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1. Introduction 
The FRIENDS project’s main objective is to strengthen the internationalisation capabilities of the 
twelve involved Asian higher education institutions (HEIs) and to develop their students’ global 
competence through the integration of intercultural dimensions into the universities’ formal and 
informal curriculum. The project is built around the concept of internationalisation at home (IaH) 
that shifts HEIs’ focus of attention from outbound to virtual mobility and to on-campus 
intercultural engagement for the benefits of non-mobile students’ employability and global 
outlook. 
 
In order to ensure high project implementation and results’ quality, the consortium will 
continuously collect, collate, analyze and react to data and feedback from target users, consortium 
members and internal and external stakeholders. Quality control and monitoring will aim at 
identifying quality issues at a stage early enough to allow the partnership to take timely measures 
for improvement.  
 
The role of the current Quality Plan is to help set appropriate quality standards and targets and 
to ensure that all activities and deliverables in the FRIENDS project are in compliance with the 
predefined requirements. The Quality Plan could be described as a guide for the quality control 
activities to be implemented throughout the project lifetime. The document establishes, inter alia, 
a set of criteria for measuring the quality of different types of activities and products defined and 
applied in line with the project Logical Framework Matrix (LFM) and the approved project 
activity timeline. The document also determines which structures are responsible for the 
different quality control activities and lays out a communication plan for all involved project 
participants and stakeholders. 
 
As specified in the approved application form, in terms of quality assurance and quality control, 
a 4-tier approach is to be applied in the FRIENDS project as follows: 
 
Tier 1: Monitoring and evaluation of key project outputs and events’ quality 
In the process of project evaluation, both quantitative and qualitative indicators will be used to 
assess progress and quality of key project outputs and events incl. IaH Infographic Reports in 
Work Package (WP) 1, WP2’s Workshop European HE in the World and IaH Capacity Building 
Webinars as well as the Institutional IaH Action Plans; WP3’s IACD MOOC, the Digital Storytelling 
How-to Manual as well as the digital stories crafted by the students, WP4’s Student Boot Camp, 
Home Away from Home Programme and the established FRIENDS Teahouses’ day-to-day 
operation and organized events; WP6 networking and awareness raising events. Feedback from 
target users will be collected, collated and analysed throughout the project life through 
questionnaires (upon finalisation of project outputs, trainings and events, and during the 
introductions of new services and the implementation of new practices), as well as via interviews 
and focus groups during partner meetings’ Quality Panels. 
 
In addition, all key intellectual outputs incl. the IaH Infographic Reports, Institutional IaH Action 
Plans, IACD MOOC content, Digital Storytelling How-to Manual as well as the Home Away from 
Home Programme will be reviewed by evaluators appointed by P1. The evaluators will be persons 
with relevant expertise who have not participated in the development of the output that they are 
evaluating. The purpose of the internal evaluation will be to monitor specifically the quality of the 
intellectual outputs in order to ensure applicability of the project results to the needs and 
expectations of the target groups.  
 
Tier 2: Monitoring of partnership’s viability and project ownership 
During the Quality Panels to take place in the framework of each of the 7 partner meetings, 
FRIENDS project partners will monitor and evaluate the quality of the consortium in terms of 
decision making efficiency, smooth communication flow and collaboration skills. 
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Tier 3: Monitoring and evaluation of project progress to and alignment with main project 
objectives 
Quality of WPs’ implementation and results achieved will be measured through the Milestones of 
Achievement Reports (MARs) that will be completed for each WP that is directly linked to the 
achievement of the 5 project specific objectives (WPs 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6) by the respective WP leader. 
In addition, Partner Country (PC) HEIs will organize Interim and Final Report Card Days, e.g. 1-
day feedback collection campaigns among target groups and internal stakeholders at the 12 PC 
HEIs, aimed at registering perceptions of the project’s impact (>=75% positive feedback will be 
considered success). Feedback will be collected by the 12 PC HEIs and results will be analyzed by 
the Quality Management Board (QMB) and the Steering Committee (SC). 
 
Tier 4: Quality corrective measures 
The activity is to be planned within the SC and will be implemented regularly in case of divergence 
between planned and actual quality. Expenditures for quality improvement are to be borne by 
the partners responsible for the divergence. 
 
The findings of the 4-tier approach to quality control and evaluation will be summarised in the 2 
Internal Evaluation Reports, the first one to be prepared halfway through the project and the 
second one towards its very end. In addition to internal evaluation, the FRIENDS project will also 
benefit from an in-depth peer review and analysis conducted by an unbiased external evaluation 
services provider. The external evaluator will be subcontracted in the beginning of the project 
and will carry out regular independent peer review of project results and implementation. As a 
result of his/her continuous work and data collection, the external evaluator will produce an 
External Evaluation Report at the project final stage. The External Evaluation Report will focus 
on and assess the quality of project outputs and events and the project’s impact and sustainability. 
 
The Quality Plan content covers: 
1. Criteria for measuring the quality of different types of activities, outputs and outcomes based 
on the LFM 
2. Milestones of achievement and quality control over milestone achievements 
3. The quality assessment process. Distribution of tasks among partners 
4. Potential quality improvement measures 
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2. Criteria for measuring the quality of different types of activities, outputs and outcomes 
based on the LFM 
In the process of quality control and monitoring, activities, outputs and outcomes will be 
benchmarked against the project timeline and the quantitative and qualitative indicators defined 
in the LFM. Depending on the deliverable, indicators may refer to reports, teaching and learning 
materials produced, website content and data, online platforms and forums, number of events 
organized, number and level of satisfaction of event participants, number of online registrations, 
downloads and visits, evaluation from target users of project results’ impact and sustainability. 
Table 1 below presents the indicators and criteria for measuring their success and feedback tools 
needed to be developed per type of output/ outcome (Table 1). Annex I of the Quality Plan 
provides detailed presentation of the indicators, criteria and assessment tools for each of the 8 
WPs and their outputs and outcomes. 
 
Table 1: Indicators and criteria for measuring project outputs and outcomes’ success (for 
more details, please refer to Annex I) 

Output/ 
outcome 

Indicators Success criteria Feedback tools and 
templates 

Events Number of 
participants 
Feedback from 
participants 

The number is different for 
each kind of event 
Positive feedback from 
participants (>=75% 
positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Events’ agenda, 
attendance list, materials, 
minutes, photos, videos 
and other relevant 
evidence incl. participants 
venue and traveling 
information form 
Events evaluation forms 
Feedback surveys’ results 

Reports Document’s content 
and length 
Number of pages 
Feedback from target 
users and relevant 
stakeholders 
Feedback from QMB 
and SC 
Feedback from the 
External Evaluator 

Document’s content and 
length differs depending on 
the report type (for more 
details see Annex I) 
QMB and SC approval 
Positive feedback from 
target users and relevant 
target users (>=75% 
positive feedback is 
considered success) 
Positive feedback from the 
External Evaluator 

Report templates 
QMB and SC meeting 
minutes 
Target users and 
stakeholders’ evaluation 
forms 
External Evaluator’s 
communications incl. the 
External Evaluation 
Report 

Learning 
Materials 

Topics covered in the 
content 
Audio-visual 
materials’ length and 
quality 
Feedback from target 
users and relevant 
stakeholders 

Min. requirements 
concerning content and 
audio-visual materials 
length and quality 
Positive feedback from 
target users and relevant 
stakeholders (>=75% 
positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Evaluation forms 
Feedback survey results 
External Evaluator’s 
assessment 

Product/ 
services 

Depending on the 
product/ service 
there are a number of 
indicators incl. 
number of target 
users, documents’ 

Depending on the product/ 
service, the proposed 
indicators differ (for more 
details see Annex I) 
Positive feedback from 
target users and relevant 

Depending on the 
product/ service, there are 
a number of feedback tools 
to be used incl.: 
Evidence of newly 
established units incl. 
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content and length, 
number of newly 
established structural 
units etc. 
Feedback from target 
users and relevant 
stakeholders 

stakeholders (>=75% 
positive feedback is 
considered success) 

proof of embedding of 
these in the universities’ 
organizational charts 
Evaluation forms of target 
users and relevant 
stakeholders 
Feedback survey results 

 
 
Guidelines for the development of assessment tools templates 
General rules for the Feedback Tools Forms should be developed in order to ensure forms’ 
consistency in formatting, use and placement of logos, titles, colors, size etc. Generic forms of the 
Feedback Tools Forms should be produced by the consortium at project initial stage to ensure 
consistency in both content and formatting. Some Feedback Tools Forms may need to be adjusted 
by the WP leaders in order to meet the specific evaluation needs of their WP outputs/ outcomes. 
Finally, Feedback Tools specific only to a particular WP should be developed by the concerned 
WP leader. 
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3. Milestones of achievement and quality control over milestone achievements 
Evaluation of the level and quality of achievement of the 5 project specific objectives will be 
conducted based on quality assessment data collected by the respective WP leaders through the 
MARs and the Interim and Final Internal Evaluation Reports. MARs will include, inter alia, 
information about quality assessments, information on any deviations from the predefined 
deadlines and indicators, justification of changes, suggested adjustments and impact on the 
overall progress. The MARs will be completed for each WP that is directly linked to the 
achievement of the 5 project specific objectives (WPs 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6) by the respective WP leader. 
Achievement of project milestones will be assessed and evaluated based on the MARs to feed into 
and be submitted prior to the elaboration of the Interim and Final Internal Evaluation Reports. 
The MARs are to be submitted to the QMB that will communicate key MARs conclusions to the SC 
and to the External Evaluator too. 
 

Table 2: Project specific objectives and milestone achievements 
Project specific objectives 
 

Milestone 
achievements  

Quality control 

To outline PC HEIs' 
internationalisation landscapes 
and to identify levels of 
integration of international and 
intercultural dimensions into PC 
HEIs’ formal and informal 
curriculum 

Data collected at 12 PC 
HEIs 
Institutional IaH 
Infographic Reports 

WP1 results 
12 IaH Infographic Reports 
cross-checked by PrC HEIs 

To improve PC HEIs’ capabilities 
for internationalisation through 
staff trainings and by translating 
general awareness of the IaH 
concept into streamlined 
institutional policies and actions 
embedded in IaH Action Plans 

Workshop European 
Higher Education in 
the World 
IaH Capacity Building 
Webinars 
Institutional IaH 
Action Plans 

WP2 results 
Feedback from trainees 
Training materials and recorded 
webinars 
Round table participants 
feedback 

To build students’ intercultural 

knowledge and sensitivity to 

cultural diversity through the 

introduction of the Intercultural 

Passport virtual module into PC 

HEIs’ formal curriculum 

 

IACD MOOC core 
components and initial 
run 
Digital storytelling 
contest 
Intercultural Passport 
award 

WP3 results 
Feedback on MOOC core content 
and methodologies provided by 
internal peers 
MOOC learners and How-to 
users' feedback 
Feedback from digital stories 
assessors 
Analysis of feedback provided by 
Intercultural Passport 
applicants and holders 

To transform PC HEIs’ 

International Relations Offices 

(IROs) into vibrant multicultural 

focal points through the 

establishment of FRIENDS 

Teahouses and the induction of 

Home away from Home 

Programme for integrated 

international student care. 

 

Student Boot Camp 
Home Away from 
Home Programme 
FRIENDS Teahouses; 
FRIENDS 
International and 
Intercultural Festivals 

WP4 results 
Feedback from Student Boot 
Camp participants 
Students' performance records' 
Analysis by teachers and 
trainers Analysis of feedback 
provided by FRIENDS 
Teahouses' target groups across 
PC HEIs campuses and beyond 
Feedback from PC HEIs 
international students on Home 
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away from Home Programme's 
impact and IROs' work 

To promote virtual mobility and 
campus diversity across the 5 PC 
as key tools for students’ global 
competence development. 

FRIENDS Caravans; 
FRIENDS National 
Conferences on IaH 
Career Fairs Local 
Markets for Global 
Talents 
Community 
Development Plans 
Higher Education 
Globalisation: Final 
International 
Conference 

WPs 6&7 results 
Evidence of non-FRIENDS 
students' online engagement 
and performance in 
Intercultural Passport virtual 
module 
Analysis of feedback collected 
from employers and business 
partners at Career Days 
Quality and evidence of the 
debates held with policy makers 
and peers at 5 National 
Conferences 
Feedback from PC HEIs local 
communities on the Community 
Development Plan's initiative 
and impact 
Feedback from final project 
conference participants 
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4. The quality assessment process. Distribution of tasks among partners 
The quality control in FRIENDS will be facilitated throughout the project lifetime as it is essential 
for the identification of quality issues early enough to allow the application of timely remedial 
and corrective measures. Quality assurance requires continuous monitoring, strong commitment 
from all the partners, transparency, as well as regular communication between the project team 
members, following a clearly defined communication process. To this purpose, the following 
quality assessment procedure will be applied: 

 Operation of the quality control structures in the project responsible for the validation of 
the quality of key project outputs and activities 

 Implementation of an internal Communication Plan, which identifies steps and rules 
linked to regular, efficient and transparent communication between the project partners. 

 
4.1. Quality control structures and their tasks 
3 structures/ bodies will be mainly involved in the processes of monitoring and evaluation of the 
quality of the project achievements, each one operating at a different level, in order to avoid 
miscommunications and overlaps. 
 
4.1.1. QMB 
QMB is responsible for the administration and the implementation of the Quality Plan and has the 
authority to identify and tackle problems during internal audits. It includes representatives from 
the 2 co-lead partners of the WP5 and the project coordinator as follows: 
P7 Svay Rieng University (SRU), Cambodia, WP5 leader 
P1 Varna University of Management (VUM), Bulgaria, project coordinating institution 
P4 Istanbul Aydin University (IAU), Turkey to support SRU in the process of WP5 implementation 
 
QMB is in charge of a number of tasks and is expected to: 

 Collect and verify the completion of deliverables and MARSs submitted by the respective 
WP leaders 

 Check and prevent any procedural non-conformity 
 Identify and record any relevant problems 
 Initiate, recommend and/or provide solutions through the reporting system in place 
 Verify that action has been taken to solve problems 
 Facilitate the communication with the External Evaluator 
 Supervise and report during the Quality Panels scheduled to take place at the partner 

meetings 
 Supervise the drafting, development and implementation of Interim and Final Internal 

Evaluation Reports. 
 
4.1.2. SC 
SC is a project management body, which as far as quality is concerned, is responsible for ensuring 
that the project achieves its objectives by verifying the quality of the delivered outcomes, and by 
providing data for the annual Project Progress Reports. The SC ensures that the content of the 
deliverables is in accordance to the project specifications and predefined standards and that it is 
of appropriate academic quality. The consortium will introduce the principle of rotation in the SC 
membership to guarantee that all project partners are equally involved and committed to the 
project management processes. Over the 36 project months, 2 SCs in total will pass the baton to 
each other, each one consisting of representatives of both the project partner institutions in the 
EU and the 5 PCs. In addition, in each of the 5 PCs a local management facilitator will be selected 
by the PC HEIs themselves to support the project coordinator when dealing with country-specific 
management issues. 
 
SC plays a crucial role in the overall planning, monitoring and evaluation of the project activities 
and deliverables. More specifically - quality control wise - the SC is charged with the tasks to: 
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 Check the quality of the project deliverables, the MARs and and Interim and Final Quality 
Reports and to provide feedback on it 

 Ensure that the produced content is of appropriate academic quality and in accordance 
with project requirements and specifications 

 Co-hosts the quality panels during the partner meetings. 
 
4.1.3. WP leaders  
Each WP is led by a specific project partner who is in charge of the following quality tasks within 
the WP under their responsibility: 

 Specify actions to be carried out by the participating partners according to the SC and the 
project coordinator guidance and planning 

 Monitor the timeline of project deliverables 
 Collect partners’ deliverables, synthetize them and to forward them to the QMB on time 

to be checked 
 Report to QMB any problems they may identify during the WP implementation 
 Develop and/or adjust feedback tools for the activities of the WP 
 Deliver MAR. 

 
4.1.4. External Evaluator 
The tasks related to the external evaluation of the project results and implementation during the 
whole project life will be subcontracted to an external evaluator. The latter is expected to 
complete the following tasks: 

 Carry out/execute regular independent peer review of project results and 
implementation 

 Produce, as a result of his/her continuous work, an External Evaluation Report at 
project’s final stage. 

 
The external evaluator (an expert or organisation that is external to the consortium) will conduct 
online interviews with the WP leaders and various project team members and will review the 
complete project documentation as well as various project outputs and events evidence. He/she 
will also attend the 6th Partner Meeting in Month 28 to use the opportunity to interview and 
interact first-hand with both project team members as well as primary target groups’ members 
to join the IaH National Conference in the Philippines in 2021. 
 
The External Evaluation Report will summarize the findings of the continuous peer review and 
will provide assessment of project impact and the quality of the results achieved. It will also make 
conclusions on the consortium efficiency. It will include an independent cost/benefit analysis of 
the project. The External Evaluation Report will also make recommendations for strengthening 
the sustainability of the project results sustainability and for ensuring long-term impact. The 
Report will be discussed at the final partner meeting and will be published in the Partner Login 
Space on the project’s website. 
 
4.2. Quality communication plan 
The Quality communication plan will serve as a guideline for effective communications amongst 
the project partners, ensuring diffusion of appropriate information and mutual understanding. It 
is an integral part of the Quality Plan and covers the following areas: 

 Audience hence stipulating who will receive the information and for what purpose 
 Message defining the information to be communicated  
 Media referring to the information that will be communicated 
 Frequency/timing defining how often or when the information will be communicated 
 Responsibility defining who will be responsible for communicating the information 
 Feedback mechanism identifying ways for returning feedback. 
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Table 3: FRIENDS Quality Communication Plan 
Audience Message Media Timing Responsibility Feedback 
QMB WP1 

deliverable, 
MAR 

Partner 
Login 
Space, 
email 

10 days 
before 
deliverable 
deadline 

WP Leader Comments 
regarding 
processes 

SC Checked 
W1 
deliverable 

Partner 
Login 
Space, 
email 

5 days 
before 
deliverable 
deadline 

QMB Comments 
regarding contents 

……… …………. …………. …………. ……….. ……….. 
……… …………. …………. …………. ……….. ……….. 
QMB WP8 

deliverable 
Partner 
Login 
Space, 
email 

10 days 
before 
deliverable 
deadline 

WP Leader Comments 
regarding 
processes 

SC Checked 
W8 
deliverable 

Partner 
Login 
Space, 
email 

5 days 
before 
deliverable 
deadline 

QMB Comments 
regarding contents 

 
The above-described process is followed for all project deliverables, starting with WP1 
deliverables and continuing with all deliverables up to WP8. The 5 MARs for PW1, 2, 3, 4 and 6 
will be forwarded to External Evaluator. For every WP that is completed a QMB meeting will held 
face-to-face or online. The communication process for every deliverable involves: 

 submission of the completed deliverable by the WP leader to the QMB, at least 10 days 
before the deliverable’s deadline; a partner performance assessment report, if relevant is 
forwarded along with the deliverable 

 QMB checks against all procedural aspects (time, specifications – e.g. number of pages – 
partner involvement etc.) and either validates the deliverable or asks for corrections 

 when the deliverable is validated, it is forwarded to the SC by the QMB. The SC checks the 
contents of the deliverable in order to ensure both conformity with the project plan and 
quality of the deliverable and either validates the deliverable or asks for corrections. 

 if corrections are requested, the WP leader takes necessary action and the deliverable is 
resubmitted. This process is continued until the deliverable is validated by both the QMB 
and the SC. In the case of intellectual outputs, they have to be sent, for evaluation, to 
internal experts defined by the project coordinator, who have not been involved in the 
design and development of the outputs. 
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5. Potential quality improvement measures 
There is a variety of problems that could occur during the project implementation period, from 
major to minor ones, which could affect the successful implementation of specific activities and 
outcomes or even the whole project successful completion. Within this frame, 3 main groups of 
problems are distinguished based on the way they need to be approached and treated. 
 
5.1. Problems related to conditions that are beyond project consortium’s control 
The following problems could affect the quality of the project deliverables and the achievement 
of project’s objectives: 

 Geopolitical, political or societal instabilities in the 5 PCs 
 An overall deterioration of the academic environments in the 5 PCs, which could have a 

negative impact on the generally highly positive attitude and commitment to higher 
education internationalisation. 

 
5.2. Problems related to project activities and deliverables 
Such problems can appear at any time and should be treated immediately in order to make sure 
they affect as less as possible the progress of the related activity or output. Examples of potential 
problems include: 

 IACD MOOC platform may not function properly, the IACD MOOC timely start could be 
threatened. 

 Project partners may face delays with visa applications and therefore miss major project 
events. 

 Delays with equipment procurement may postpone the launch of the FRIENDS Teahouses 
across the 12 PC HEIs 

 Insufficient interest and engagement among the secondary target groups, namely 
external stakeholders such as students of peer HEIs outside the consortium in 5 PCs, 
employers and PC HEIs business partners, local communities and minorities, which could 
undermine the final results and project impact. 

 
5.3. Problems within the consortium 
These problems include poor project partner performance related to late or no completion of 
deliverables, insufficient quality of deliverables, and lack of transparency and smooth 
communication within the consortium, internal conflicts etc. Such issues are expected to be 
identified first by the WP leaders who work closely with and monitor the partners within the 
frame of the WP activities. Typically, such problems should be first and directly discussed with 
the partners concerned, and if no solution can be found, these should be reported to the QMB. The 
latter will then need to decide on and initiate the necessary actions. If, in particular, insufficient 
quality of intellectual outputs is identified, partners will take immediate measures to ensure that 
the concerned parties remedy quality issues. In the event that a partner is not able to deliver 
acceptable quality, and remedial actions are not effective, the tasks will be re-distributed within 
the partnership. 
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ANNEX I 
 

INDICATORS AND SUCCESS CRITERIA FOR PROJECT OUTCOMES AND OUTPUTS 
 
 

WP2 IaH: State of Play 
Lead partner: P10 BUC, MY 
Participating partners: P1-P16 

     

Deliverable/ 
Outcome Ref. 
N. 

Title Type Indicator Success criteria Assessment tools      

1.1 IaH Self-
Evaluation Tool 

Service/ 
Product 

Number of tools 1 IaH Self-Evaluation Tool adopted 
and for use across the consortium 

PrC HEIs communication evidence on 
the matter 

     

1.2 Project Task 
Force Action 
Plans 

Service/ 
Product 

Number of actions plans 3 Task Force Actions Plans delivered 
Project consortium approval 

Task Force Action Plans templates 
Kick-off meeting minutes 

     

1.3 Institutional IaH 
Infographic 
Reports 

Report Number of infographic 
reports; 
Feedback from cross-check by 
PrC HEIs 

12 Institutional IaH Infographic 
Reports 
Positive feedback from cross-check by 
PrC HEIs 

Analysis of data collected at the 12 PC 
HEIs 
Generated and published Infographic 
Reports 

     

 
 

     

WP2 IaH: From Awareness to Action 
Lead partner: P3 SUT, PL 
Participating partners: P1-P16 

     

Deliverable/ 
Outcome Ref. 
N. 

Title Type Indicator Success criteria Assessment tools      

2.1 Workshop 
European Higher 
Education in the 
World 

Event Number of trainees 
Topics covered 
Feedback from staff members 
trained 

At least 24 PC HEIs staff members 
trained 
Positive feedback from trainees c 

Workshop agenda, materials, 
attendance lists, photos and other 
relevant evidence 
Training materials 
Certificates of participation 
Training evaluation forms 
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Satisfaction survey results 
2.2 IaH Capacity 

Building 
Webinars 

Event Number of webinars 
Number participants per 
webinar 
Feedback from target users 

4 webinars 
At least 240 attendees per webinar 
Positive feedback from webinars’ 
attendees (>=75% positive feedback 
is considered success) 

Webinars’ invitations, agenda, 
registration forms, attendance lists, 
videos and other relevant evidence 
Webinars’ training materials and 
video recordings 
Certificates of attendance and 
contribution 
Webinar evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

2.3 Round Tables 
Campus & 
Curriculum: 
InterRationalise 
This! 

Event Number of round tables 
organized 
Number of participants per 
round table 

At least 12 round tables (1 per PC HEI) 
At least 30 participants per round 
table 
Round-table participants feedback 
and contribution 

Round tables’ agendas, attendance 
lists, minutes, photos and other 
relevant evidence 

     

2.4 Institutional IaH 
Action Plans 

Report Number of action plans 
Feedback from cross-check by 
PrC HEIs 

12 Institutional IaH Action Plans 
adopted at the 12 PC HEIs 
Positive feedback from cross-check by 
PrC HEIs 

Analysis and revision of the 12 
adopted action plans 
12 published Institutional IaH Action 
Plans 

     

 
 

     

WP3 Intercultural Passport: Design and Prototyping 
Lead partner: P11 SLU, PH 
Participating partners: P1-P16 

     

Deliverable/ 
Outcome Ref. 
N. 

Title Type Indicator Success criteria Assessment tools      

3.1 Workshop 
Intercultural 
Passport Design 

Event Number of workshop 
participants 
Topics covered 
Feedback from workshop 
participants 

At least 24 PC HEIs staff members 
trained 
Planned agenda covered 
Positive feedback from trainees 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Workshop’s agenda, materials, 
attendance lists, minutes, photos and 
other relevant evidence 
Certificates of participation 
Workshop evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     



 

14 
 

3.2 Digital 
Storytelling: A 
How-to 

Training 
material 

Number of pages 
Topics covered in the content 
Feedback from cross-check by 
PrC HEIs  
Feedback from target users 

At least 5 page-long document 
Planned content covered 
Positive feedback from the PrC HEIs’ 
cross-check 
Positive feedback from PC HEIs’ 
student users (>=75% positive 
feedback is considered success) 

Published version of the document 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

3.3 IACD MOOC Core 
Components 

Learning 
Materials 

Topics covered in the content 
Feedback from the pilot 
testing and the cross-check by 
PC HEIs  

6-week MOOC content designed and 
developed 
Positive feedback from the pilot 
testing and the cross-check by PC HEIs 

IACD MOOC content uploaded and 
accessible through the website 
Results from the pilot testing 

     

3.4 Intercultural 
Passport Award 
Guidelines 

Service/ 
Product 

Number of pages 
Topics covered in the content 
Feedback from target users 
(both PC HEIs staff and 
students) 

Approx. 10-page document 
Planned content covered 
Positive feedback from PC HEIs’ target 
users (>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Published version of the document 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

3.5 Digital 
Storytelling 
Contests 

Event Number of contests organized 
Number of digital stories 
produced 
Quality and relevance of the 
digital stories assessed by PC 
HEIs IRO staff members and 
project team 

12 contests organized 
At least 180 digital relevant digital 
stories crafted and published as a 
result of the 12 contests 
At least 36 winners announced and 
entitled to take part in the Student 
Boot Camp in WP4 
Overall positive feedback from the 
digital stories assessors 

Contests’ promotional and 
communication materials used 
Digital stories published on FRIENDS 
website 
Assessment process evidence and 
minutes of the panels’ selection and 
decision on final results 

     

3.6 IACD MOOC Event Number of PC HEIs students 
registered at the piloting stage 
Number of PC HEIs students 
who completed successfully 
the IACD MOOC upon it initial 
run 

At least 1200 PC HEIs students 
registered at the piloting stage  
At least 180 PC HEIs students to 
complete the online course 
successfully during its initial release 
Positive feedback from target users 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

IACD MOOC content accessible 
through the project website 
IACD MOOC platform stats 
Satisfaction survey results 

     



 

15 
 

3.7 Intercultural 
Passport Award 

Event Number of Intercultural 
Passports awarded at the 
piloting stage 

At least 180 PC HEIs students who 
have successfully completed the IACD 
MOOC and delivered a relevant digital 
story during at the end of the tool’s 
piloting stage 

Intercultural Passport Certificates 
IACD MOOC platform results 
Digital stories published on the project 
website 

     

 
 

     

WP4 FRIENDS Teahouses: Setup and Piloting 
Lead partner: P14 PSU, TH 
Participating partners: P1-P16 

     

Deliverable/ 
Outcome Ref. 
N. 

Title Type Indicator Success criteria Assessment tools      

4.1 Student Boot 
Camp 

Event Number of students trained 
Student Boot Camp duration 
Planned training themes 
covered 
Feedback from student 
participants 
Feedback from trainers and 
lecturers 

At least 36 students trained 
At least 7 training themes covered as 
planned 
Positive feedback from students 
trained and trainers and lecturers 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Student Boot Camp programme, 
training materials, attendance lists 
and other relevant evidence 
Certificates of participation 
Participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

4.2 Home away from 
Home Staff 
Retreat 

Event Number of participants 
Planned design-thinking 
activities completed 
Feedback from participants 

At least 33 participants 
Planned agenda covered 
Positive feedback from participants 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Event programme, materials, 
attendance lists, photos and other 
relevant evidence 
Certificates of participation 
Participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

4.3 Home away from 
Home Staff 
Programme 

Service/ 
Product 

Document’s length and 
content relevance 
Feedback from PC HEIs IRO 
staff in charge of the adopted 
programme’s implementation 

At least 5-page long document 
Positive feedback from target users 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Home Away from Home programme in 
English published on the project 
website 
12 PC HEIs to adopt, translate and 
publish the programme on their 
websites 
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Target users’ satisfaction survey 
results 

4.4 FRIENDS 
Teahouses Code 
of Conduct and 
Calendar 

Service/ 
Product 

Code and Conduct and 
FRIENDS Teahouses’ agendas 
implemented at the 12 PC 
HEIs 
Number of and feedback from 
PC HEIs students regularly 
visiting the FRIENDS 
Teahouses 
Number of FRIENDS 
Teahouses events per PC HEI 
during the final project year 
and number of participants in 
these events 

2 FRIENDS Teahouses documents 
endorsed at institutional level at each 
of the 12 PC HEIs 
Positive feedback from FRIENDS 
Teahouses’ target users 
High number of FRIENDS Teahouses’ 
events and activities planned and 
carried out during the final project 
year at each of the 12 PC HEIs 
High number of FRIENDS Teahouses 
event participants 

Respective documents published on 
the project website and on the 12 PC 
HEIs’ institutional websites 
FRIENDS Teahouses events’ agenda, 
photos, materials, attendance lists, 
minutes as well as any other relevant 
evidence 
Event participants’ evaluation forms 
Target users’ satisfaction survey 
results 

     

4.5 FRIENDS 
International 
and Intercultural 
Festivals 

Event Number of events 
Number of participants 
Feedback from target users 

At least 1 festival per PC HEI or 12 in 
total 
At least 200 participants of each event 
Positive feedback from target users 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Festivals’ promotional and 
communication materials, agendas, 
attendance lists, photos, videos and 
other relevant evidence 
Festival participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

 
 
 

     

WP5 Quality Assurance and Quality Control 
Lead partner: P7 SRU, KH with the support of P4 IAU, TR 
Participating partners: P1-P16 

     

Deliverable/ 
Outcome Ref. 
N. 

Title Type Indicator Success criteria Assessment tools      

5.1 Quality Plan Service/ 
Product 

Number of pages 
Indicative topics 
Feedback from taget users 

At leat 10-page document 
Indicative content covered 
Positive feedback from target users 

Document shared through the website 
Feedback evidence 
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5.2 Milestones 
Achievement 
Reports 

Report Number of MARs 
Feedback from SC 
Feedback from the External 
Evaluator 

8 MAR, 1 per WP  
Positive feedback from the SC 
Positive feedback from the External 
Evaluator 

MARs published on the website 
SC meetings minutes 
External Evaluator communication 
incl. External Evaluation Report 

     

5.3 Interim Card 
Report Days 

Event Number of 1-day events 
Number of participants 
Number of completed 1 to 2-
page report cards at each 
event 

At least 12 events (1 per PC HEI) 
At least 40 participants per event at 
PC HEI 
At least 40 completed report cards at 
each event 

Events evidence incl. promotional and 
communication materials, agendas, 
attendance lists, photos, videos and 
other relevant evidence 
Completed report cards 

     

5.4 Interim Internal 
Evaluation 
Report 

Report Feedback from SC 
Feedback from the External 
Evaluator 

Positive feedback from the SC 
Positive feedback from the External 
Evaluator 

Report published on the website 
SC meetings minutes 
External Evaluator communication 
incl. External Evaluation Report 

     

5.5 Final Card 
Report Days 

Event Number of 1-day events 
Number of participants 
Number of completed 1 to 2-
page report cards at each 
event 

At least 12 events (1 per PC HEI) 
At least 40 participants per event at 
PC HEI 
At least 40 completed report cards at 
each event 

Events evidence incl. promotional and 
communication materials, agendas, 
attendance lists, photos, videos and 
other relevant evidence 
Completed report cards 

     

5.6 Final Internal 
Evaluation 
Report 

Report Feedback from SC 
Feedback from the External 
Evaluator 

Positive feedback from the SC 
Positive feedback from the External 
Evaluator 

Report published on the website 
SC meetings minutes 
External Evaluator communication 
incl. External Evaluation Report 

     

5.7 External 
Evaluation 
Report 

Report Feedback from SC Positive feedback from the SC Report published on the website 
SC meetings minutes 

     

 
 

  1. Feedback from the SC 1. Acceptance of the Report 
from the SC 

- SC meeting minutes form 

WP6 Friends beyond FRIENDS 
Lead partner: P12 UC, PH with the support of P1 VUM, BG 
Participating partners: P1-P16 

     

Deliverable/ 
Outcome Ref. 
N. 

Title Type Indicator Success criteria Assessment tools      
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6.1 FRIENDS 
Caravans 

Event Number of events 
Number of participants 
outside the FRIENDS 
consortium 
Feedback from event 
participants 

At least 42 PC HEIs outside the 
FRIENDS consortium visited 
At least 300 students outside the 
FRIENDS consortium reached through 
each of 4 FRIENDS Caravans in KH, 
MY, PH and TH; FRIENDS Caravan in 
BT to contact directly at least 100 
students, or 1300 in total 
Positive feedback from target users 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Events’ promotional and 
communication materials, agendas, 
attendance lists, photos, videos and 
other relevant evidence 
Event participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

6.2 FRIENDS 
National 
Conferences on 
IaH 

Event Number of events 
Number of participants per 
event 
Feedback from event 
participants 

5 events organized at consortium 
level (1 per PC) 
At 50 participants at each event 
Positive feedback from target users 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Events’ promotional and 
communication materials, agendas, 
attendance lists, photos, videos and 
other relevant evidence 
Event participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

6.3 Career Fair Local 
Markets for 
Global Talents 

Event Number of events 
Number of employers and 
student visitors attending 
each event 
Feedback from event 
participants 

11 events organized at consortium 
level (1 per PC HEI in KH, MY, PH and 
TH or 10 in total plus 1 in BT) 
At least 30 employers contributing to 
each event 
At least 200 students attending each 
event or 2220 PC HEI students in total 
Positive feedback from target users 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Events’ promotional and 
communication materials, agendas, 
attendance lists, photos, videos and 
other relevant evidence 
Event participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

6.4 Community 
Development 
Plans 

Service/ 
Product 

Number and length of adopted 
documents 
Feedback from target users 
 

12 documents (1 per PC HEI, each of 
min. 5-page length 
Positive feedback from target users 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Documents published on the project 
website 
Satisfaction survey results 
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WP7 FRIENDS Dissemination 
Lead partner: P15 PYU, TH with the support of P2 BMU, HU 
Participating partners: P1-P16 

     

Deliverable/ 
Outcome Ref. 
N. 

Title Type Indicator Success criteria Assessment tools      

7.1 Dissemination 
and 
Communication 
Plan 

Service / 
Product 

Number of pages 
Indicative content 
Feedback from SC 

Approx. 20 pages 
Positive feedback from the SC 

Document published on the website 
Feedback evidence 

     

7.2 FRIENDS 
Website incl. 5 
Subdomains 

Service / 
Product 

Number of registered users 
Number of visitors 
Number of national sub-sites 

At least 1200 registered users during 
the IACD MOOC piloting phase 
High number of website visitors 
1 main website in English and 5 sub-
sites, one per PC HEI communicating 
project information in national 
languates 

Project website and sub-sites 
IACD MOOC platform stats 
Google Analytics 

     

7.3 FRIENDS Swags 
Design Contest 

Event Number of PC HEI student 
participants and submitted 
mock-ups 

High number of students involved 
High number of mock-ups to vote for 

Student mock-ups 
Selection evidence and results 

     

7.4 FRIENDS 
Reunions 

Event Number of 1-day events 
Number of participants per 
event 
Feedback from event 
participants 

12 events organized at consortium 
level (12 per PC HEI) 
At 50 participants at each event 
Positive feedback from target users 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Events’ promotional and 
communication materials, agendas, 
attendance lists, photos, videos and 
other relevant evidence 
Event participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

7.5 FRIENDS 
Newsletters 

Report Number of FRIENDS 
newsletters 
Number of e-mail recipients 

5 newsletters issued during the 
project period 
At least 100 –mail recipients per 
newsletter per PC HEI 

5 newsletters published on the 
website 
Feedback from target users 

     

7.6 Project 
Promotional 
Materials 

Service/ 
Product 

Number of FRIENDS 
brochures and leaflets 
Feedback from SC on 
materials’ content 

FRIENDS brochure and leaflet 
At least 500 leaflets to be distributed 
in each of the 5 PCs or 2500 leaflets in 
total 

Promotional materials      
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Positive Feedback from SC  
7.7 HE 

Globalisation: 
Final 
International 
Conference 

Event Number of participants per 
event 
Feedback from event 
participants 

At least 100 participants 
Positive feedback from target users 
(>=75% positive feedback is 
considered success) 

Event’s promotional and 
communication materials, agenda, 
attendance lists, photos, videos and 
other relevant evidence 
Event participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

 
 

     

WP8 Project Management 
Lead partner: P1 VUM, BG 
Participating partners: P1-P16 

     

Deliverable/ 
Outcome Ref. 
N. 

Title Type Indicator Success criteria Assessment tools      

8.1 Project 
Management 
Plan 

Report/Event Document’s content 
Number of participants in the 
kick-off meeting 
Feedback from meeting 
participants 

Document’s indicative content 
covered 
At least 33 meeting participants 
Positive feedback of kick-off meeting 
participants 

Document published on website 
Meeting agenda, attendance lists, 
minutes, materials, photos and other 
relevant evidence 
Meeting participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

8.2 Partnerships 
Agreements 

Service/ 
Product 

Number of signed Partnership 
Agreements 

15 signed Partnership Agreements 
forwarded to EACEA within 6 months 
of Grant Agreement’s signing 

Signed Partnership Agreements 
shared internally 

     

8.3 FRIENDS Code of 
Conduct 

Service/ 
Product/Event 

Document’s content and 
length 
Number of participants in the 
2nd partner meeting 
Feedback from 2nd partner 
meeting participants 

Document’s indicative content 
covered; at least 2-page long 
At least 33 2nd partner meeting 
participants 
Positive feedback of 2nd partner 
meeting participants 

Document published on website 
Meeting agenda, attendance lists, 
minutes, materials, photos and other 
relevant evidence 
Meeting participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

8.4 Year 1 Progress 
Report 

Report/Event Document’s content and 
length 
Number of participants in the 
3rd partner meeting 

Document’s indicative content 
covered; at least 10-page long 
At least 33 3rd partner meeting 
participants 

Document published on website 
Meeting agenda, attendance lists, 
minutes, materials, photos and other 
relevant evidence 
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Feedback from 3rd partner 
meeting participants 

Positive feedback of 3rd partner 
meeting participants 

Meeting participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

8.5 Project 
Exploitation Plan 

Service/ 
Product 

Document’s content and 
length 
Number of participants in the 
4th partner meeting 
Feedback from 4th partner 
meeting participants 

Document’s indicative content 
covered; at least 5-page long 
At least 33 4th partner meeting 
participants 
Positive feedback of 4th partner 
meeting participants 

Document published on website 
Meeting agenda, attendance lists, 
minutes, materials, photos and other 
relevant evidence 
Meeting participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

8.6 Year 2 Progress 
Report 

Report Document’s content and 
length 
Number of participants in the 
5th partner meeting 
Feedback from 5th partner 
meeting participants 

Document’s indicative content 
covered; at least 10-page long 
At least 33 5th artner meeting 
participants 
Positive feedback of 5th partner 
meeting participants 

Document published on website 
Meeting agenda, attendance lists, 
minutes, materials, photos and other 
relevant evidence 
Meeting participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

8.7 Project 
Sustainability 
Roadmap 

Service / 
Product 

Document’s content and 
length 
Number of participants in the 
6th partner meeting 
Feedback from 6th partner 
meeting participants 

Document’s indicative content 
covered; at least 5-page long 
At least 33 6th partner meeting 
participants 
Positive feedback of 6th partner 
meeting participants 

Document published on website 
Meeting agenda, attendance lists, 
minutes, materials, photos and other 
relevant evidence 
Meeting participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

8.8 Final Report 
Draft 

Report Document’s content 
Number of participants in the 
7th partner meeting 
Feedback from 7th partner 
meeting participants 

Document’s indicative content 
covered; at least 5-page long 
At least 33 7th partner meeting 
participants 
Positive feedback of 7th partner 
meeting participants 

Document sharer internally 
Meeting agenda, attendance lists, 
minutes, materials, photos and other 
relevant evidence 
Meeting participants’ evaluation forms 
Satisfaction survey results 

     

8.9 SC Online 
Meetings 
Minutes t 

Report Number of webinars 
organized during project 
lifetime 
Number of partner 
institutions involved in each 
webinar 

At least 9 webinars held during the 
36-month project 
Each webinar to be attended at least 
by all SC members 

Minutes from webinars      
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ANNEX II 
 

PROBLEM REPORT/ CORRECTIVE - PREVENTIVE MEASURES FORM 
 
 

                       
 
 
 

ERASMUS+ PROGRAMME, KEY ACTION 2 
 

CAPACITY BUILDING IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
 
 

Furthering International Relations Capacities and Intercultural Engagement to Nurture 
Campus Diversity and to Support Internationalisation at Home 

(FRIENDS) 
 
 

PROBLEM REPORT/CORRECTIVE - PREVENTIVE MEASURES FORM 
 
 

Problem reported by:  
Date:  
Problem description  
  
Possible causes of the problem  
  

 
Actions undertaken to solve the 
problem 

 

Timeline  
Responsible institution and 
person(s) 

 

 
Actions undertaken to avoid 
problem’s repeated occurrence 

 

Timeline  
Responsible institution and 
person(s) 
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ANNEX III 
 

FEEDBACK FORM TEMPLATES 
 
 

                       
 
 
 

ERASMUS+ PROGRAMME, KEY ACTION 2 
 

CAPACITY BUILDING IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
 
 

Furthering International Relations Capacities and Intercultural Engagement to Nurture 
Campus Diversity and to Support Internationalisation at Home 

(FRIENDS) 
 
 

FEEDBACK FORM 
 

…….. PARTNER MEETING 
 

 
Host institution: 
Period: 
 
 
Dear FRIENDS Partners,  
Thank you for your participation in the FRIENDS …….. partner meeting. Please take a few minutes 
to fill in this questionnaire, to contribute to the improvement of the partner meetings performance 
in the future. 
 
Part I: Personal details 
Name: 
Home institution: 
 
 
Part II: Overall event evaluation 

Questions 
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1. Overall, how satisfied are you with the meeting? 
 
 

    

2. How satisfied are you with the information you have 
received prior to the meeting? 
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3. How satisfied are you with the support you received in the 
process of planning your trip? 

     

4. How satisfied are you with the meeting agenda? (in terms of 
structure and balance between topics) 

     

5. How satisfied are you with the materials and presentations 
provided at the meeting? (in terms of information they offered 
and usefulness for the purposes of project implementation) 

     

6. How satisfied are you with your participation in the event in 
terms of networking? 

     

7. How satisfied are you with the venue and the facilities?      
8. How satisfied are you with the hosting of the event?       
9. How satisfied are you with the extracurricular activities of 
the event (visits, diners etc.)? 

     

10. How satisfied are you with the overall flow of 
communication within the partnership during the meeting? 

     

 
 
Part III. Please write down any problems you have identified in terms of the meeting 
organisation and facilitation and share your suggestions for improvement regarding the 
above topics.  
 
 
 
 

 
 

Thank you for your time! 
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ERASMUS+ PROGRAMME, KEY ACTION 2 
 

CAPACITY BUILDING IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
 
 

Furthering International Relations Capacities and Intercultural Engagement to Nurture 
Campus Diversity and to Support Internationalisation at Home 

(FRIENDS) 
 
 

FEEDBACK FORM 
 

…….. TRAINING 
 
 
Host institution: 

Period: 

 

 

Dear FRIENDS Partners, 

Thank you for your participation in the ……………………………………………………. training. Please take 

a few minutes to fill in this questionnaire to contribute to the improvement of similar project 

events in the future. 

 

Part I: Personal details 

Name: 

Home institution: 

 

 

Part II: Overall event evaluation 

Questions 

V
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1. How satisfied are you with the level of preparedness of the 

trainers and lecturers?  

 

 
    

2. How satisfied are you with the training sessions’ content and 

topics’ relevance? 
     

3. How satisfied are you with the presentations and materials 

provided at the training? 
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4. How satisfied are you with the discussions and the progress 

in the sessions you have participated in? 
     

5. How satisfied are you with your participation in the training 

in terms of interaction and peer learning? 
     

6. How satisfied are you with your own performance and 

contribution to the training? 
     

 

 

Part III. Please write down any problems you have identified in terms of the training 

organisation and facilitation and share your suggestions for improvement regarding the 

above topics.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your time! 




