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Abstract 
Activity 3.2 focuses on the evaluation of the different activities done to get a common understanding 

of what CBL@ECIU is and how it has been and will be implemented at each ECIU university. Therefore, 

this deliverable report describes one of these activities, namely the second “Review and Assessment 

Workshop”, which took place in October 2021 and was organized by the activity leads 3.2 and 3.3. 

 

Next to the data collected through interviews and the survey from pilot 2 (see deliverable report 3.3.5: 

Implement CBL (month24)), the workshop builds on discussions in the monthly Round Table events 

with Teamchers1 , reports about practices collected in WP3 meetings, as well as participation in 

meetings and workshops with work packages other than WP3. In those, activity leads got the 

impression that (1) discussion was often led by feelings, assumptions, opinions and that our research-

based findings could help to create a foundation for discussion. Furthermore (2), between the involved 

work packages WP3 (CB Education), WP4 (Micro-Credentials), WP5 (Challenge-Based Innovation) and 

WP7 (Joined support services and structures), the last few months have shown that different 

frameworks were used, for example, to describe the way to address assessment and recognition within 

ECIU University CB-Education or to describe the quality of a challenge posted for learners on Challenges 

Database (CHAD), which led to misunderstanding and disorientation.  

 

Therefore, the main goal of the workshop was to provide a basis for discussion in order to bring those 

presumed conflicts or differences to the surface as to further foster the exchange between WPs. 

 

The workshop highlighted the extremely challenging nature of what is to be done by ECIU University: 

Trying, or even intending, to challenge conventional thinking and creating trust to attract students, 

learners to join this journey. Because most people involved are very committed, have a tight schedule 

and asked for shorter and more focused inputs rather than a whole day workshop, the activity leads 

decided on a whole day workshop divided into three independent “stand alone” parts, which had a 

connection to the other two parts yet could also be attended ‘stand-alone’. This turned out to be a 

very successful setting! 

In summary, four issues were identified as being crucial to work on for upcoming pilots. Those are: 

(1) to get a common understanding about the core benefits to participate in ECIU University, 

(2) agree on the quality criteria and how it is possible to ensure them, 

(3) integrate students, Lifelong Learners and external partner in the discussion, 

(4) find common ground to transform intended learning outcomes into micro-credentials.  

Nr. (4) was already on the To-Do list after the last “review and assessment workshop”. This shows that 

between WP3 and WP4 further discussion is needed. 

 

The next “Review and Assessment workshop” will be in September 2022 and will address the progress 

in rounds three and four of ECIU’s challenges.  

 

1 Round Table events are a regular one-hour online session, organized from the activity leads 3.2 and 3.3, where 
Teamchers and teachers can exchange. Sometimes these meetings are extended to achieve a different goal e.g. 
Kick Off Event or a moderated discussion on a certain topic, for which someone prepares an input for. They start 
usually on the first Friday of a month at 2 pm (CET) see open invitation here: 
https://www2.tuhh.de/zll/challenged-based-learning/#support 

https://www2.tuhh.de/zll/challenged-based-learning/#support
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1 Introduction 

Activity 3.2 of WP3 focuses on how the ECIU's innovative Challenge-Based Learning approach 

(CBL@ECIU) has been implemented at each university at this time and what might need to be changed 

or be adapted in the future.  

The deliverable of activity 3.2 is a yearly Review and Assessment Workshop report. This is the second 

report out of three. Here we describe how we developed and conducted the second workshop to 

continue the review and reflection process on the pedagogical approach and its implementation. 

 

The workshop described here took place on October 26th, 2021. At this time, the first and second 

rounds of challenges, running from September 2020 to June 2021, were finalized. Interviews with 

teachers and students from different universities after pilot 2 as well as a teacher and student survey 

were conducted and the data analysed (see deliverable report 3.3.5 Implement CBL (month 24)). The 

third round of challenges was still running and the development of how we will gain data from 

interviews and surveys is currently in progress.  

Nonetheless, we chose this timing for two reasons: First, through the experience (pilot 2) of 

implementing CBL@ECIU at each university were collected in order to be able to talk about and to 

reflect on these experiences with different perspectives. Second, the findings and recommendations 

will be useful and used in pilot 4’s planning and implementation starting in February 2022. 

 

Next to the data collected through interviews and the survey from pilot 2 (see deliverable report 3.3.5 

Implement CBL (month 24)), the workshop builds on discussions in the monthly Round Table events 

with Teamchers, reports about practices collected in WP3 meetings as well as participation in meetings 

and workshops with work packages other than WP3. In those, activity leads got the impression that (1) 

discussion was often led by feelings, assumptions, opinions and that our research-based findings could 

help to provide a basis for discussion. Furthermore (2), among the involved work packages WP3 (CB 

Education), WP4 (Micro-Credentials), WP5 (Challenge-Based Innovation) and WP7 (Joined support 

services and structures) the last months showed that different frameworks were used for example to 

describe the way to address assessment and recognition in ECIU University CBL education or to 

describe the quality of a challenge in the Challenges Database (CHAD), which led to misunderstanding 

and disorientation unfortunately not only among the WPs.  

 

Therefore, the main goal of the workshop was to provide a basis for discussion in order to bring those 

presumed conflicts or differences to the surface in order to further foster the exchange between 

WPs. The workshop was offered within ECIU University and the framework of Work Package 

“Challenge-Based Education” (WP3).  

It was conducted by The Centre for Teaching and Learning at Hamburg University of Technology 

(TUHH) as an online workshop due to the ongoing pandemic and travel restrictions. It was jointly 

moderated by Gesa Mayer (WP3.3), Siska Simon (activity lead WP3.2) and Dr. Dorothea Ellinger 

(activity lead WP3.3). 

 

Because most people involved are very committed, have a tight schedule and asked for shorter and 

more focused inputs rather than a whole day workshop, the activity leads decided on a whole day 

workshop divided into three independent “stand alone” parts, which have a connection to the other 

two parts as well. This turned out to be a successful setting.  
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2 Objectives of the Review and Assessment workshop 

The objective of the “Review and Assessment workshop” was to provide a basis for discussion in order 

to bring those presumed conflicts or differences to the surface in order to further foster the exchange 

between WPs by means of interpreting the findings from the research conducted, identifying hurdles 

that hinder the WPs to effectively working together and reflecting and exchange ideas how to 

guarantee a certain quality in the description of the challenges in the CHAD.  

 

To do so, the workshop included the following actions: 

- Discussion of the results of the survey and interviews concerning pilot 22 

- Discussion of the current work of the different WPs touching on credential aspects of 

CBL@ECIU (WP 3, 4, 5 and 7)  

- Discussion of a checklist and handout to help teachers and others involved to outline 

challenges. 

Chapter 3 describes how the workshop itself was conducted, starting with a needs analysis that served 

as the basis for the workshop design, followed by a description of the digital tools and structure used 

as well as participations and topics provided (see following chapter).  

Chapter 4 summarizes the evaluation of the workshop and conclusions for supporting the 

implementation of Challenges-Based Learning at ECIU University in the coming days and future.  

 

3 Conducting the review and assessment workshop 

During the regular WP3 meetings and other meetings we participated in (e.g. task force assessment, 

regular meetings of 3.1, meetings concerning EUROPASS, meetings concerning “flexible learning 

paths”, meetings with Teamchers having different questions, meeting with WP7 concerning micro 

credentials), activity leads 3.2 and 3.3 in charge of this workshop got aware of different aspects that 

appeared to be urgent to be addressed: 

- misunderstandings and different frameworks used, made the discussion between different 

WPs difficult and consequently the impression that the in particular aforementioned WPs are 

not collaborating enough 

- because of problems getting enough students for “their challenge”, some Teamchers liked to 

get a closer look at how ECIU University works behind the scenes and wanted to get involved 

in greater depth to understand and maybe help solve this problem  

- people from the WPs feedbacked that they cannot manage to have a full day off work to join 

our next “review and assessment” workshop but would be very interested to participate. 

 

Therefore, the activity leads decided to offer an online workshop consisting of three parts, that could 

be chosen individually by the participants (two hours for each part with an hour break in between). 

Using an online whiteboard called Padlet (https://tuhh.padlet.org/c00zll01/uwjiw4b2rj1yeqoe) to 

structure the event and to make it possible to look up certain findings across parts (see figure 1).  

 

 

2 For details, see deliverable report 3.3.5 Implement CBL (month 24) 

https://tuhh.padlet.org/c00zll01/uwjiw4b2rj1yeqoe
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Each part focussed on one of the urgent needs that were identified (see also chapter 3.1): 

 

Part 1: WP 3.3 informs about the results from the survey and interviews of pilot 2. Exchange 
about evaluation and find topics, what needs to be addressed further. 
→ get an evidence-based impression on what teachers and students say involved in challenge 
cycle 2 (summer term 2021) and interpret findings together with results from challenge cycle 1 

 
Part 2: WP 3.4 (Flexible learning path), WP4 (micro credentials) and the Task force assessment 
present their work to make transparent that there are different mechanisms or understandings 
on how students are getting recognition through ECTS, archiving batches, etc. to fill learner 
wallet/passport.  
→look for common definitions of terms and be aware of differences and the need for further 
exchange between WPs. 

 
Part 3: The lead of the Challenge Operational Team will present information about the quality 
criteria for challenges to go into the CHAD.  
→discuss these ideas and try out possible ways of quality assurance.  

 

 Workshop organisation and digital tools used 
Because of the pandemic and the time issues that were mentioned before, we decided to have an 
online workshop with Zoom as the communication tool and Padlet as an online collaboration tool.  
 
The following invitation was formulated (see also online combined with a sign-up form here 
https://eciu.tuhh.de/review-and-assessment-ws-oct-2021/): 
 

PART 1: Review pilot 1 and 2 from a student and teacher perspective  

Content:  

• Introduction to results from student interviews and surveys   

(motivation, learning goals, interaction with challenge provider) 

• Introduction into results from teachers interviews and surveys  
(motivation, personal goals, interaction with challenge provider) 

• Connect students and teacher perspective: Conclusions/findings about facilitating and 
hindering factors in implementing CBL as well as needs from students and teachers 

• Discussion about findings and learning for future/cycle 4 and next proposal 

Might be interesting for: members of WP3, 4 and 7 as well as members of the challenge operational 
meeting, Teamchers 
 
PART 2: Handshake between Micro credentials and formats of Assessment and Feedback 

Content: Tremendous efforts were done in WP4 and WP7 to define, establish, implement and 

communicate a common working definition and terminology of micro credentials. In addition, scalable 

and holistic learning offerings (incl. ECIU Creds) were created. In activity 3.3 an extensive literature 

search was done, and in pilot 2 a student survey about learning goals was realized. Within activity 3.2 

a task force assessment provided handouts and educational resources to support Teamchers and 

students in reflecting on their gained competences as well as grading them. So far, a handshake 

between the results of WP4 (connection to terms and processes in a competence 

passport/EUROPASS), flexible learning paths generated by WP3.4, WP4 and WP7.5, learner 

transformation framework and material for learner and Teamcher is missing. They do not correspond 

https://eciu.tuhh.de/review-and-assessment-ws-oct-2021/
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to each other, use different terms and definitions and no process for how they connect to each other 

was created. 

 

Might be interesting for: members of WP3 (especially the Task Force Assessment and WP3.4), 

members of WP4, members of WP7 

 

PART 3: Communicate Challenge Quality Criteria 

Content: Ensuring the quality of the challenges and other activities offered by ECIU University is a 

crucial part. Converting a big idea into an interesting learning opportunity lies within a process called 

“the handshake”. It includes a quality-check of all challenges coming in by partner universities, before 

they can be submitted to the Challenges Database (CHAD) and thereafter published as offerings to 

learners. The main idea is to implement the quality-check in four phases whereby (a) a first check is 

carried out by the Challenge Coordinator and the Teamcher, (b) a second check is carried out by a joint 

ECIU Challenges Qualification Committee to ensure CBL suitability and finally (c) following an approval 

by the committee, the challenge can be published. This process aims to bring consistency in the way 

challenges are collected, offered and presented to learners and will improve communication and 

promotion at the same time.  

This part is to inform the Challenge Coordinator, WP5 point of contact  and interested Teamcher about 

the Challenge Quality Criteria, present checklist and discuss how to use it in communication with 

Challenge Provider and for submitting Challenges to the Challenges Database (CHAD). 

 

Might be interesting for: all Challenge Coordinator, Teamcher, members of WP5, members of WP3, 

members of challenge operational team 

 

By making the aim of each part explicit, the activity leads hoped to attract the persons in the ECIU 

involved. The idea was, to have a concentrated and effective discussion on each topic.  

 

The activity leads decided on the following structure to organise the online workshop: 

- because each part can be chosen separately, an overall moderation by someone very close to 

WP3 is needed, who shows the intention of the whole day and each part and can formulate a 

conclusion after each part and at the end 

- each part of the workshop needs a set of different activities to meet the intended goals 

- because of the different foci we as the organising team have “naturally” in our work for ECIU 

University we decided that there has got to be one of us responsible for one part and the 

others do the needed assistance during that time, to make it easier for us and the participants 

to communicate 

 

To provide an optimal outcome of the workshop, for each part there was an alternative method 

prepared if there would be less participants than expected. Additionally, due to the experience in 

online workshops the need to have a longer break after each part was central. That helps participants 

to reflect on one part and helps the organizing team to review each part and get well prepared for the 

next part. 
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Figure 1: Screenshot of the Padlet "WP 3.2: "Review and Assessment workshop" – 26th of October 2021" that was 
used to provide structure, information and collaborative writing space 

 

 Content of the Review and Assessment workshop 
Considering these aspects, we were very glad to get Dr. Andrea Brose, TUHH (lead WP3) to do the 

overall moderation of the online workshop. We prepared a presentation and had a short meeting 

together so that she got familiar with our intentions and our concept. 

 

In Part 1 we wanted to focus first on the results of our surveys and the interviews with Teamchers as 

well as students. Gesa Mayer, the PI of the survey, prepared a presentation to show the most relevant 

findings. Findings were most relevant for the activity’s goals if they 

- were related to the hindering factors in CBL 

- were related to the benefitting factors in CBL 

- were showing a different perspective than we expected  
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We found the format of a group discussion best to get to know, what findings of the research the 

participants find important to move on and why. Therefor we planned three group discussions in 

breakout sessions moderated by us. Each group looked at the results with a different perspective:  

- considering motivation and goals of the students 

- considering the affecting factors  

- considering needs and visions 

The guiding questions we deemed to be interesting to be considered: 

- What consequences do the results have for implementation in the fourth (and future) 

challenge cycle?  

- What should be adopted, omitted or newly organized for Teamcher, students or external 

stakeholders? 

The participants of the workshop should feel self-directed and motivated so they can choose which 

perspective they would like to focus on. In case there is not enough interest for one perspective, we 

adapted to having only two groups, because it is more important to have committed participants. Each 

moderator should document it in the Padlet. After this group phase, it was decided that the 

moderation team may need to retreat to summarize the discussion and draw conclusions, in case the 

Padlet did not have all the information needed. The participants were then asked to add something if 

they liked.  

For part 2 the major WPs provided inputs for this part of the workshop. Very positive reactions from 

WP 4, WP 3.4 and the task force assessment were received. All of them agreed to prepare a short input 

about their WP’s status, answer any questions they have concerning the various handshakes between 

the WPs and present the next steps, the next action points.  

For part 2 the participants of the workshop needed the whole picture presented in these above 

mentioned three inputs to have an overview to discuss about. Therefor we only wanted short 

questions concerning the understanding in between the inputs. The discussion about content should 

follow after all three inputs were presented. 

We expected the part regarding the handshake to have the potential to be rather controversial, 

because some of the work of a WP might not be appreciated as the authors expected, or some 

confusion could arise. That is why this part was designed to be flexible and enable us to react quickly 

to the development of the topics presented and discussed.  

 

The presentations that have been shown in all three parts can be found on the online whiteboard 

(https://tuhh.padlet.org/c00zll01/uwjiw4b2rj1yeqoe). 

 

In part 3 WP5 was asked to present the revised ‘quality’ process, handouts and checklist for Challenge 

Coordinators, Challenge Providers and Teamchers. Because WP5 needed feedback, if the material 

designed is operative (example: a checklist on quality criteria for a challenge put in the CHAD), the 

decision was made to have groupwork in four breakout sessions. In this groupwork the participants 

should try out the material and comment on it. To make it even more effective in the breakout 

sessions, they should take on different perspectives: the stakeholder perspective, the student 

perspective and the Teamcher perspective. The goal was to get detailed feedback on how to improve 

the handouts.  

 

Part 3 of the workshop had a twofold aim: (a) present the so called “handshake process” between WP5 

and WP3 as well as the tools developed to ensure the quality of the challenges-based approach on the 

https://tuhh.padlet.org/c00zll01/uwjiw4b2rj1yeqoe
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ECIU quality criteria3; (b) run a simulation of the process with the key stakeholders, who are expected 

to carry out the process in the upcoming Spring 2022 and possibly future cycles, by using a hypothetical 

challenge. The simulation was divided into two exercises:  

(a) the first covering steps 0-2 of the handshake process, namely  

Step 0: Pre-Engagement Activities (this step was provided by means of the pre-filled challenge 

template) 

Step 1: Exploration & Discussion (Meetings or Local Partnership Arena) 

Step 2: Challenge Framing (Section of Challenge Template Completed by Challenge Provider) 

(b) the second covering step 3, namely 

Step 3: CBL Readiness (Learning Offerings Section of Template completed by Teamcher) 

For both exercises, the groups were assigned a template with a hypothetical challenge and were asked 

to use the quality criteria checklist for their discussion and try to check if the quality of that challenge 

would meet the ECIU criteria. The intended outcome of the workshop was to get these key 

stakeholders familiar with the process and the tools and by means of the simulation exercises and 

eventually receive some feedback and comments for final improvements.  

Table 1: Part 1: Review pilot 2 from student’s and teacher’s perspective; 9-11 am (Gesa Mayer) 

Time Goal Method and Details Method/  
tool used 

5‘ Orientation Introduction  
- agenda 
- support implementation CBL@ECIU at least for 

pilot 4 

presentation 

30‘ Inform 
participants 
about the 
results of our 
research 

Input 
- presentation about results from pilot 2  

presentation 

15‘ Common 
understanding 

Moderated plenum session 
- questions concerning methodology, terms and 

data 

Padlet  

30‘ 
group work 

Deriving 
recommon-
dations for 
next steps 

Guiding questions: 
What consequences does the results have for 
implementation in pilot 4?  
What should be adopted/ skipped/ new organized for 
Teamcher, students or external stakeholders? 

1) Motivation and goals of the participants → Siska 
2) Affecting factors → Dorothea 
3) Needs and vision → Gesa 

moderated discussion in 
small groups based on 
guiding questions, results 
are to be documented in 
extra Padlet 

25‘ Exchange of 
findings 

discussion about findings of each group in plenum 
documented in extra Padlet 

10‘ next steps who is doing what with the results  

5‘ Conclusion 
and evaluation 

Bring it together, resume with maybe still open questions, 
outlook on the next part 

 

 
Table 2: Part 2: Handshake between WPs (micro credentials, format of assessment and feedback) (Siska 

Simon) 

Time Goal Method and Details Method/  
tool used 

10‘ Orientation Introduction 
- What are we doing today? 
- What can you expect from this part? 
- Agenda 

presentation 

 

3 The MUST HAVES of the CBL@ECIU approach are described in the first review and assessment 
deliverable report.  
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15‘ Common 
knowledge  

Input: micro credentials 
- Where do we stand? 
- What are our open questions? 
- What are our next steps? 

presentation 

5‘ Common 
understanding 

- question to terms and results, 
no discussion on content 

Padlet 

15‘ Common 
knowledge 

Input feedback and assessment 
- Where do we stand? 
- What are our open questions? 
- What are our next steps? 

presentation 

5‘ Common 
understanding 

- question to terms and results, 
no discussion on content 

Padlet 

15‘ Common 
knowledge 

Input: Flexible learning paths 
- Where do we stand? 
- What are our open questions? 
- What are our next steps? 

presentation 

5‘ Common 
understanding 

- question to terms and results, 
no discussion on content 

Padlet 

45’ Open 
questions/ 
collecting 
ideas 

Discuss together and collect open questions concerning 
handshake 

- Cluster questions 
- Groupwork on how the handshake could work 

the question that interests the most/urgent 

Padlet each cluster one 
group  

10‘ next steps Bring it together, resume with maybe collect still/new open 
questions; who is doing what with the results 

Documentation in Padlet 

5‘ Conclusion 
and evaluation 

Bring it together, resume with maybe still open questions, 
outlook on the next part 

Documentation in Padlet 

 
Table 3: Part 3: Communicate challenge quality criteria (Dorothea Ellinger) 

Time Goal Method and Details Method/  
tool used 

5´ Orientation Introduction  
Together we look to the process from first contact 
between an external partner and a challenge is published 
on the database 

 

15‘ Information Input: Introducing handshake process with quality criteria 
as well as checklist and templates  

shared in Padlet before as 
pdf; presentation 

10‘ Common 
understanding 

Questions related to presentation, no general discussion, 
just questions to understand the document and coming 
groupwork 

 

5´ Explain group 
work  

Roles: Challenge Coordinator, teacher, student, challenge 
provider (external stakeholder) 
 
Scenario: The challenge provider has given you a near-
complete template of the challenge they would like to put 
forward. You will evaluate the quality of the challenge in its 
current state using steps 1 & 2 of the checklist. 
 
Form the groups (setting up 4 breakout sessions) 
Two different foci: 
- How to create a good challenge description 
- Why it is not a good challenge description  

Google drive 

20‘ Exchange Plenum discussion 
 

5´ 
 

5 min BREAK  
 

20‘ Be on the 
same page 

Challenge Coordinator of each group share results of 
discussion in plenum (5 mins per group) 
Reflection on process 

- What did the challenge fail on, and how did it 
become better? 

- What criteria (if any) is missing? 
- What criteria (if any) is unnecessary? 
- What would you like to change? 
- Are the criteria suitable/applicable? What would 

you change? 

group moderator makes 
some notes in Padlet in 
regard to the questions 

25‘ CBL section of 
template 

In groups: Take pre-filled template of section B of  
Review against step 3 in the checklist  

Section B of template 
(document number 4)  
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10‘ Outlook Summarize broader view (What do we have now? Which 
questions remain open) 
 
Participants asked to provide written feedback on Padlet 
in next days:  

- What criteria (if any) is missing? 
- What criteria (if any) is unnecessary? 
- What would you change? 

 

5‘ Conclusion 
and evaluation 

Bring it together, resume with maybe still open questions, 
thanks and farewell 

 

 

 Participation 
The goal of the workshop was dependent on the participation of the right stakeholders, e.g. 

representatives of WP3, 4, 5 and 7 as well as from all partners of the alliance as mentioned above. To 

make sure the workshop would meet their needs as well, before the official invitation, we engaged 

with several stakeholders for the planning of the workshop. 

 

The invitation was sent out to all involved WPs via Teams (the platform for all WPs to share 

information) on the 21st of September, 2021. The same day in the WP3-meeting everyone was invited 

to register, followed by personal invitation of WP3, 4, 5 and 7 and other in the organizational aspects 

involved people by the moderator via email and messages in Teams. In addition, the moderator 

promoted the workshop at each relevant work packages’ regular meetings as well as at one of the 

management (WP1) meetings. In the invitation it was pointed out that,  

 

(1) it is intended to focus also on the internal processes to “continue the journey in implementing 

Challenge-based education successfully”. 

(2) and that all interested Teamchers of the alliance are also welcome and that this invitation should 

be passed on to them, because part 1 could interest them, too. 

 

In total, 41 people registered and all twelve ECIU alliance member universities were represented. 

However, not all universities send representatives from each of the work-packages, WP3, 4, 5 and 7. 

Additionally, not all participants stayed for the entire workshop. 17 people registered for all three 

parts. We expected WP3 (CBL) to be represented the most, which indeed happened. We did not expect 

five Management Team (WP1) and Challenge Operational Team (COT) members to participate, which 

was appreciated very much and was of great benefit. All of them participated in part 2, which indicates 

how important the topic of the handshake is at this stage of the project.  

 

Apart from that, we consider it have been a success that twelve Teamchers took part, three had no 

other role at ECIU University and were mostly interested in part 1. Several participants had more than 

one role. 

 

Gesa Mayer, Siska Simon, Dorothea Ellinger as well as Andrea Brose (all TUHH) hosted resp. moderated 

throughout the day, and were not included in the statistics below. Participants, sorted by their role 

and their affiliation are summarized in Table 4 and 5. Please keep in mind that a participant can be a 

Teamcher as well as a member of WP3, so the number is higher at the end (one participant counts 

several times depending on her/his role(s)). 
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Table 4: Participants in “Review and Assessment workshop” on October 26th, 2021 categorized by their role in 
the ECIU university project  

Role Number of Participants resp. Roles 

WP 3 – Challenge-based education 13 

WP 4 – Open and flexible learning (Micro-credentials) 4 

WP 5 – Challenge-based innovation (e. g. innovation hubs) 4 

WP 7 – Joint support services and structures 8 

Teamcher 12 

Challenge Coordinator 7 

Management Team/COT 5 

Other roles 7 

 

Table 5: Number of registrations and number of Participants in the “Review and Assessment “workshop on 
October 26th, 2021 categorized by their organisation and what part(s) they joined 

University Number of 

Registrations 

Part 1 

Results 

Part 2 

Handshake 

Part 3 

Quality 

Aalborg University 2 1 0 1 

Dublin City University 1 0 1 0 

INSA 5 4 2 2 

Kaunas University of Technology 3 3 3 3 

Linköping University 4 4 1 3 

Tampere 4 2 4 2 

Hamburg University of Technology  3 3 2 2 

Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona 2 2 2 2 

University of Aveiro 6 3 5 5 

University of Stavanger 5 4 4 3 

University of Trento 2 2 1 2 

University of Twente 3 3 3 3 

Other 1 1 0 0 

Total Number of Registrations 41 32 28 28 

Total Number of Participants  
(Number of Participants who stayed 
till the end of the part) 35 18 (17) 19 (16) 16 (9) 

 

4 Review and Conclusions 

As was intended, the invitation has attracted the relevant people. Participation was very lively and 

showed high motivation from all involved. Although, not everyone who registered attended (see table 

5) the intensity and quality of the discussion was excellent. The event met all the goals of this “Review 

and Assessment” workshop (see 4.2). 

 Review of the workshop 
Each part was quite different concerning the goal and the methods used. That is why we look at each 

part now in the following chapter separately. 
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4.1.1 Review of part 1 
With part 1 our goals was to inform the participants about our research (surveys and interviews pilot 

1 and 2) and start drawing conclusions from our research findings with the  intention of using tem  for 

pilot 4 or ECIU University in the future. Due to the more recent developments’ frustrating experience 

of many Teamchers having prepared a CBL scenario and not being able to realize it, because of the lack 

of students applying for it, the discussion was dominated by the question of how to attract more 

students to apply for challenges. In all three breakout sessions during part 1 it was difficult to focus on 

the results of our research (e.g. what teachers or students thought about certain aspects; see second 

deliverable report 3.3.5), because attracting students to join a challenge was dominating many parts 

of the discussion (see figure 4). The ideas collected and the outcomes are shown in Figure 2. The overall 

aspects, looking back, that all parts had in common are addressed in chapter 4.2. 

Figure 2: Screenshot of the Padlet of group 1 “Motivation and goals” (part1) 

 

Because the participants agreed that a high commitment from teachers as well as students is a core 

element to make a CBL approach work, group 1 focused on how to foster motivation. Group 1 

identified three major questions:  
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- What needs to be changed to attract more students to apply for challenges? 

- What needs to be done to realize good preparation and expectation management before 

starting to work on a challenge? 

- What needs to be done to make it easier for teachers and students to join the CBL@ECIU 

approach? 

Although students (and Teamchers) were interviewed after pilot 2, it would be worth trying to reach 

out to those students that were not satisfied with the CBL experience or had even dropped out. 

Teamchers who managed to reach students who dropped out, obtained the following reasons: 

- students pointed out, that CBL would have “cost” too much time; they feared to have a negative 

impact on their “real” studies 

- students pointed out, that CBL is too complex and confusing; their expectations were different  

It would also be nice to know, what could be done, to make the CBL@ECIU offering comparable to 

other offerings from industry or other stakeholders. What are the core elements of CBL that make it 

worthwhile to join our offering instead of the others? It was also mentioned, that it would be 

interesting to talk to students decided to join another offering instead of joining ECIU challenges. 

Figure 3: Screenshot of the Padlet of group 2 “Hindering and facilitating factors” (part1) 

 

Group 2 focused on hindering and facilitating factors when implementing CBL. The participants felt a 

lack of support for Teamchers from their home institutions and did miss incentives. They figured out 
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that this could be the case because the ECIU University is not seen enough on each level (University, 

ECIU Network, EU parliament), that is why group 2 collected ways, 

- how to make ECIU University more visible:  

o show/publish our whitepaper, our scientific contributions, our contribution to 

discussions on EU level, products of student groups  

- how to make it easier for teachers to get involved: 

o adjust regulations how teaching workload is awarded 

o faculties get more money and other resources when implementing CBL  

o reduction of other duties for teachers using the CBL approach  

Group 2 also pointed out, that incentives would not be necessary if the CBL@ECIU approach would 

find its way in “daily business”: Students could gain ECTS and teachers could have the CBL offerings 

count towards their teaching obligations.  

Figure 4: Screenshot of the Padlet of group 3 “Needs and visions” (part1) 

 

The major issue group 3 wanted to work on was, how to get successful in attracting more students to 

join the “challenges”. How can we foster student mobility? Even though some “challenges” have 

opened up for life-long learners, there are still not enough learners applying. That leads to a 

“problematic balance between Teamcher’s effort and the number of participants”. The group collected 

reasons which may have caused this situation, questions and findings and ideas related to this topic. 

- causes might be 

o local business attracts local students 

o we do not understand why students do not apply 

o the CBL@ECIU approach might be too complex and ambitious 

- questions they had 
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o Why are our offerings not attractive enough to get more students? 

o How can we communicate the real-world social impact? 

- findings/ideas they suggested 

o “students tell students” (show them their experience with CBL and their gains) 

o issue needs to be addressed by management team 

4.1.2 Review of part 2 
In part 2 three different perspectives on assessment of, feedback from and credentials for students in 

the ECIU University were presented, one prepared by the Task Force Assessment (TFA), followed by 

WP4 (micro credentials) and last but not least, activity 3.4 (flexible learning paths) (all presentations 

see Padlet column Part 2: Handshake).  

In the first presentation, Frank van den Berg showed how the TFA has been working on the aspect of 

assessment. They established two scenarios: If CBL is realized in an existing course or in an extra-

curricular setting. He also pointed out that the TFA has still some open questions or challenges, e.g. 

regarding the recognition of participation in challenges in student’s study programs. For example, 

there are two certificates handed out to students: One is numbered consecutively and coordinated 

centrally and the other certificate is handed out by universities themselves without a number. It is not 

clear when a student gets one or the other certificate. The TFA has not used a certain competency 

framework yet because there should be the same used across education-related ECIU University 

measures. 

Henri Pirkkalainen, lead of WP4, presented the development of the WP4 towards a solution of how to 

fill student wallets with micro credentials and the status. They are working on the idea of using a 

certain software that enables them to get digital credentials and relates to the European competence 

framework (ESCO).  

There is a glossary in Teams (link to the document in teams is in the Padlet). The document is still 

“waiting for approval” and some participants did not know it existed. The link was shared in the Padlet 

and all WPs were asked to have a look at it and comment on it.  

The presentation from activity 3.4 showed their ideas concerning flexible learning paths. They thought 

of a system where students get different badges if they have reached certain outcomes. Before Vytaute 

Juska started her presentation, she mentioned that there is a need to get together and talk about the 

different incentive systems -badges, ECTS, certificates, credentials- because all participants agreed that 

the system of how to get micro credentials: 

- should be transparent for students who apply what to get and how 

- should be practicable for teachers who are involved 

- should follow one framework to assure quality standards of the EU 

There is need to have follow up meetings at least between WP4 and activity 3.4 to discuss in more 

detail the relevant issues and come to a common understanding.  

The participants also agreed that there is still a long way to go, before for example, the EU project 

EUROPASS, which is working on how universities can offer digital credentials that are quality assured, 

is soon to become reality for all ECIU universities.  

Still, there are also some decisions to be made, for example: 
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- Should we distinguish between formal, informal and non-formal instead of extra-curricular and 

curricular, when talking about learning offerings? 

- What does “quality ensured” mean when ECIU’s motto is “Challenging Conventional Thinking” 

and hence we are also asked to rethink the ‘old’: Do we need to start were we are now and 

what we all are used to build up trust or can we think of another way of ensuring the quality 

of our learning offers to build up trust? 

At the end of part 2 the participants agreed on having LLL and students more involved in the whole 

process. The next review and assessment workshop should invite members of these groups as well. 

4.1.3 Review of part 3 
In part 3 Fiona Hazel and Elena Tsigki, two of the three main authors of the Challenge Criteria 

Handbook, presented the quality process, handouts and checklist for Teamcher and Challenge 

Provider. After a short round of questions participants were moved into three breakout-session 

provided with material intended for challenge providers, challenge coordinators and teamchers to be 

used to ‘apply’ for a challenge being offered within ECIU University. The material consists of checklists 

and templates. A (fictious) sample case using this material was provided. In the breakout sessions 

participants were asked through a sort of role play to use the material in order to go into discussion, 

for example between the challenge coordinator and challenge provider. Through this process all 

groups were able to use the provided tools and engage into a discussion that led to comments about 

the effectiveness and usability of the process and the tools, as well as some feedback for its 

improvement. The outcome was also the intention of organising this simulation, as we wanted to 

ensure that the key stakeholders who will be working with this process and tools, namely the Challenge 

Providers and Teamchers received some “light” hands-on experience and comment on whether the 

process would improve the existing way of working around collecting and quality-checking challenges 

before they are posted to the CHAD.  

The task of completing the provided template also led to a focused discussion about quality criteria. 

 Review and Assessment of CBL Implementation based on the workshop 
Trying to change educational culture in Europe as well as in 12 universities itself from bottom up, is 

still a great challenge. It was not expected to find solutions for the different topics of each part, but 

the activity leads wanted to make it transparent that there are things that need to be addressed and 

that we should be aware of while moving forward. To strengthen the awareness, that only a common 

language leads to a common understanding which again leads at the end to a realization of the vision 

of ECIU University.  

With this in mind, it was relevant for the organization team to hear one participant pointing out, that 

the WPs working on assessment, micro credentials and other sorts of benefits for the students, actually 

should “have another workshop where we talk about these things in more detail”. As leads of activity 

3.2 and 3.3, the hope is, that each WP is now taking care of these needed in detail exchange. Of course, 

the mentioned WPs will manage to organise these “more in detail meetings” on their own, to actually 

find a common understanding and a common language. 

4.2.1 Evaluation of the three parts of the review and assessment workshop 
Due to time issues, it was decided not to send out a detailed evaluation after the workshop, because 

this delivery report’s nearing its due date. To receive feedback, we asked the participants a few 

questions directly after each part of the workshop using the questionnaire function offered in Zoom.  
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In part 3 only a few people stayed throughout the entire part due to other appointments, so the 

evaluation would have not been representative. Some participants who left early were grateful for this 

opportunity to talk about relevant issues. 

Most participants (part 1: 100%; part 2: 75%) agreed or partly agreed that they feel informed about 

the topic of each part. In part 2 some people seem to have been overwhelmed by the large amount of 

information and did neither feel well informed nor prepared to continue the discussion on that topics.  

Most participants (part 1: 88% and part 2: 87%) agreed totally or partly that they were able to 

participate actively in the exchange about findings. 
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Figure 5: Screenshot of the evaluation part 1 
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Figure 6: Screenshot of the evaluation part 2 
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4.2.2 Evaluation of the three parts of the review and assessment workshop 
This second review and assessment workshop showed that there are still some challenges: 

- Even though there is a glossary in Teams (see link in Padlet), some people do not know about 

it or do not agree and use their own terms to describe CBL@ECIU. This leads to 

misunderstanding and confusion (e.g. “Challenge Provider” versus “External Partner”) 

- There are still hurdles to realize the handshake between the WPs. Some WPs think of some 

framework (e.g. the learner transformation framework) as a given basis while others use 

different framework to orientate themselves.  

- There are not enough students for our “challenges”. This is a core problem that needs to be 

addressed urgently. Reasons could be:  

o Students find our offerings not attractive in comparison to other offerings.  

o There are too many challenges. 

o Our challenges seem to be in competition with each other. 

o There are not enough students willing to work extra hours. 

o There is a lack of advertising in each university to interested students. 

o There is confusion, because there is no common understanding in the ECIU why our 

offering should be chosen. 

-  “Challenging conventional thinking” depends on trust. Some of us trust the students and do 

not want to “fit in” the usual quality assessment insurance strategy, but want to create a new 

way to look at young people’s learning process. Some of us think it is most important to “fit 

in” because otherwise students would not trust us. They hope that gamification (colourful 

badges) and exclusiveness (Creds) attract students and convince them to join. Here the right 

balance will be the key to success. 

This workshop showed some ideas on how we could move on to make ECIU University a reality: 

- Students and external partners need to get involved in our organisational process. We need 

their ideas, voices, reasons and different perspectives to find our unique selling points of the 

CBL@ECIU approach. What are we doing better than others? Why do we deserve time and 

money to build on our CBL@ECIU approach? If we agree on three things that make it worth to 

participate in our offering (for students and external partners), advertising and convincing 

students to join would be much easier. At the moment the universities promise students and 

external stakeholder different things. 

- Combining “challenges” that have a similar Big Idea could help reduce the number of offerings, 

make team teaching between universities possible, attract more students and could help start 

a new synergy atmosphere in the community. Involved external partners get to know one 

another and might find some aspects and ways to work together as partners. 

- Pushing the work on the glossary forward so that discussion is transparent and as well as a 

common language is urgent.  

 Conclusion 
Overall, the activity leads were overwhelmed by how trustful and open the participants of the 

workshop discussed. Many thanks go to the people, who contributed to our workshop with inputs, 

ideas and feedback beforehand and during the workshop. During the day it became clear, that we 

addressed the right topics at the right time. 
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The workshop highlighted the extremely challenging nature of what is to be done by ECIU university: 

Trying to challenge conventional thinking and create trust to attract students to join this journey. In 

summary, four issues were identified to be crucial to work on for the upcoming pilot.  

 

Those are: 

(1) to get a common understanding about the core benefits to participate in ECIU University 

(2) agree on the quality criteria and how it is possible to insure them 

(3) integrate students, Lifelong Learner and external partners in the discussion 

(4) find a common ground to transform intended learning outcomes into micro-credentials 

 

Nr. (4) was already after the last “review and assessment workshop” on the agenda. This shows that 

between WP3 and WP4 deeper cooperation is needed. Part 2 of this workshop made this requirement 

clear and the participants agreed on that further discussion is needed. 

The workshop has not only made transparent what still needs to be done, but it also made visible how 

much has already been achieved. Part 1 of the workshop did lead to a gain of knowledge about pilot 2 

and led to a fruitful discussion about our findings and the consequences that the participants would 

suggest. 

 

Part 3 met the intended outcomes as all groups were able to run a simulation of the exercise and 

provided valuable feedback after each exercise. Even though the participation was lower than 

expected, it was still possible to divide the participants into three groups consisting of at least one 

Challenge Coordinator, one Teamcher and another member who would assume the role of a student 

or a Challenge Provider for the sake of the work in breakout sessions. 

What could have been an improvement to part 3 in itself, was to have some more time in the breakout 

rooms for the groups to go deeper into their discussions, nevertheless, the provided time was also 

sufficient to receive the necessary feedback. 

Although a workshop like this is a huge effort, it was worth it, because the overall ECIU team consisting 

of different WPs grew together a bit more. 

 

It is obvious that any University needs students. If ECIU cannot manage to attract enough students, 

ECIU University will fail. Participants have discussed this issue a lot during the workshop, because 

nobody wants this idea to fail. This is a very important and powerful message.  
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