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Introduction
The present Quality Assessment Report – Overview of the monitoring actions and results – aims to
provide an overview of the level of satisfaction of the partners of the T@sk Project during the
activities of the 3 years. The document is in direct connection with the general “Quality Plan”,
already submitted with the Technical Implementation Report and available on the T@sk Project
Website [https://www.taskproject.eu/wp-3-quality/]
In particular, it makes direct reference to Section 2 Main instruments for quality check.
The document provides an in-depth quantitative analysis of the results of the surveys submitted to
the partners of the Consortium on the occasion of:
i) all training sessions organized by the T@sk Project (3 training sessions organized in
Tirana, Shkoder and Elbasan on the principles of Social Work and ICT and Social Work;
plus 3 Consolidation Trainings organized in Florence, Lisbon and Madrid on the Best
Practices in Social Work and their replicability in the Albanian context;
ii) the mid-term evaluation of the project in terms of management aspects;
iii) the final evaluation of the project in terms of scientific outcomes.
The report reflects the basic four steps of any Quality Plan – Plan, Do, Check, and Act – and focuses
on the specific action Check.
The constant check of the level of satisfaction of the participants in the training sessions has allowed
to monitor the expectations of the partner country’s members, as well as the planning activities of
the programme partners, and to create a friendly environment for communication, amendments to
the scheduled activities and respect of the suggestions.
The mid-term assessment of the management of the project was organized to understand whether a
Consortium that had never cooperated before was operating in the respect of all partners’
expectations, and if the fulfillment t of duties by the leading institution and the partners was being
respected.
The final assessment of the scientific outcomes of the project represents the overall evaluation of
the general outcomes of the T@sk Project in terms of impact at the academic level.
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1. Midterm Management Evaluation of the Project
The questionnaire on the evaluation of the management of the T@sk project was addressed, at the
end of the first year of activities, to all the academic and technical staff which made part of the
consortium; the total number of persons in this group was 42; 32 answered the questionnaire. All
the items received mean scores clearly above the sufficiency threshold of the scale (6,0).
The items asked to evaluate a series of aspects of the functioning of the project: management
provided by the coordinator and by the coordinating university’s offices; organizative coherence of
the project; quality of the communication and the division of labor among the participants, timeliness
of the activities and capacity of the team to tackle unexpected/ unwanted events and circumstances,
etc.: tab. 1 shows all these items in descendent order by mean score.
In table 1.1, we divided the ordered items into three classes on the basis of their mean scores: 10 to
8,9 (green): minor than 8,9 to 8,7 (yellow); minor than 8,7 (red).
Tab.1.1 Items ordered from higher to lower mean

Then, by an interpretive analysis, we have looked for a common semantic component within each
of the three ranked groups of items in table 1.2 and noted that:
6
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Tab. 1.2 Answers to open questions on project management

•

the green group of items addresses general evaluations of the management and the general
satisfaction for the project. The higher rated items thus refer to the more general evaluations
(whose low rating would mean a global criticism /dissatisfaction with it), reflecting a general
appreciation and commitment to both the project and he group;

•

the yellow group of items appears to deal with the specific organization, division of
responsibilities and communication practices that bind the members of the project: on these
questions, somehow more critical attitudes emerge;

•

all in all, the red group of items with the lower (better less high) mean ratings refer to the
concrete processes of production, activities and achievements of the project. When
confronted with what the project realizations, reason for criticism and dissatisfaction for the
fairness, timeliness and quality of them come, though in a very diplomatical fashion, to the
fore.

This pattern appears to match well enough with that of the free remarks 24 of our respondents wrote
in answering a specific open question; remarks that we ordered in three groups (green: positive
remarks; yellow: constructive criticisms; red: negative remarks, confrontational criticisms) and
show in tab.2. All the green comments but one are very broad/generic appreciations; the yellow are
intended to smooth down some specific organization and communication hurdles; through the red
ones, finally, deeper conflicts and problems emerge: on the attitudes of the Albanian vs EU partners,
on the actual realizations of the project, their timeliness and their (in)adequacy vìs-a-vìs its declared
objectives.
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2. Results of satisfaction questionnaires administered during the Third
Consolidation Sessions WP 2.2 (online training) Madrid 2020
Due to COVID-19 restrictions, necessarily the Third Consolidation Training of the T@sk Project,
was held online.
The Madrid training – part of the Work Package 2 Development and last appointment of the
consolidation path on the Best Practices in Social Work and their replicability in the Albanian
context – took place in 2020, between October 28th and November 2nd conducted by the UCM
partners (P2) but enjoyed by attendees entirely online and having to give up field visits.
Similarly, the distribution of the questionnaires was conducted from remote. The subsequent
elaboration was therefore made on the same platform where the survey was submitted.
We present in paragraph 2.1 a brief summary of the Satisfaction Surveys submitted and in paragraph
2.2 the complete results of the training's evaluations.
2.1 Visualizing the main data
The T@sk project involves University staff and other stakeholders, so it’s relevant to involve other
participants. In this training a little more than 30% of the participants weren’t from the University
staff as the next figure (2.1) shows.
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Also, it’s fundamental to create a good atmosphere and offer relevant content for the Albanian
partners. In this sense, the participants were satisfied with the sessions and found the contents
adequate to their professional activities. The Figure 2.2 resumes three items on this regard.

Finally, all the sessions were highly rated from the participants (Fig. 2.3)
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2.2 List of all frequencies and tables
You are attending the training sessions as...
Frequency
28

Percent
68,3

Social Worker / NGO member / other

13

31,7

Total

41

100,0

Frequency
6

Percent
14,6

Universiteti i Elbasanit Aleksander Xhuvani

14

34,1

Universiteti i Shkodres Luigi Gurakuqi

5

12,2

Universita di Firenze

3

7,3

Total

28

68,3

Missing

13

31,7

Total

41

100

Frequency
17

Percent
41,5

Administrative Staff / Technical Staff

3

7,3

Student

8

19,5

Total

28

68,3

Missing

13

31,7

Total

41

100

Yes

Frequency
34

Percent
82,9

No

7

17,1

Total

41

100

University Staff (Teacher, Administrative/Technical, Student)

Please, select your University
Universiteti i Tiranes

What is your role in the University?
Teacher / Researcher

Are you an active member of the T@SK project?

Please rate the following general aspects of the training (being 1 the lowest score and 5 the highest)
N Valid
41
41

Mean
4,80
4,88

[Organization/General appreciation]

41

4,80

[Contents/Debates & discussions]

41

4,76

[Organization/Scheduling]
[Organization/Logistics]
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Please, select all the sessions in which you participate

[28/09. 10:00 -12:00hs -Presentation of the training and Conference
"Social Policy and Social Services development in the Spanish
democracy" (Teachers-Students- Social Workers)]
[28/09. 12:15-13:15hs - General doubts regarding LMS, Limesurvey
and E-prints (Teachers- IT STAFF)]
[29/09. 10:00-11:30hs - Brief guidelines for the transformation of
rough material into online contents (Moodle) (Teachers- IT STAFF)]
[29/09. 11:45-13:15hs - IT technical doubts and issues
(LMS/Limesurvey/E-prints) (IT STAFF)]
[30/09 10:00 -11:30hs - Brief guidelines for the transformation of
rough material into online contents (I) (e-prints) (TEACHERS-IT
STAFF)]
[30/09. 11:45-13:15hs - SOCIAL INTERVENTION WITH WOMEN
(Teachers-Students- Social Workers)] Pl
[01/10. 10:00 -11:30hs - “MINORS” (Teachers-Students- Social
Workers)]
[01/10. 11:45-13:15hs “FORENSIC SOCIAL WORK IN FAMILY
COURT” (Teachers-Students- Social Workers)]
[02/10. 10:00 -11:30hs “THE ROLE OF THE COUNCIL OF
SOCIAL WORK: THE SPANISH CASE” (Teachers-StudentsSocial Workers)]
[02/10. 11:45-13:15hs - EVALUATION MEETING AND FOLLOW
UP]

N
Responses

Percent of
Cases

37

90,2%

16

39,0%

23

56,1%

16

39,0%

23

56,1%

32

78,0%

34

82,9%

30

73,2%

33

80,5%

10

24,4%

Please rate the following items from 1 (the lowest) to 10 (the highest)
[How much do you consider the session(s) offered at this meeting
clear?]
[How much are you satisfied with the work climate during the
training sessions?]
[How much your professional activities will benefit from the training
received during the week session?]

Valid N

Mean

41

9,34

41

9,51

41

9,34

Please, rate all the session you attended from 1 (the lowest) to 5 (the highest)

28/09. 10:00 -12:00hs -Presentation of the training and Conference
"Social Policy and Social Services development in the Spanish
democracy" (Teachers-Students- Social Workers)
28/09. 12:15-13:15hs - General doubts regarding LMS, Limesurvey
and E-prints (Teachers- IT STAFF)
29/09. 10:00-11:30hs - Brief guidelines for the transformation of
rough material into online contents (Moodle) (Teachers- IT STAFF)
29/09. 11:45-13:15hs - IT technical doubts and issues
(LMS/Limesurvey/E-prints) (IT STAFF)
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N Valid

Mean

37

4,76

16

4,63

23

4,48

16

5,00

30/09 10:00 -11:30hs - Brief guidelines for the transformation of
rough material into online contents (I) (e-prints) (TEACHERS-IT
STAFF)
30/09. 11:45-13:15hs - SOCIAL INTERVENTION WITH WOMEN
(Teachers-Students- Social Workers)
01/10. 10:00 -11:30hs - “MINORS” (Teachers-Students- Social
Workers)
01/10. 11:45-13:15hs “FORENSIC SOCIAL WORK IN FAMILY
COURT” (Teachers-Students- Social Workers)
02/10. 10:00 -11:30hs “THE ROLE OF THE COUNCIL OF
SOCIAL WORK: THE SPANISH CASE” (Teachers-StudentsSocial Workers)
02/10. 11:45-13:15hs - EVALUATION MEETING AND FOLLOW
UP
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23

4,35

32

4,72

34

4,74

30

4,57

33

4,91

10

4,80

3. Trends in the results of satisfaction questionnaires administered at the T@sk
Training Sessions and Consolidation Meetings
In order to correctly assess the trends in satisfaction scores on the time sequence of main training
events of T@sk project (fig. 1-5) one must firstly take into account the structural differences among
these events. The main difference is that among Training sessions (the first three events) and
Consolidation sessions (the following three events): difference which can be also noted by the
inspection of tab. 1.
Training sessions were scheduled in the Beneficiary country (i.e. Albania) and aimed to an
attendance of both academic staff and social workers and social work students. Consolidation
sessions where to happen in the EU countries and aimed to an attendance of selected academic staff.
Consequently, the attendance in the first 3 events was supposed to be higher and more differentiated
than the attendance of the last three events (see table 3.1). Within this framework we can see that
the last event, Madrid 2020, is different from the other Consolidation sessions. In fact, due to the
COVID Pandemics, the last Consolidation session was performed through online meetings, with the
attendance staying in Albania, which favored a higher in number but less selected attendance than
that the session was supposed to have. The much lower level of the mean percentage of individual
participation in the Madrid 2020 session (see fig.3.1) is the key contextual element to be considered
in evaluating other trends, which show a general growing tendency in evaluation scores.
Tab. 3.1 T@sk training events attendance

Tirana Mar 18
Shkodar Oct 18
Elbasan Jan 19
Florence Jun 19
Lisbon Dec 19
Madrid Oct 20

Number of
Participants
23
25
50
14
12
41

Academic staff
(%)
87
88
54
100
100
68

14

SW/NGOS
(%)
13
0
18
0
0
32

Other (students)
(%)
0
12
28
0
0
0

9,00

8,18

8,00

15

Madrid Oct 20

0,90

Madrid Oct 20

0,99

Lisbon Dec 19

Florence Jun 19

Elbasan Jan 19

0,94

Lisbon Dec 19

7,00
8,28

Florence Jun 19

7,50
Shkodar Oct 18

1,00

Elbasan Jan 19

8,50

Shkodar Oct 18

Tirana Mar 18

0,80

Tirana Mar 18

Fig. 3.1

Mean Attendance of Session
0,98

0,85

0,80

0,70

0,60
0,69

Fig. 3.2

Mean Clarity of Session
8,75

8,14
8,41

7,45

6,50

Fig. 3.3

Mean Work Climate in Session
9,00

8,52

8,50

8,79

8,92

8,34

8,00

8,56

7,50
7,00

7,09
Madrid Oct 20

Lisbon Dec 19

Florence Jun 19

Elbasan Jan 19

Shkodar Oct 18

Tirana Mar 18

6,50

Fig. 3.4

Mean Usefulness of Session
9,00
8,50

8,50

8,24

8,00

8,00

8,41
8,15

7,50
7,00

7,05
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Madrid Oct 20

Lisbon Dec 19

Florence Jun 19

Elbasan Jan 19

Shkodar Oct 18

Tirana Mar 18

6,50

Fig. 3.5

8,50

8,25

8,00
7,50

8,46

8,83

Lisbon Dec 19

Mean Global satisfaction for the Session

Florence Jun 19

9,00

8,46

8,16
7,64

7,00

17

Madrid Oct 20

Elbasan Jan 19

Shkodar Oct 18

Tirana Mar 18

6,50

4. Evaluations by staff members on the Scientific Impact of the T@sk
Project
The questionnaire on the evaluation of the scientific impact of the T@sk Project was addressed to
all the academic and technical staff which made part of the consortium; the total number of persons
in this group was 42; 41 answered the questionnaire.
All the items received mean scores clearly above the sufficiency threshold of the scale (6,0). The
mean scores were strongly negatively correlated with the standard deviations of the scores (r = –
0,92), which means that the higher was the difference among the judgments of the participants on a
question, the lower was the score collectively assigned.
The general scientific quality of the activities and products carried out within the project (fig. 4.1)
was assigned a mean score of 8,0 out of 9.

A group of items asked a specific score on the scientific quality of each of the issues that were
discussed in the training sessions of the project, opening with the question How do you evaluate
the scientific quality of the activities carried out on each of the following themes? (fig. 2-8): the
higher mean score was reached by “Supervision in Social Work” (fig. 7, 8,2, which is also the
higher mean score of all the questionnaire); the lowest was given to “Theoretical and Empirical
Foundations of Social Work” (fig. 8, 7,8). “Assessment in Social Work” and “Organization of
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Social Services” received a mean score of 8; “Access to Social Services”, “E-Learning Pedagogy,
Knowledge Management Systems”, “Deontology of Social Work” a mean score of 7,9.
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The items which aim to evaluate the impact of the project on the area of expertise of each
participant (figg. 4.9, 4.10 and 4.12) received lower mean scores than those evaluating its general
scientific adequacy and impact (figg. 4.11, 4.13 and 4.14): respectively 7,9, 7,7 (the lowest mean
score of all the questionnaire) and 7, 8 versus 8,0, 8,0 and 8,1.
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