

Scope (Work Packages) WP2 

Date 20/12/2019 

Evaluator Name and last name Partner institution 

Evaluator 1:  Dante Guerrero UDEP 

Evaluator 2:  Nirkos Gutiérrez UVM 

 

3.2.1 What are the most relevant strengths or good practices in the development of the work 

package? 

 

ü Fluid communication between WP leader (BUAS), WP co-leader and the participants of 

the consortium developing the project. This interaction facilitates the communication 

and improvement of the processes. 

ü The meetings are scheduled with clear and well-defined partial goals. This facilitates the 

development of the corresponding activities and items. 
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ü The particular characteristics of each university and country were analyzed during WP1, 

therefore there is an understanding of the context, which becomes apparent in the 

project’s work and collaboration. 

ü There has been active feedback from each WP. 

ü Agile and instantaneous mechanisms of communication have been used, like social 

networks, blogs in Moodle and videoconferences. 

ü One of the strengths of the development of the work package is the combination of 

complementary capacities and professionalism between the two parts leading it. 

ü The design of WP2’s documents were developed between all the partners which allowed 

the generation of more robust and validated deliverables. 

 

3.2.2 In your opinion, are results meeting the expected requirements/ quantitative and 

qualitative indicators of the Work Package? 

 

Yes, partially. The WP is currently in the process of developing the training plans before moving 

onto the creation of the training material which would be later translated and accessible to all 

consortium partners. 

 

There was a delay with WP2 due to the requirement of some inputs from WP1 in order to start the 

activity 2.1, associated with training needs. 

 

Quantitative indicators: material designed in Moodle, deadlines are being respected. A work 

meeting was scheduled on December 2019. Training materials are still being developed and should 

be finished by the 20th of December 2019. 

 

3.2.3 Considering the expected outcomes of the activities, do you consider that the methodology 

and/or the mechanisms used are adequate? 

 

Yes. A collaborative methodology is used, and the mechanisms are consistent with it, which 

encourages all members to actively participate and produce high quality work. 

 

3.2.4 Considering the expected outcomes, do you consider that the contents and /or the scope of 

the activities are adequate? 

Yes. The guidelines established by the WP are followed carefully, avoiding deviations from the 

project’s objective of strengthening higher education formation. 

The objectives and activities are goal oriented and the work done in the WP is structured in a way 

that favors the achievement of the expected results. 



 
 

 

8 
 

 

 

Innovat – Project No. 598758-EPP-1-2018-1-AT-EPPKA2-CBHE-JP 

3.2.5 In your opinion, are the activities/outcomes of the WP relevant for the purpose of the 

INNOVAT project? 

Yes, the activities and results are relevant because they aim to modernize the teaching practices 

and help teachers to be open to more innovative teaching/learning approaches. 

The WP2 continues the line of WP1, which reflects the main purpose of the InnovaT project. 

The WP2 will motivate and transform 60 teachers to be ambassadors of innovation in education. 

If they don't show interest, we won't achieve the expected results. 

3.2.6 Please, indicate aspects or improvement opportunities that you consider necessary for the 

WP. 

ü The strategy developed by WP2 of collaboration and co-creation enables a constant 

feedback loop of improvement. 

ü It is suggested to promptly schedule specific days for communications or information 

exchange. 

ü The time for development and implementation is short, which is a challenge. There is a 

risk of not having enough time to tackle all the subjects adequately that should be 

considered. 

 

3.3 WP3- MOOC DEVELOPMENT & PILOT 

Scope (Work Packages) WP3 

Date 11/12/2019 

Evaluator Name and last name Partner institution 

Evaluator 1:  Roswitha Wiedenhofer  FHJ 

Evaluator 2:  Nadja Starocelsky UACh 

 

3.3.1 What are the most relevant strengths or good practices in the development of the work 

package? 

According to the leader, the specific strength of this WP is given through the combination of the 3 

EU-Partners and their knowledge within one single MOOC. It is the combination of their strength, 

their united level of competence to address the needs of the Latin American Partners. It can be 

said, that the actual topics, approach and planned content reflect the very best of the participating 

institutions.  

Additionally, the high-quality level was already reflected within the proposal, since it was already 

precise, very clear indicators had been developed and there was a good focus given from the 

beginning on.  
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Finally, a further good practice can be found in the detailed discussions and agreements finding 

experts for the different topics (which causes extra coordination efforts), concerning the structure, 

the formats and the evaluation systems. 

 

According to the co-leader, the framework submitted by UC3M “Canvas” has allowed the 

consortium to build this work package through feedback and an academic basis. In this sense, the 

minor feedback provided by the partners in terms of the design of MOOC reaffirms the well-

developed framework. Besides, a good practice was the World Café developed in each Raise 

Awareness Seminar in Latin-American (LA). Thus, this data and feedback allow the consortium to 

contextualize institutional and general information in LA. 

 

In conclusion, both points of view consider the participation of LA partners, quality of the proposal, 

collaborative discussion and the strong academic basis as the most relevant strengths or good 

practices in the Work Package n°3. 

 

3.3.2 In your opinion, are results meeting the expected requirements/ quantitative and 

qualitative indicators of the Work Package? 

 

Yes, according to the leader, in terms of Quantitative Indicators, the envisaged sub-work package 

3.1 was fully implemented on time. The activities were finalized and all deliverables were 

uploaded, thus results meet the indicators to 100%. 

 

Concerning the design of the MOOC it was built upon an existing framework, which had 

successfully been designed in the past. The draft was submitted to the partners who were engaged 

in the development in the MOOC, got their approval. Afterwards the improved version was 

submitted to all of the partners, some feedback was collected and the result was finally uploaded 

to the platform one month ago (more than on time!).  

 

The discussion about 3.2 have already started. From the opinion of the Coordinator it will be a 

harder task and quite time consuming in the next 3 months. The development of content will be 

finished by March.  

 

The platform definition in WP 3.3. is also already done (documents will be prepared), thus the 

consortium is really well on time and the progress of this work package is highly advanced. 

 

In terms of Qualitative indicator, the leader considers one qualitative indicator in particular, 

Increased understanding of online framework”; from point of the WP-Coordinator all partners had 

to dive into the design of the framework and give feedback to the document. Thus, by analyzing 

it, all of them had read it in a detailed manner which contributed to an increased understanding 

of the subject. 
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The understanding, what a MOOC is, was also heavily discussed within the partner-meeting in 

October 2019. The facilitation of the digital learning process was also supported by a design feature 

despite the fact, that the target numbers of the WP are not massive, the design of the MOOC was 

oriented towards a Pilot that have a high scalability potential and degree of automatization. 

 

Concerning the qualitative indicator of WP 3.2 the new ways of training material are also already 

considered (the material will be video lecturers and platform discussions – new is the combination 

of face-to-face training within the training countries - this is an overall new approach to training 

teachers in Latin America).  

 

On the other hand, the co-leader stated that the constant flow of information had allow to 

consider and develop each role in most effective way. Thus, indicators –quantitative and 

qualitative- had been executed very quickly; and according to the co-leader “all that remains to be 

done is to customize the learning methods of each university”. 

 

To sum up, the results have met the qualitative and quantitative requirements in this work 

package. Thus, it can be said that the overall progress has been high and the same holds true for 

the quality of the work, especially consider he results in place and highly structured plans and 

experienced approach in developing the topics of the evaluated WP. 

 

3.3.3 Considering the expected outcomes of the activities, do you consider that the methodology 

and/or the mechanisms used are adequate? 

 

Yes, according to the leader, there are /were various instruments in place, that supported the 

actual outcome in a favorable manner, such as: 

 

ü Face to face meetings e.g. in Madrid, which are most adequate. 

ü The project platform, which supports a continuous exchange of messages about all WPs 

and was also used by most of the partners in a very active manner. Within the platform 

also all the outputs, documents and deliverables can be collected, and feedback can be 

provided, this is of great help! 

ü Finally, also plenary online meetings, the mutual exchange is very supportive. 

 

Thus, the mechanisms used have allowed the opportunity to incorporate topics regarding to each 

institutional context; considering an easing in terms of evaluation and final product. However, a 

second face-to-face meeting would be favorable, but given the restricted resources it is 

questionable, if it could be implemented. 

 

Following the same feedback, the co-leader stated that the methodology submitted by the leader 

has been effective and appropriate for the work package, especially, because it has a strong 



 
 

 

11 
 

 

 

Innovat – Project No. 598758-EPP-1-2018-1-AT-EPPKA2-CBHE-JP 

empirical and academic support. Moreover, “Canvas” is a clear and organized model, particularly, 

because the facilitation of the delivery of knowledge and information.  

 

In conclusion, leader and co-leader consider that the methodology and the mechanisms used in 

this work package were appropriate for the project. Furthermore, instruments such as face-to-face 

meetings and the Canvas model submitted by the leader, conduct the project to develop a better 

work package. 

 

3.3.4 Considering the expected outcomes, do you consider that the contents and /or the scope of 

the activities are adequate? 

Yes, in terms of WP 3.1, the leader considers that the results would not be significantly better with 

more resources at this stage of the project. In the same way, 3.2 there is more workload, this is 

not clear yet, it can be assessed in a year. 

In this sense, the co-leader has considered that the activities are adequate for the project. 

Nevertheless, they have pointed out that “InnovaT project needs a significant amount of time in 

comparison to other previous projects”.  

Regarding to the activities, the co-leaders consider that the first part of the work package has just 

been developed, but there is still a significant number of qualitative indicators to fulfill. 

Furthermore, the work package has not published the final version of the document 3.1 Design of 

MOOC Framework and Evaluation System. 

Even though, the leader and co-leader remain working on the next stage of the work package; the 

co-leader emphasized in the fact that they are still waiting for UC3M to publish the previous 

document. Nevertheless, deadlines have been met as agreed with UC3M and the project Gantt 

Chart.  

To conclude, the contents of the activities have been considered as adequate for both parts. 

However, time management has been challenging for the co-leaders. Even though there is Design 

that is based on academic evidence, some additional feedback and coordination can be useful for 

the whole work package. 

3.3.5 In your opinion, are the activities/outcomes of the WP relevant for the purpose of the 

INNOVAT project? 

Yes, according to the leader, the activities and outcomes are definitely relevant for the purpose of 

the project. For example, the first stage of the project – designing of the MOOC - helped to create 

a common understanding among the partners, especially concerning the basic terms and 

definitions, e.g. what MOOC and Framework means. It must be pointed out that in the beginning, 

there was no coherent picture of it among the partners, but now there is. This phase served an 
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aligning of the participants to the definition to MOOC and framework. Both were important – it 

supports the basis of the whole project and is crucial for the next phases.   

In addition, the co-leader states that the results and activities considered in the work package are 

the core of the whole project. Thus, the choice of UC3M as leader of the work package has been 

accurate and effective, due to the management and experience in relation to virtual tools and 

classrooms. 

In conclusion, both parties emphasize the importance of the activities and outcomes involved in 

this work package. Each activity has incorporated a new element in the consortium, leading to a 

well-developed proposal. Thus, MOOCs are the core of the project and the successful of the project 

remains on its effectiveness. 

3.3.6 Please, indicate aspects or improvement opportunities that you consider necessary for the 

WP 

According to the leader, no aspects have been found and that can be improved within WP 3.1. All 

problems were detected on time and could be handled within the WP. Bigger challenges are 

expected for the implementation of WP 3.2. 

On the other hand, the co-leader has considered the evaluation system as “too general”, because 

it needs to be customized according to the topics. However, the content of each topic is still in 

process and a syllabus has been proposed as an example of future solution. 

Additionally, the evaluation system needs to consider whether it will be an evaluation based on 

competencies or objectives. Besides, co-leader points out that an evaluation during the process of 

the development of an innovative system will contribute in the final product. Finally, it is not clear 

how these innovative syllabuses will be developed or its monitoring process. 

To sum up, it can be said that the co-leader has identified more aspects to improve rather than the 

leader. Additionally, solutions for future improvement have been provided by the co-leader. Thus, 

some instances that encourage future decisions are necessary for the coordination and feedback 

of leader and co-leader of the work package. 

3.4 WP4 - INNOVAT OFFICES ESTABLISHMENT 

Scope (Work Packages) WP4 

Date 19/12/2019 

Evaluator Name and last name Partner institution 

Evaluator 1:  Iria Estevez  UC3M 

Evaluator 2:  Vladimir Sucasaire UCSP 

 

3.4.1 What are the most relevant strengths or good practices in the development of the work 

package? 
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This work package aims to modernize and establish InnovaT offices within the University partners, 

offering to the teaching staff a place to develop their online teaching, record lectures, etc. In order 

to do so, first of all it is needed to identify the places and the equipment that the partners need to 

establish the offices. 

This WP started earlier than scheduled (second year of the project) and it has been running for 

only one month (started at the middle of November), this is because the institutions that are part 

of the project have different purchase or acquisition processes, which makes the acquisition time 

variable. As by March of the following year the equipment must be installed, it was decided to 

advance some activities of the WP.  

Although the WP is at its very beginning, we believe that it is necessary to highlight some aspects 

that, in the opinion of the interviewed leaders, enabled considerably the management of the WP: 

ü A fluid communication platform (a Moodle course) which helps to channel information 

and facilitate communication. 

ü Tidy and participatory work with the Coordinator and partners, adequate control points 

for this first stage.   

ü The involved partners have shared experiences from previous projects, allowing 

institutions with no background in this type of project to have a better understanding of 

the WP and a common ground when managing this WP. 

ü A translation of the official document that was going to be sent to the suppliers to tender 

the equipment has been provided, allowing to standardize the process 

 

3.4.2 In your opinion, are results meeting the expected requirements/ quantitative and 

qualitative indicators of the Work Package? 

 

Yes. The list of equipment to be purchased (quantitative indicator of the WP) is already identified 

by the University Partners, and with this, we believe, that the University Partners are developing 

an understanding of the technical needs for the InnovaT offices (qualitative indicator of the WP). 

In task 4.1 it is pending to request an official letter or document with the physical location of the 

INNOVAT office (which has the plans or sketches) in the institutions. 

In task 4.2, although that it is not scheduled for this year, progress is being made, pending the start 

of the quotation and bidding stage, once the list of equipment to be purchased is validated. 

 

3.4.3 Considering the expected outcomes of the activities, do you consider that the methodology 

and/or the mechanisms used are adequate? 

Yes. The task 4.1 was scheduled for M13 and M14, being this the M12, the first two activities of 

the task are already accomplished (development of the Technical & Operational needs assessment 

and its usage by the partners to identify their needs). 



 
 

 

14 
 

 

 

Innovat – Project No. 598758-EPP-1-2018-1-AT-EPPKA2-CBHE-JP 

In addition, those responsible for this WP consider that the structure of this stage is coherent and 

reinforced by the fluid communication between leader and co-leaders, and with the rest of the 

partners (2 face-to-face meetings, 2 online meetings, via Moodle and other unofficial Skype 

communications). 

3.4.4 Considering the expected outcomes, do you consider that the contents and /or the scope of 

the activities are adequate? 

Yes. Since the way in which this stage of the project has been structured is consistent from 

purchase to implementation. 

3.4.5 In your opinion, are the activities/outcomes of the WP relevant for the purpose of the 

INNOVAT project? 

They are really relevant as, in our opinion, the success and sustainability of the project after its 

ending will depend on the activities developed by this WP. In addition, the sustainability of the 

office to be implemented is a priority for the institutions. 

3.4.6 Please, indicate aspects or improvement opportunities that you consider necessary for the 

WP 

Although it is at its very beginning, there are some aspects that could help in the development of 

the WP such as: 

ü Have a proposal of professional profile or job profile of the person who will be in charge 

of the InnovaT offices. 

ü In the case of the tender, according to the provisions of the project, the quotes must be 

requested in Euros or Local currency. However, this does not depend on the buyer (the 

partners), but on the supplier and how he keeps his accounting books, which are usually 

in dollars. This is a variable that cannot be controlled by the institutions. 

ü It would be desirable to ask to the EU project officer how to tackle with this issue, if quotes 

in dollars are acceptable or if it is needed to establish a conversion tables for the whole 

consortium. 

 

3.5 WP6 - QUALITY ASSURANCE & MONITORING 

Scope (Work Packages) WP6 

Date 20/12/2019 

Evaluator Name and last name Partner institution 

Evaluator 1:  Roswitha Wiedenhofer,  FHJ 

Evaluator 2:  Nadja Starocelsky UACH 

 



 
 

 

15 
 

 

 

Innovat – Project No. 598758-EPP-1-2018-1-AT-EPPKA2-CBHE-JP 

3.5.1 What are the most relevant strengths or good practices in the development of the work 

package? 

 

From the leader´s perspective the co-leader partner of this work package, Breda University of 

Applied Sciences (BUAS), has been described as one of the most relevant strengths in the work 

package, especially for its execution and implementation. In addition, BUAS has been a main 

support due to its enormous knowledge in quality management. In this sense, the co-leader 

university (BUAS) has provided tools and platforms that have allowed a more expeditious 

development of the work package. 

 

Even though the idiomatic barriers, there is a constant communication flow between co-leader 

and leader partner. Additionally, the co-leader university has been a significant support in order 

to develop handbooks and other English documentation.  

 

On the other hand, all partners have discussed aspects of this work package in order to find the 

best way of development and implementation. Discussion and other collaborative decision-making 

processes have been a good practice for the work package.    

 

As another appreciation, it is the fact that in this work package the leader is not the institution 

with more experience in the subject, but the co-leader. This modality has allowed to transfer 

practices and strengths to the leader university (Universidad de Piura, UDEP). 

 

According to the co-leader a specific strength of this WP is given be the very high level of expertise 

within the consortia. This fact combined with the common approach and conviction of a favorable 

“co-creation” approach, not pursuing the mentality of “one knows it all”, but “together we are 

stronger and more meaningful” support highest quality in planning and implementation of this 

quality assurance work package.  

 

It can be concluded that as well the specific thematic strength of the co-leader institution within 

the topic at hand as the high level of interaction, constant exchange of information and 

collaborative approach in decision making are most advantageous assets within the development 

of this work package. 

 

3.5.2 In your opinion, are results meeting the expected requirements/ quantitative and 

qualitative indicators of the Work Package? 

 

Yes. 

In course of the interview with the leader it was stated, that so far, the results reflect compliance 

with the requirements as planned. 

ü There is a Quality Assurance Handbook. 
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ü Questionnaires and evaluation documents have been established to be used throughout 

the project (in every face-to-face meeting, satisfaction surveys are conducted and there is 

a quarterly report). 

ü Project progress is monitored, the results of which are delivered in the quarterly report. 

ü Quality Control Committee has been established by one member of each partner 

university (QCC member) and one external evaluator (INCOMA). 

 

The leader emphasized that in the beginning, some institutions proposed names of people who 

were part of the project, although, as a requirement of appointment it had been requested that 

the QCC member was not a participant to have better control and monitoring. As a result, some 

universities have to propose another QCC member. This situation does not generate delays in the 

development of WP6. 

 

However, there is a slight delay with the external evaluation for this year, which is expected in 

January 2020. Thus, a commitment has been made in order to have the second external evaluation 

in December 2020. 

 

From the evaluation of indicators in discussion with the co-leader the following conclusion can be 

drawn: 

 

Quantitative indicators 

All indicators are met. From the perspective of the co-leader this is due to the fact, that there was 

a very efficient and productive team in place which has been led by the WP coordinators in a highly 

competent and experienced manner.  

 

The most relevant issues of this WP had already been discussed as early as within the first Kick-Off 

Meeting in Graz (February 2019) in course of which also a commonly shared understanding of the 

topics, designs and definitions could be elaborated. All quality assurance instruments could be 

designed considering the feedback of different partners. A digital approach was also considered 

which should further on support an efficient analysis of evaluation input. 

 

Also, all the numbers in the quality surveys and questionnaires were met, more than the project 

team even had envisaged at the planning stage of the project. The project platform is also very 

actively used for feedback supporting the bottom-up team culture and shared responsibilities.  

 

Qualitative goals 

Concerning the qualitative indicators all goals were also met. Due to the fact that all of the partners 

are acquainted to QM and QA and evaluation issues a corresponding awareness of the importance 

of the overall topic of this WP and its instruments was already inherent to the partners before and 

at the very beginning of the project. Given this precondition a common shared vision and set-up 
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of the QA instruments at high standards could be accomplished at a very early stage of the project. 

Thus the results of the WP and also approach to the development process proved to be more than 

expected.  

 

Feedback data to questionnaires and data collected within seminars also proved that there was 

/has been a high level of commitment to the overall topic and a very serious involvement of all 

participants.  

  

Concerning cultural differences – there was no impact of cultural differences within this WP 

perceivable at all. Contrary, an example could be identified, within which one of the Latin American 

HEIs could exceed European standards in a context, which would have been expected other way 

round.  

 

Thus, is it can be said, that due to a high level of expertise concerning QA-topics among the 

consortium and a correspondingly high level of commitment of the team members of this work 

package all envisaged results could be reached in a timely and outstanding manner so far. Quality 

assurance itself is understood as more than an evaluation function, but as opportunity to achieve 

an added value to the project content. The team thrives for a maximum benefit, not a minimum 

effort. There are only minor findings concerning minimal delays or abbreviations within the 

evaluation process in comparison to the plans. 

 

3.5.3 Considering the expected outcomes of the activities, do you consider that the methodology 

and/or the mechanisms used are adequate? 

 

To a certain extent: 90% 

According to the leader the methodologies used are known and adequate. Some positives aspects 

were mechanisms such as defining evaluation interviews for quality control versus virtual surveys, 

because it allows the interaction of the evaluated and the evaluators, giving the opportunity to 

learn more about the work package. 

 

However, some technical aspects were not considered in the process, for example, protocols for 

recording interviews and use of personal data in the quality control process. Furthermore, no 

agreement can be reached in this instance, but this point should be corrected as soon as possible 

given the personal data protection laws that govern the different countries involved. Is it enough 

to have a consent? How long can I keep recording? 

 

On the other hand, in the context of the four-monthly reports, there was initially a lack of 

coordination, since the first report was generated by another institution, giving rise to the leader 

university not knowing who was going to generate the second report. There should be better 

coordination of this aspect. 
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In the context of the implementation of the Quality Control Committee, some milestones must be 

incorporated to ensure that the people involved (QCC members) receive an agenda in advance of 

their activities for the coordination of their times. It should be considered that these people do 

not participate in the project and although WP6 creates the commission, it must ensure that this 

group is aligned and informed. 

 

Finally, even though there is a collaborative work with the co-leader university, it some important 

aspects are based on BUAS abilities, competences and knowledge rather than other elements to 

consider in whole process.  

 

The co-leader is convinced, that the chosen approach of the QCC supports a qualitative approach 

with freedom to explore selected items also to a higher degree of details and by means of coupling 

a pair of committee members together also align their views and give feedback on a solid base.  

Also, the integration of an external evaluator is for sake of comparison with other perspectives and 

projects very valuable.  

 

From the perspective of a QCC member it could have been favorable to be in a somewhat closer 

contact to the project. Items such as feedback behavior, overall progress of single WPs, the project 

culture and so on can only be assessed now from one point in time being based on the inputs of 

the members being evaluated. A sort of mechanism to keep the QQC members in the loop without 

integrating them into the operative work and discussions would be advantageous. If there was the 

opportunity to give them access to the platform and monitor some progress 1-2 times half a year, 

this would support and complete the picture of the evaluation keeping the QQC member a bit in 

line with the most prominent happenings within the WP of the project/platform.  

 

Concluding the above the overall methodological approach proves to be sound and adequate and 

specific elements, e.g. the personal interviews as evaluation instrument can also be considered as 

a good practice. A few technical and coordinative issues are mentioned that could be improved, 

the integration of QCC members in course of planning as well as mode of interaction might be 

discussed. 

3.5.4 Considering the expected outcomes, do you consider that the contents and /or the scope of 

the activities are adequate? 

To a certain extent. 

The representative of the leader stated, that in the context of the activities carried out, a four-

month report for the first year can be very stressful for WP6 and its leaders and participants. 

Especially, because there are no major changes in the first year, since it is a more time for 



 
 

 

19 
 

 

 

Innovat – Project No. 598758-EPP-1-2018-1-AT-EPPKA2-CBHE-JP 

settlement of the project, a six-month report can be more appropriate in the first year of the 

project.  

On the other hand, it is important to improve some tools used by the partners in order to facilitate 

the monitoring, information gathering and documentation work. For example, the excel template 

for the interim report.  

From the co-leader´s perspective all results have been achieved so far and all the deadlines were 

met. Within this WP more resources would not have made it better. The contents itself is 

comprehensive and sufficient means of quality assurance measures were considered and 

implemented. 

Concluding the above the co-leader´s assessment is a bit more critical concerning aspects of data 

collection and monitoring, but both parties agree, that in any case sufficient activities were 

implemented. 

3.5.5 In your opinion, are the activities/outcomes of the WP relevant for the purpose of the 

INNOVAT project? 

Yes. The leader is convinced, that the activities and results are important for the objective of the 

project, especially for those who are involved. However, it is common that the times used for the 

activities are longer than estimated.  

There are various activities such as satisfaction surveys in face-to-face events and it is assumed 

that by sharing the results and concerns the following institutions will take into account the 

findings of the previous surveys. 

According to the co-leader the QA-Team works hard to deliver more than a classic quality 

assurance and monitoring function to the project (as already mentioned above). Diverse ways of 

looking into quality have been considered and instruments been implemented. By offering these 

QCC types of interviews, interactions, possibility of reports with qualitative aspects, all voice to be 

heard in the seminars etc. the time was used beneficially to figure out innovative ways of looking 

into quality procedures. This in turn supports an overall innovation and modernization approach 

to learning and teaching instruments in Higher Education and thus the overall project goal. 

Both parties think, that the purpose and goals of INNOVAT are supported by means and outcomes 

of this work package at hand in a highly favorable manner. There is a little indication, that there 

might be even too much activities, on the one hand stressing the timely budget of the participants 

and on the other hand there is not much evidence yet, if several quality assurance measures 

contribute to a progress in quality or team learning. 

3.5.6 Please, indicate aspects or improvement opportunities that you consider necessary for the 

WP. 
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The leader considers the following aspects being necessary for an improvement of the WP: 

ü Modify the times of the four-month reports to a six-month report during the first year. 

ü Improve controls and communication with the Quality Control Committee. 

ü Improve some coordination within the project to ensure that milestones and continuous 

improvement are being developed and established. 

The co-leader states, that through all the different Q-monitoring instruments lots of data have 

been collected so far. It might be challenging, to handle them in a feasible manner. 

Beyond the data aspect itself it was mentioned, that in the future, there might be some measures 

necessary to keep the enthusiasm/passion of the members for this topic. Some “entertainment” 

aspects with a higher level of interaction might be advantageous. From a QCC point of view some 

nice formats can maybe be found in the area of organizational knowledge management and 

change, e.g. Story telling of successful (micro) use cases and improvements, especially quick-win 

improvements due to some QA measures could be integrated.  

Concerning the pairing of QCC members this aspect could maybe be used to support the 

exploration of some potential cultural differences e.g. within the understanding of quality, the 

prioritization of measures, the everyday usage of instruments etc. This could be achieved by letting 

EU partners evaluate Latin American coordinators and vice versa.   

Concluding both parties see some room for improvement concerning the way of involvement of 

the QCC members into the project, a finding, which is supported by the QCC members themselves 

as well. Beyond that some more specific aspects for improvement - concerning reporting, 

coordination and the engagement of the participants into the project - were identified. It seems 

to be recommendable to address these individual findings within a mutual discussion and 

commonly agree on suitable measures. 

 

3.6 WP7- DISSEMINATION & SUSTAINABILITY 

Scope (Work Packages) WP7 

Date 19/12/2019 

Evaluator Name and last name Partner institution 

Evaluator 1:  Dante Guerrero UDEP 

Evaluator 2:  Nirkos Gutierrez UVM 

 

3.6.1 What are the most relevant strengths or good practices in the development of the work 

package? 

ü The interaction with colleagues from other countries. 

ü The international visibility. 
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ü Transparency. 

ü There is a clear structure of what each partner ought to do. 

ü All the activities of this WP looked for a consensus between partners. 

ü Experienced partners in Erasmus projects. 

ü The commitment of coordinators/managers in each university. The following article shows 

that: https://www.usach.cl/news/proyecto-desarrolla-metodologias-ensenanza-y-

aprendizaje-para-modernizar-educacion-superior-del  

 

3.6.2 In your opinion, are results meeting the expected requirements/ quantitative and 

qualitative indicators of the Work Package? 

 

Yes, in general the results reflect that the qualitative indicators of the activities corresponding to 

2019 have been followed: 

 - Activity 7.1 Dissemination and sustainability strategy 

 - Activity 7.2 Project identity and dissemination tools 

 

The project has its own brand, logo, website http://innovat.education/, digital brochure and social 

network https://www.facebook.com/Innovat.educacion.  

 

The leadership of WP7 was transferred to UCSP on June 2019. This generated some setbacks on 

the project's dissemination plan, but a solution is in process. 

 

The following activities have been completed and are waiting for feedback from partners before 

approval: 

 - Activity 7.3. Creative Common Rights 

 - InnovaT video 

 

We are reaching the qualitative indicators although this task is expected to be fulfilled in the 

following years. 

 

3.6.3 Considering the expected outcomes of the activities, do you consider that the methodology 

and/or the mechanisms used are adequate? 

1. The methodology is coherent with the objective, but it doesn't contemplate in an explicit way 

the collaboration of entities of the civil society like businesses, schools, state agencies, etc. 

2. Communication between participants fluctuates from high to low. 

3. The leader and co-leader suggest that coordination meetings between them should be done 

every 15 days and be more concise. We agree with them and think it should be done with a work 

agenda. 

https://www.usach.cl/news/proyecto-desarrolla-metodologias-ensenanza-y-aprendizaje-para-modernizar-educacion-superior-del
https://www.usach.cl/news/proyecto-desarrolla-metodologias-ensenanza-y-aprendizaje-para-modernizar-educacion-superior-del
http://innovat.education/
https://www.facebook.com/Innovat.educacion
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4. We suggest some activities for the leader and co-leader to boost and control the project's 

dissemination: 

 - To check the number of website visits with the administrator. 

 - To count on the support of a community manager to effectively boost the information 

 on the social networks. 

3.6.4 Considering the expected outcomes, do you consider that the contents and /or the scope of 

the activities are adequate? 

- The content and scope are adequate. 

- It is perceived that there were not many activities during the first year, and that 1 year for 

the installation of the project is too long, considering that it diminishes the time available for 

the second year's more critical tasks (pilot, MOOCs, journals, etc.).  We consider that activities 

and timing are appropriate taking into consideration the whole vision of the project. 

- WP leaders are aware of the many and diverse activities carried out by the project and of the 

weak dissemination that has been given to them. We suggest to empower them to better 

broadcast this activities. 

3.6.5 In your opinion, are the activities/outcomes of the WP relevant for the purpose of the 

INNOVAT project? 

- The activities and results of the working package are relevant, are well defined and have a 

clear orientation. 

- They have worked on involving the authorities of both universities to make their participation 

more effective. 

- They are aware of the importance of the dissemination activities, especially of the 

sustainability of this initiative. 

3.6.6 Please, indicate aspects or improvement opportunities that you consider necessary for the 

WP 

- We suggest to enhance the communication and interaction between the leader and co-leader 

of this work package. This would avoid misalignments and would keep the interest and 

dynamism of the project. 

- Increase the responsibilities of the project stakeholders, involving schools, businesses. Public 

agencies and other institutions that might be interested in the project's objectives. 
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- Promote a culture of systemic communication between the other partner universities, for 

example: to send a brief summary every month related to the activities being developed, so 

that every few days, relevant information can be published on the website and social 

networks. 

- Suggest each partner university to include on its website and on a visible spot, a link to the 

project's website. 

- Develop information about the project and suggest each partner university to disseminate it 

between its students and alumni. 

3.7 WP8- PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

 

Scope (Work Packages) WP8 

Date 20/12/2019 

Evaluator Name and last name Partner institution 

Evaluator 1:  Iria Estevez UC3M 

Evaluator 2:  Vladimir Sucasaire UCSP 

Evaluator 3: Roxana Aranda USACH 

 

3.7.1 What are the most relevant strengths or good practices in the development of the work 

package? 

 

The WP has produced the expected quantitative results for this year and also the qualitative results 

(as there is constant partner communication), and the WP8 is continuously improving its results, 

generating enhanced versions of the handbooks, better and more visual versions of the schemes 

provided to the partners, constantly giving feedback to the other partners and generating help 

guides, etc.  

 

Being a transversal WP, the role of the coordinator is very important. The fact of having put a 

contact point in each country of Latin America (Chile and Peru), selecting the partner who had 

more experience in this type of project, has allowed to simplifying the part of the management. 

Thus having a closer advisory point role in case of having a partner any doubts about the you have 

some queries regarding the WP. 

 

The main strength is that people know each other from the previous project, which allows good 

communication and a fluid way of working. FH Joanneum has had a good leadership and they have 

played a leading role in advising the administrative and financial management of the project, 

responding quickly to all questions that arise. 
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3.7.2 In your opinion, are results meeting the expected requirements/ quantitative and 

qualitative indicators of the Work Package? 

Yes. The main products achieved are: 

 The administrative and financial management handbook are available to all members on 

the Moodle platform (with guides and Excel expense sheet). 

 The creation of the Moodle platform, where all members have access to information. 

 The meetings of Austria and Madrid were held successfully. 

 An online coordination meeting in June and another one will be held soon. 

 Quantitative indicators have been achieved, there is a lack of exploration in the qualitative 

ones in universities with less experience in this type of projects. 

 

The WP has already produced two versions of the project management handbook and the whole 

consortium is using the same online tool for management (the two quantitative result of Task 8.1), 

all the consortium meetings scheduled for year one were already held (quantitative result of Task 

8.3). Each six months there are financial reports from the partners, and feedback about these 

financial reports. 

 

3.7.3 Considering the expected outcomes of the activities, do you consider that the methodology 

and/or the mechanisms used are adequate? 

 

Yes. The platform has been useful, but it is very important to be reviewing it at least two times per 

week. 

 

As the expected outcomes are already met, we believe that the methodology is adequate. A good 

practice that has been implemented in Peru is that internal meetings have been held with the 

partners to explain the financial issues and coordinate with the general guidelines. Universities 

that have already worked on these types of projects do not require it so much, but the new ones 

need more support. 

3.7.4 Considering the expected outcomes, do you consider that the contents and /or the scope of 

the activities are adequate? 

The summaries of the handbook that the project coordinator has sent are especially valued, since 

they have facilitated the synthesis and focus attention and review on the most important. 

Regarding tasks 8.1., 8.2 and 8.3, the scheduling of the activities and their contents are adequate. 

Since much is posted in Moodle and not all people are frequently reviewing the information, it is 

suggested to filter the main activities and most relevant commitments to send by mail or leave 



 
 

 

25 
 

 

 

Innovat – Project No. 598758-EPP-1-2018-1-AT-EPPKA2-CBHE-JP 

calendar notifications every two weeks, which allow to review the most important information of 

each WP. 

 

3.7.5 In your opinion, are the activities/outcomes of the WP relevant for the purpose of the 

INNOVAT project? 

The management is very relevant for the achievement of the goals, this WP is transversal to the 

whole project and allows to keep track of progress and time. This WP takes the leadership of the 

project and demands a lot of dedication. 

The WP8 is the one responsible for the management of the project. Thus, its aim is to ensure the 

whole project is on track, obviously being this outcome of utmost importance for the performance 

of the project. 

3.7.6 Please, indicate aspects or improvement opportunities that you consider necessary for the 

WP 

Maybe the language can be a limitation, as the face-to-face meetings are held in English and not 

all the representatives of partners that went to the meetings had a good level of English. Although 

communicated by the coordinator that for management meetings representatives attending 

should be able to speak English, maybe it is needed to find other means to ensure that all the 

representatives attending these meetings have a good level of that language.  

A possible improvement is to incorporate a table with activities and deadlines updated every 6 

months to print and have it visible. Ideally, each country could have its own specific drop in these 

activities within its universities, as well as eventual coordination between universities in the same 

country (taking advantage of nearby and interregional trips). 

Regarding the quality control of the project, satisfaction surveys of the meetings and external 

evaluations (by INCOMA) have been incorporated. However, more fluid communication with this 

external evaluator is required and review if the forms we are using are sufficient or require more 

specific questions, as well as analyze after this follow-up evaluation if the quality committee 

members suggest any improvement to the process of evaluation. 

4. CONCLUSIONS 
The QCC members consider that from a total of 7 evaluated work packages, 86.7% of participants 

demonstrated that their results reflect the accomplishment of the requirements and qualitative and 

quantitative indicators. Also, that adequate methodologies and/or mechanisms have been used, as 

well as adequate contents and activities’ scopes. Only 14.3% considered them to be partially adequate. 
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They also consider that 100% of the evaluated work packages are relevant for the objective of the 

InnovaT project. 

It is concluded that during the period evaluated by the Quality Control Committee, InnovaT project is 

following the standards established by the LFM. This evaluation has enabled us to spot strengths in 

each work package that could be spread and shared with the representatives of the other work 

packages. Also, we have identified improvement opportunities to maintain the scope, time and/or 

quality desired for the tasks and results of the project. 

 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
After this first evaluation, we suggest the following recommendations: 
 
Regarding the QCC evaluation: 
 

- To schedule a meeting with the external evaluator in order to share ideas about this first 

evaluation of the QCC. 

- To include in the evaluation process of the QCC an online meeting between evaluators once 

concluded this first evaluation, in order to receive their feedback and allow WP6's coordinators 

to improve the process for the second year evaluation. 
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- The members of the QCC are experts on Quality, it would be appreciated to have the QCC 

feedback and recommendations on improvement not only on the processes, but on the quality 

of the deliverables produced. 

Regarding each WP, we can summarize the main recommendations: 

 WP1: Reports should have a common table of contents and focus only on the main results.  

Partners should appoint a person to ensure that the documents uploaded in Moodle are in 

order. 

- WP2: Improve time management for the development and implementation of the activities. 

- WP3: Determine whether to base the valuation system on objectives or competencies and find 

the best process for developing and monitoring the innovative syllabuses to make them 

sustainable. 

- WP4: Propose the professional profile or job profile of the person who will be in charge of the 

InnovaT offices. 

- WP6: Find a way to simplify the quality control instruments so that the data recollection could 

be more effectively processed; and more time could be spent on implementing project 

improvements. 

- WP7: To enhance systemic communication and interaction in three levels: the leader and co-

leader, the partner universities and the project stakeholders. 

- WP8: Update and send the partner institutions a table reminding the activities and deadlines 

periodically. 


