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Empowering Higher Education in Adopting Digital Learning 
POWERHEAD 
Objectives 

Overall objectives  
How can national authorities support higher education institutions on digital learning, given their 
autonomy? How can digital learning in higher education be stimulated? This project builds upon an 
analysis of the needs of higher education institutions to enhance digital learning in higher education. 
This project aims at developing guidelines for partner (and other) countries for a national policy on 
digital learning in higher education at two levels:  

- Guidelines for a national policy strategy on digital learning in HE; 

- Guidelines including recommendations for higher education institutions. 

PLA Objectives 
Within the project the organisation of a two-day PLA in Latvia was planned. This would be a PLA 
involving representatives from the national working groups as well as international peers from three 
other EHEA-countries, experts and representatives of ministries. 

Programme 
Tuesday 22 February 2022 
13.00 – 13.10h: Welcome and introduction to the project  

13.10 – 13.30h: Setting the scene  

13.30 – 14.30h: Digitalisation in higher education: experiences from European countries part 1: 
Greece and Germany  

15.00 – 16.30h: Digitalisation in higher education: experiences from European countries part 2: 
Ukraine, Ireland and Hungary  

16.30 – 17.30h: Exchange in three break-out groups  

 

Wednesday 23 February 2022 
9.30 – 10.00h: Reporting break-out groups 

10.00 – 10.30h: Digitalisation in higher education from an international perspective: presentation 
DEAP 

10.30 – 11.00h: Presentation of a current good practice: the acceleration plan in the Netherlands  

11.30 – 12.00h: The student perspective  

12.00 – 12.45h: Preparing the road ahead  

12.45 – 13.00h: Closing  



External evaluation 
The evaluator 
Patrick Van den Bosch, Head of VLUHR QA, the Quality Assurance Agency of the Flemish Higher 
Education Council (VLUHR QA) is external evaluator of this project. 

Sources for evaluation 
This evaluation is based on the presence of the external evaluator during the PLA, the minutes of the 
PLA and the minutes of the project teams preparing the PLA. In addition, a survey was launched at the 
end of the PLA. Participants were encouraged to fill in the survey immediately. Of the 31 participants 
in the PLA, 15 participated in the survey. 

Evaluation 
Context 
Originally, this PLA was planned to take place in Latvia. Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, it was 
decided in January 2022 that the PLA would be held online. Partly because this online version of the 
PLA could save on travel costs, 5 countries were invited to take part in the PLA. The PLA was spread 
over two days as originally planned. 

Evaluation of presentations 

 

 

Content 
The PLA started on time with a welcome by the project coordinator. In order to ensure a smooth PLA, 
some housekeeping rules were explained. 

The participants are then given an overview of the activities within the project: The participants are 
informed of the activities that have already taken place and those that will take place in the near 
future. This contributes to giving the PLA participants a very clear idea of what the exact objective of 
this PLA is and what contribution is expected from everyone at this stage of the project. 



In order to get the participants immediately into the action, two introductory presentations were 
made: a presentation of the background paper and a presentation of the common needs analysis that 
were already carried out in the previous work packages in the project. This provided the participants 
with initial information on which to build later in the day during the discussion. The presentations were 
then sent to the participants. 

Representatives of five instead of three countries have been invited to participate in the PLA. It was 
always ensured that different stakeholders could give input per country or region. For each 
participating country, representatives at the national level and at the institutional level have been 
invited. It was planned that the presentations would take 15 minutes per country, followed by a 15-
minute Q&A and discussion with all participants. In practice, as in some cases up to three 
representatives per country took part in the presentation, the presentation ran slightly out of time. 
This shortened the break that was foreseen after the presentations of Greece and Germany. However, 
the project coordinator ensured that the timing was respected as far as possible. 

The speakers eagerly participated in the Q&A sessions, which made it smooth and dynamic. Other 
questions were posted by participants via chat. After the break, presentations from Hungary, Ukraine 
and Ireland were given. The survey shows a high level of satisfaction about the presentation of the five 
county examples: 7 participants rated these presentations as excellent, 7 as very good and 1 as good.  

During the last hour of the first day, the participants were divided into three different groups. The 
project team had ensured that each group consisted of a mix of professional backgrounds, experiences 
and nationalities. Rapporteurs took notes of the break-out groups on day 1 with the aim to report back 
to the group at the start of day 2. The survey shows again a high level of satisfaction about the 
exchange in the break-out groups: 6 participants rated these presentations as excellent, 7 as very good 
and 1 as good. 

On the second day, project partner Latvia took over the chair of the day from Flanders. After a brief 
presentation of the day's programme, the rapporteurs of the three break-out groups were invited to 
reflect on those issues that had been highlighted the previous day. As a participant in the survey 
mentioned: ‘the reporting from the breakout groups was hard to follow, with exception of the first 
group where outcomes were nicely put on a few slides’. Summarising the large amount of information 
in a short time is not easy. This is reflected in the ratings in the survey. Although the overall assessment 
is still very positive, it is lower than in the other sessions. 5 people rated these sessions as excellent, 5 
as very good, 2 as good and 1 as fair. 

Based on the three rapporteurs' feedback, it appeared that there was a certain overlap in the findings, 
but that the different groups also placed different emphases. However, these emphases of the 
different groups never contradicted each other. 

The first presentation on day 2 of the PLA was given by Chrystalla Petridou from the European 
Commission. Her presentation on digitisation in higher education from an international perspective 
brought a meta-level to the discussion, framing facts, figures and trends related to the European policy 
initiatives taken. 8 people rated this presentation as excellent, 4 as very good and 1 as good. 

After this presentation, the participants were inspired to continue the discussion during the Q&A 
session, which therefore ran somewhat late. Next was a presentation of a current good practice, 
namely the acceleration plan in the Netherlands. Participants showed a very high appreciation in the 
survey: 10 people rated these sessions as excellent and 2 as very good. 



The European Students’ Union provided the student perspective. In an inspiring presentation, 
numerous perspectives on digitisation were highlighted. This presentation also stimulated further 
discussions between the PLA participants. The student representative manages to provide very clear 
and substantiated information to the participants during the Q&A which is deemed very beneficial for 
insights in further developing the Powerhead project. This positive contribution in reflected in the 
survey: 10 people rated this presentation as excellent and 3 as very good. 

Preparing the road ahead was the title of the last session of this PLA. During this session, a roundtable 
discussion was organised. First, the HEI were invited to reflect on some aspects, then the 
representatives of the ministries and national authorities to end with a discussion by all the PLA 
participants. At each intervention the moderator summarised the comments. In this way, they can be 
taken further to the further elaboration of the Powerhead project. 7 people rated this session on the 
road ahead as excellent and 5 as very good. 

It is noteworthy that during this PLA there was also much discussion in the chat. Besides discussions, 
several members also shared relevant publications and links to project websites. This shows that there 
is a great drive and a need for active sharing of materials.  

It is also important to mention that in the survey the participants found the exchange of information 
from the 5 countries very interesting to provide further input, as well as the different focus points 
(DEAP, the Dutch model and the student perspective). The programme was well-balanced without 
redundancies. This contributed to the participants' continued motivation to actively participate. 

Conclusion 
Because of the COVID 19 pandemic, the PLA took place online instead of in Riga. The online format did 
not prevent the participants from having a strong exchange of knowledge and information, both in 
presentations and Q&A and through the chat of the meeting. The online format allowed a larger group 
of countries to share their expertise. Satisfaction with the depth of the PLA was high among all those 
involved. The external evaluator also emphasises that a strong dynamic was present during the PLA. It 
can therefore be concluded that the objectives of this PLA within Powerhead were amply achieved. 
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