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Need for UDocentia (UD)

Creation of a Teaching Evaluation and 
Development Program at the university

USEFUL, please



18 months

5 Teaching Staff:
· Faculty of Education, Translation, Sport and Psychology
· Faculty of Business and Communication Studies
· Faculty of Health Sciences and Welfare
· Faculty of Science, Technology and Engineering
· Faculty of Medicine

2 External 
Academic Experts

Working group for UD 
development

Margalida 
Comas 
Program

UVIC Works council



Main characteristics of UD 

Continuous improvement of teaching quality: 
Teacher evaluation as a tool for continuous 
improvement

Professional development and projection: 
The results of the evaluation guide and contribute 
to the teacher's career

Fair and transparent evaluation: 
Based on homogeneous, explicit criteria applied 
fairly

Training and development for teachers: 
It is a guide for the teacher training programs

Culture of collaborative work: 
Fosters a shared culture of improvement and 
teaching innovation

Self-evaluation and professional reflection: 
Analysis and assessment of one’s own practice 
guides teaching improvement

Participation and shared responsibility: 
The teacher is an active and key agent in the process

Confidentiality and protection of rights: 
Respect, data security, and the rights of all evaluated 
individuals are guaranteed

Sustainable



Integration of                 with UVic-UCC policies

VOLUNTARY participation

Essential to obtain a five-year teaching merit

Essential for internal promotions
Udocentia score: 40% of the promotion grade



Timeline

Application 
2025 
(teacher)

· 1 course
· Proposal for 3 
in-class 
observers

In-classroom 
observations
· Communication
· Methodology
· Classroom 
climate
· …

Requirements
for 
assessment
· 5 years teaching
· Minimum 
teaching (30 
ECTS, 6 per year).

2 in-class
observers
assigned

Compilation of 
self-report 
(teaching staff)

Training
courses

· Aplicants
· Observers
· Department 
and degree 
management
· Assessment
experts

Assessment
· Head of 
Department 
· Degree
course 
coordinator

Assessment
. 2 experts
. Peer review

Appeal 
Submission
Period

Resolution 
of appeals
UDocentia 
Evaluation 
Committee

Automatic 
collection of 
information on 
teaching staff

· Teaching 
delivered 
(courses and 
years)
· Student survey 
results 
. Student 
comments

Role 
assignment
 
· In-class
observers
· Head of 
Department
· Degree 
course 
coordinator
· Assessment 
experts

Implementation of 
improvements
UDocentia Evaluation 
Committee

May 
2025

September 
2025

May 2026 June - July 
2026

Sept - Oct.
20206

Nov 
2026

Dec 
2026

Jan 
2027
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Assessment criteria and weighting

Dimension Assessment criteria Score

1. Teaching Planning · Student Guide · Student work plan
· Cross curricular content          · Teaching coordination

14

2. Teaching Performance · Fulfilment of Assignment · Methodologies
· Assessment · Communication
· Student Support · Virtual Classroom

28

3. Teaching Professional Development · Mobility · Training
· Teaching Research and innovation

21

4. Self-report · Quality
· Consistency and Evidences provided

7

5. Survey results · Quantitative survey
· Qualitative comments

30

Corrective Factor · English · New course
· Range of courses · Large class group

+6

Total 100
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Assessment





Results

82%

18%

Total PDI Uvic-UCC vs PDI with UD

No UD

Sí UD

Total PDI Total PDI UD
Total PDI 

TC/TPI/TPII 
(potential)

Total PDI with  
UD

958 168 301 158

168 PDI 
with UD

Percentage of Teaching Staff (PDI) who have 
passed UD 



82%

18%

Total PDI Uvic-UCC vs PDI with UD

No UD

Sí UD
47%

53%

PDI with all the requirements 
vs 

PDI with UD

No UD

Total PDI UD

158 PDI 
with UD

Results
Percentage of Teaching Staff (PDI) who have 
passed UD 

Requirements for assessment
· 5 years teaching
· Minimum teaching (30 ECTS, 6 per 
year).

Total PDI TC/TPI/TPII 
potencial No UD Total PDI UD

301 143 158
% 47,5 % 52,5 %
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Rejected Failed 5-5.5 5.5-6 6-6.5 6.5-7 7-7.5 7.5-8 8-8.5 8.5-9 9-9.5 9.5-10

Mean 
82,6

Gender Mean SD N

W 83,46 11,13 88

M 81,57 10,53 71

Results

Distribution (%) of Final Evaluation Scores 



Faculty Mean SD N

FCSB 84,11 10,27 44

FCTE 83,43 8,92 27

FEC 82,63 8,09 25

FETEP 84,41 9,41 45

FM 73,23 16,77 18

84.11 83.43 82.63 84.41

73.23

FCSB FCTE FEC FETEP FM

Results

Mean 
82,6

Final Evaluation Scores by Faculties



Category Mean Standard 
Deviation N

Associat 71,71 12,67 10

Agregat docent 80,03 8,16 12

Professor 
Doctor I 82,92 10,31 84

Professor 
Doctor II 89,33 4,39 6

Professor 
Doctor III 87,89 7,27 12

Titular 83,44 12,62 32

Catedràtic 75,38 8,46 2

71.71

80.03
82.92

89.33 87.89
83.44

75.38

Associat Agregat docent Professor
Doctor I

Professor
Doctor II

Professor
Doctor III

Titular Catedràtic

Results

Mean 
8.26

Final Evaluation Scores by Academic Category

86,7
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I believe that the UDocentia programme contributes to
enhancing teaching at UVic-UCC

Overall, I view the UDocentia evaluation process
positively

Grup Q1 Q1_DS Q2 Q2_DS

Total 4,19 0,83 4,27 0,75

M 4,26 0,85 4,28 0,8

F 4,13 0,82 4,27 0,72

mean 
4.19

Average results of the six years of the Program (2021-2025)mean 
4.27

Results

The programme is perceived as useful, reflective, 
and focused on improving teaching practice.

It is highlighted that it helps to reflect on and 
improve one's own teaching.

“A very well-designed tool. Simple, agile, and intuitive.”
“Reflection always helps improvement. It helped me.”
“I believe it is very useful both for teachers and for the 
university.”
“Udocentia is a program that brings great value to us as a 
university.”

Program satisfaction 



Results

Clarity, information, and guidance about the 
process.
“Need for reminders and alerts about deadlines”

Duration, workload, and agility of the process
“We should be more agile in the process. It all takes too long.”
“The application is submitted at the end of a year and the 
assessment is received a year and a half later.”

Technical functioning of the application.
“The application could be more agile... it could load faster.”

Objectivity, coherence, and reliability of the 
evaluation. 
“I don't think the evaluation is objective enough”

Role and quality of assessment experts
“We should ensure the quality of expert reviewers”
“Evaluation vary greatly depending on the reviewer”

Student surveys: weight, reliability and usefulness.
"Student surveys should not be taken into account"
"Students who are unhappy  because they fail make negative 
comments..."
"When surveys are not significant due to the low number of 
responses, they should not be taken into account"

Classroom observation and evidence
"There should be more evidence provided in all sections"

Suitability of the assessment model in different 
contexts. 
"You cannot assess a lecturer of a new degree program in the 
same way as one from a well-established program."
"Difficulty in assessing online courses"

Program satisfaction: Points for improvement



1. Broad and sustained university-wide participation
Broad, sustained engagement from leadership, faculties, teaching-support units, and external experts is essential. The 
program must be built through an iterative, collaborative, and widely shared process.

Key takeaways for Universities implementing a similar program

2. Qualitative focus on key dimensions of teaching
The evaluation prioritizes in-depth, meaningful analysis of core teaching dimensions rather than the accumulation of 
indicators. Its purpose is to foster real pedagogical insight, not quantitative overload.

3. Solid digital infrastructure and dedicated technical-academic team
A reliable ad-hoc digital platform and a committed technical-academic team are crucial for the program’s daily operations. 
They ensure consistency, usability, and long-term institutional value.

4. Dynamic and reviewable program
The model must remain dynamic, continually monitored and adjusted to guarantee its relevance and impact on teaching 
quality and improvement. Ongoing feedback loops are an integral part of its governance.

5. Integration with broader university policies
The program should be fully aligned with institutional policies on promotion, professional development, innovation grants, 
recognition schemes, and teaching-evaluation systems. This alignment reinforces its legitimacy and effectiveness.



Thank you for your attention

albert.junca@uvic.cat
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