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I. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the evaluation process

The evaluation of on-going study programsi@ased omMethodology for Evaluation of
Higher Education study programmes,approved byOrder No 1-01-162 of 20 December 2010
of the Director of the Centre for Quality AssessiriarHigher Education (further — SKVC).

The evaluation is intended to help highawaation institutions to constantly improve their
study programmes and to inform the public abougtaity of studies.

The evaluation process consists of theofalg main stagest) self-evaluation and self-
evaluation report (further- SER), prepared by Higliglucation Institution (further - HEI); 2)
visit of the review panel to the higher educatiastitution; 3) preparation of the evaluation
report by the expert panel and its publicationfdljow-up activities.

On the basis of external evaluation remdrthe study programme, the SKVC takes a
decision to accredit study programme either fore@arg or for 3 years. If the programme
evaluation is negative, such a programme is naedded.

The programme iaccredited for 6 yearsif all evaluation areas are evaluated as “very
good” (4 points) or “good” (3 points).

The programme isccredited for 3 yearsif none of the areas was evaluated as
“unsatisfactory” (1 point) and at least one evdhratarea was evaluated as “satisfactory” (2
points).

The programmés not accredited if at least one of evaluation areas was evaluated

"unsatisfactory” (1 point).

1.2. General
The Application documentation submitted lhg HEI follows the outline recommended by
the SKVC. In addition to the SEfhe evaluation is based on the field visits andtings at the

institution:

* Meeting with administrative staff of the Universand of the Faculty
* Meeting with the staff responsible for the preparabdf the SER

* Meeting with teaching staff

* Meeting with students

* Meeting with graduates

* Meeting with employers of those who have gradu&t@a the programme
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» Visiting and observing various support servicegagstooms, library,computer services,
staff developments, laboratories, etc.)

» Acquaintance with students’ final works, examinatioaterial.

At the end of the field visit, the initiainpressions of the panel were presented to the

programme staff and administration.

The review panel also paid attention to the comchssand recommendations presented by
the former expert group. Along with the SER andex@s, the following additional documents
were provided by Kaunas University of Technologyrfier — KTU) before, during and/or after

the site-visit:

No. Name of the document

1. A written presentation in PowerPoint format ¢imarthe Self Evaluation Process |of

the Existing Study Programmes at KTU.

2. A written presentation in PowerPoint format chagtithe Registration of a New

Study Module and Assessment of a Study Module.

1.3. Background of the HEI/Faculty/Study field/ Additioal information

It is important to note that, since 2014is tUniversity has become a public institution.
Another shift in focus relates to the renaminghe Faculty; until the ¥ January 2014, it was
called The Faculty of Social Sciences. It is noWechThe Faculty of Social Sciences, Arts and
Humanities. The second cycle, masters of educatiogramme, has been running at KTU since
1993 and the master's degree study programme ortafidonal Technologies has been in
existence since 2001 and was accredited in 2008iXgrears. Also of note is KTU'’s leadership
in developing Kaunas as an e-city, a Learning Cltlyis is a significant contribution to the
development of the city and should be used moréwasrage for funding and international

recognition.
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1.4. The Review Panel

1. Prof. dr. Pertti Kansanen (team leader) Professor Emeritus of Education, Department of
Teacher Education, University of Helsinki, Finland.

2. Prof. dr. llze Ivanova, Head of the Department of Educatiah Faculty of Education
Psychology and Art, University of Latvia, Latvia.

3. Prof. dr. Fuensanta Hernandez PinaProfessor of Methods of Research and Diagnosis in
Education at the University of Murcia, Spain.

4. Dr. Marian McCarthy , Senior lecturer in Education, Co-director of theathing and
Learning Centre, University College Cork, Ireland.

5. Ms. Zivil ¢ Savickierg, Director of Vilnius Educational Information CeetrLithuania.

6. Mr. Andrius Ledas, Student of Vilnius University study programme EsigiPhilology,

The review panel was completed accordinght® Description of experts’ recruitment
approved by order No. 11/11/2011 of the Directortlud Centre for Quality Assessment in
Higher Education. The Review Visit to HEI was coaotkd by the panel atbth October, 2014.

II. PROGRAMME ANALYSIS

2.1. Programme aims and learning outcomes

The programme aims and learning outcomes meet riteri@ laid down by this quality
assurance process. The programme aims are wetledefclear and accessible. This master’s
degree programme focuses on producing creativeugtasl who will be able to perform at the
interface of educational science and educationahnlogy and who will be able to
independently and responsibly apply such knowledgenew situations — a real test of
understanding. Table Rartial Aims and Expected Learning Outcomes of B&stStudy
Programme ‘Educational Technologiespage 7 of the SER, shows that these aims are
comprehensively aligned under key aims regardingkfApwledge and its Application, B)
Research Abilities and Skills, C) Subject-Spechigilities and Skills, D) Social Abilities and
Skills and E) Personal Abilities and Skills. Of fi@ular note is the detailed, aligned work
provided which grasps the complexity of the didopland the technology and uses the scope of
Bloom’s taxonomy to challenge students in the \gréand scale of learning outcomes provided.

This is particularly evidence in C) Subject — Sfiedhbilities and Skills. The aims and learning
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outcomes also meet the needs of the labour maakang into account the ability of the master’s
student to apply knowledge in creative and flexilbg/s as part of a career trajectory.

The aim of the study programme is publically ava#gaon AIKOS and on the KTU website
and reviewed annually, along with the intendedreeay outcomes. The latter are reviewed and
coordinated with teachers, social partners andesitsdat the beginning of each academic year,
which the panel felt ensures rigour and directidhe aims of the programme also relate
strategically to the findings of the European Cossian research on ICT in Education, which,
again, provides evidence of developing ICT and comipation infrastructure in schools and,
consequently, on enhancing young people’s digaaipetencies.

Table 3,The Compatibility of the KTU mission, strategy dahd mission of the Faculty of
Social Sciences, Arts and Humanitipage 9 of the SER, provides a holistic picturgvbére the
programme fits in to the mission of KTU — which ezdb and aligns the programme very well.
The aims of this programme also relate to the golatkeveloping Kaunas city and region into an
e-city, fitting into Kaunas City Strategic plan 005-2015 regarding the development of high —
technology in the region.

Table 4, The Compatibility of Learning Outcomes of the Stidggramme Educational
Technologies to the Study Cycfege 11 of the SER, shows clearly that the progra is at
second cycle level, aligning throughout with theid§t Cycle Description and international
standards regarding the Bologna process and Maspeogrammes. Table % onnection of
Programme Aims, Learning Outcomes and Study Sshpé¢he Study Programme ‘Educational
Technologies’ page 12 of the SER, provides another layer of$sreference and cohesion.
Such detail and alignment speaks to the embeddedenaf the programme and the hard work
and meticulousness of the SER team and the breadelemic and administrative teams. This is
excellent work on the macro and micro levels. TERSeam have also drawn the programme
together in theiConclusions highlighting their key strengths and pointingth@ unique nature
of the programme, the only one of its kind in Liéimia whose aim is to develop student
competence regarding “the understanding, applicatiod implementation of educational and
information technologies in educational space”. ¢¢enthe ability of the graduates of the
programme to “apply information and communicatienhinologies at educational institutions”,
verified by the review panel’s discussion with &ot and graduates of the programme. The
SER team is also conscious of the fact that the fewlty of Social Sciences, Arts and
Humanities is still in its infancy and that the siem and vision of the new faculty is still

emergent and will have implications for the furtisignment and refinement of the Educational
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Technologies’ programme. This is to be expected it good that the SER team anticipate
such modifications.

In the panel’s discussions with the SER team and administrators and academic staff, it
became clear that there should be an English verdidhe programme, and that plans for this
are underway since the last review process. Sygbgramme is now urgently needed to attract
more students and to facilitate the future develapinof blended and online learning. Such a

programme would also enhance Kaunas as an e-city.

Strengths:

* The programme aims and learning outcomes show rlacity, alignment and cohesion
and are meticulously documented and sustainedghonu.

« That KTU has a reputation as a Centre of Excelleixesignificant locally and
internationally.

» The contribution of KTU to the development of Kaares a Learning City is significant
and far reaching for the city and the universityd amdds much strength to this
programme.

Areas to improve:

e An English version of the programme is now overadmel would greatly enhance the

international reputation of KTU and of Kaunas as egity. It would also bring

significant funding into the University.

2.2. Curriculum design

The review panel notes that the approachui€lilum Design/Programme Design is again
comprehensive and very well aligned, meeting alfinge criteria regarding the general
requirements for master's study programmes. TaplEhé Structure of the Study Programme
‘Educational Technologies’page 14 of the SER, provides a detailed tabulatibthe study
subjects and their optional alternatives, theiditreeighting, the contact hours of each subject
and the semesters in which students can take thjecsuln total, studies last two years and
students accumulate 120 credits, 30 credits of lwisire aimed at the final degree project
preparation and its defence. The review panel agteat such a structure is appropriate for
students to successfully achieve the learning onéso Figure 1, which outlinéBhe Place of
Study Subjects in the Study Programstgows the balance necessary betwaerniculum and
technologiesandeducational management and technologid®n constructing the Final Degree
Project.
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There is much work done in TableMatrix of Relations of Study Subjects and Learning
Outcomesfor example, on aligning learning outcomes ansueng that each module picks up
key learning outcomes. The latter span the scaBladm’s Taxonomy, ultimately prioritising
higher order thinking and synthesis, and are npe¢titve. The review panel, however, suggest
that it would also be worthwhile to chart the afigent of the learning outcomes and the specific
assessment modes and processes of the progranithe.assessment aspect needs to be more
explicit regarding its variety and inclusivenessr (Example, the use of modes of continuous
assessment needs to be stated, along with thdke simmative, terminal assessment and final
degree project. Such methods are indeed implighénvariety of teaching methods and of ways
of learning that make up the programme. It is pgfuestion of making them more explicit in
tabular form. Overall, however, the Curriculum Rgsisection shows very promising work in
the area of alignment and cohesion.

Table 8,The study subjects of the study programme ‘Educatidechnologies’ aimed to
develop research skills and abilitiepage 17 of the SER, is revealing in chartingrésearch
skills and abilities of the programme and concdaesr@n making explicit the volume and nature
of the master’s final degree project. The panehibthis most helpful in articulating the journey
from Research Project 1 to the final iterationto# tesearch. The public defence of the project,
in the presence of members of the qualification mission, provides the student with the
opportunity to prove that s/he has met the learoutgomes and merited the degree.

TheConclusionsection outlines the strengths of the programneepamnts to its richness in
its variety of innovative study subjects, which@péo the complexity of the field of Educational
Technology, which, by definition, is forever emargerhe conclusion highlights the fact that the
interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary dimensiomd the programme are catered for in the
integration of researchers from two other NatidRasearch Centres in the Social Sciences field;
hence, the outward looking and collaborative natifirhe research work and the field. The SER
team acknowledges the need to keep the contekeqgirogramme up to date in the light of rapid
developments in educational technology- this israte a strength and a challenge and points to
the nature of the discipline and its constant stétidux. In contemplating such a challenge, the
panel supports the SER’s suggestion to introduceva subject on educational management

which would allow students to develop competeniriesducational organisation.
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Strengths:
« The content and methods of the modules are apptepfor the achievement of the
intended learning outcomes.
* The programme is open to the need to constantlivevo the ever-changing world of

educational technology.

Areas of Improvement:

* Though there is excellent alignment in the programthere is an opportunity to make
more explicit the alignment between learning outesmlearning activities and
assessment.

» The SER’s acknowledgement of the possible needafanew subject /module re

educational management /educational organisationldtbe considered.

2.3. Teaching staff

The programme is run by 2 professors andskd@ate professors. The staff is legally and
appropriately qualified and is a highly experien@gdup of researchers — the extent of their
publications and the various genres of these ist ingsressive, as is their contribution to the
European Educational Research Association (EERA) aher international scholarly bodies.
The fact that the KTU research school of educatiatéences was designated a Centre of
Excellence speaks for itself regarding the teachstgff's ability to meet the legal and
professional requirements necessary to ensureuthienent of the intended learning outcomes
of this programme. The SER defines clearly, on gage beneficial effects of being a Centre
of Excellence, highlighting how the centre actsadsridge between researchers of educational
sciences in Lithuania and Europe and focusing om th@ centre has acted as a catalyst in the
establishment of the Lithuanian Education Reseahsisociation (LERA), leading to its
involvement in EERA, which provides a platform fbithuanian researchers and doctoral
students to present their work at conferences. $uthtives have also led to further alliances,
such as the Baltic Initiatives Programme (BIP).ffSteve, therefore, involved themselves in
international research contexts and collaborated, example, with researchers from the
University of Cambridge and London University, tate the bookUniversities and Societies in
Transition: Higher Education and the DevelopmenCaiuntries and Regiongwo researchers
from the KTU Department of Educational Sciencesehalso been elected by the Science

Council of the University of Cambridge as membefrshe College and are visiting professors
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there. The KTU research group of educational seigens also recognised by the European
Educational Research Association (EERA), and byltternational Social Work and Society
Academy (TISSA). The professional developmenthe staff is ensured, therefore, in their
international profiles and their internships anganunities harnessed to work in other European
and global contexts. The SER’s own concern in teaclision to the section, regarding the
demands of the research and of the teaching progeans understandable and, as suggested
below by the panel, the teaching — research balaeeds to be regularly revisited. A concern is
expressed in section 69, page 19 of the SER, famele, regarding the workload of the staff,
which is more in the range of 1000 hours per yiam the recommended 800 hours. The review
panel agrees that such concerns are legitimat@emdsive in the university sector.

The competencies of the staff, as defineddction 3.2, the SER are not in question and
provide an excellent bed-rock for the success @fpitogramme. The review panel agree that one
of the key strengths of the programme is the qualitthe academic staff and the great number
of PhD students in the broader context —about 7Bictwbodes well for the academic and
professional standing of staff and students of KThle staff is also outward looking, embracing
the views of their external stakeholders and alumkgain, one of the challenges identified
relates, particularly, to the balance between tegchnd research, which will need continual
monitoring — the teaching also needing as mucmtie as the research. Perhaps a way forward
is to give further consideration to the internaéib8cholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL)
movement, originally emergent in the work of ErnBeyer (1990) and the Carnegie Foundation
in the USA, which focuses on the integration afe@rch, teaching and learning and, hence, on
researching student learning as a legitimate reseaea? Given that the staff of this programme
are avid researchers, a SoTL research profile migbilitate more action research, thus
integrating teaching and research. The review Ipanggests that academic staff could,
therefore, broaden their remit by presenting atrimdtional SoTL conferences in the USA or
Canada, for example. EuroSoTL has also been foumd@®14 and will meet in University
College Cork, Ireland, for example, in June 2014 an other European contexts in the future,
and would provide a good forum to take stock of Haaulty can integrate research, teaching
and learning. However, the panel acknowledgesxbellent educational research profiles of the
staff of the programme and mentions SoTL only as way of answering the teaching versus
research dilemma. Another suggestion from the veyanel, in this regard, is that staff could
focus on Classroom Assessment Techniques (AngeloGinss, 1993, for example) and on
researching the evidence for student learningisdbntext, again providing an action research

context, where staff look for the evidence of stidkarning in their own classrooms and
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research this, as a way of bridging the reseamehching gap. Such an approach can also be seen

as an application of the scholarship of teachirdjlaarning.

Strengths:
» The staff are a key strength and resource of thgramme —their research profiles and
energy and commitment in developing their teaclaind research are exemplary.
* The fact that the KTU research school of educatisci@nces was designated a Centre of
Excellence, by the Centre for Quality Assessmerttigher Education in 2007, speaks

for itself as a strength and has brought intermafistanding and resources to the faculty.

Areas of improvement :
» Staff need to be vigilant regarding the teachingsearch balance, a universal problem
for academic staff. The panel made some suggestegerding the development of a

scholarship of teaching and learning ethos thahtragdress this.

2.4. Facilities and learning resources

This area is of particular interest in the conteft provision regarding educational
technology. The University provides auditoria witledern audio and video equipment, meeting
health and safety standards, to date. Students ¢@wéortable and diverse spaces in which to
work and their learning is also facilitated in coomity projects. The Library space is attractive
and spacious and is now part of the building — susl facilities greatly enhance the learning
experience. Though the premises are indeed adegudtattractive, and the equipment adequate
in this context, it is important to continue to \agilant in catering even more for all students —
including those with a disability. The panel recoemd more lifts and access for such students-
indeed, any student, or staff member, could bepac#ated and need such access temporarily.

More access for all is a key recommendafiwrthe future development of the programme.
The assistive technology laboratory, while ava#ahkill need further development to keep
abreast of new technologies, learning approachéstuaent needs, particularly when the focus
of this programme is on educational technology. &oomputer stations are necessary in this
context, for example, to cater for the differenpdg of students so that they can become
independent learners. Some students need spedwalasfthe blind student, for example, can

read independently with the appropriate softwarbilevothers, who might be dyslexic, need
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more visual clues to help them decode text. Hetieeneed for a variety of computers with
such assistive technology.

It is interesting to keep future challengesmind here given the rapid changes in
technology. A key question which the SER itself sask in regard to future proofing the
programme by keeping up with the constant advamctschnology. Such a critique is welcome
and given the very nature of the field of Educatiomechnologies, it will be important to
constantly critique and to create a learning emvitent that is inclusive of all students. Given
the nature of Educational Technologies and thaldleXxearning approaches it begets, the panel
recommends that it is important to make the mosthef technology for all students and to
embrace the world wide movement towards Universadigh for Learning (UDL), both in the
design of the buildings and the technology. Theepaecommends the work of the work of
David Rose and the Centre for Assistive Technoldgyvw.cast.ory as an example of
excellence in this context. The work of AHEAD (TAssociation for Higher Education Access
and Disability) in Ireland atvww.ahead.iealso provides examples of good practices and will
host an international conference on UDL in March20n which faculty might be interested.

Regarding textual resources, though there iprovision of English texts, the panel
recommends that it is important to get Master'sleius to cite the English literature more and to
develop further resources in English. The challeafg@roviding and continuously upgrading
library resources is acknowledged in the SER andldvbelp to extend the international focus of
the programme. Such a move will also be necesdattyei programme is to be available in

English.

Strengths:
» The Library space is attractive and spacious andois part of the building — such

new facilities greatly enhance the learning expege

Areas of improvement:

» Itis important to get Master’s students to cite English literature more and to develop
further resources in English. This is also a nemgsstep in fast tracking the English
version of the programme.

* More access is necessary for students with disakilihrough the provision of more lifts
and points of access in this attractive space.

» The development of the assistive technology lalvasy important if KTU is to be

democratic and include all students as indeperidamers.
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* The faculty should work towards embedding the pples of Universal Design for

Learning in the building and in the teaching —héag experience.

2.5. Study process and students’ performance assessm

The admission to the second- level studgm@mmme * Educational Technologies’ is carried
out according to the General Regulations for Gdrdanission to second- level studies and is,
therefore, well founded. The admission proceseirfopmed by the Faculty Student Admission
Commission established by order of the KTU recfbne requirements for admission are
reasonable and transparent and publically avail#zeission to the Master’s programme takes
place in two stages. Stage 1 relates to the gersdalission, the applicants submitting
documents to the Selection Committee of the Facultye Committee then calculates the
competitive score and ranks the entrants. Stagead iextra admission process relating to the
filling of vacant positions in the study programniéie SER provides a detailed account of the
admission process and procedures, as indicateczabov

The SER provides a series of detailed Tabl®s 11 and 12) charting the number of
applicants and their increase/decrease. Currehtye are 8 students in the first grade and 8 in
the second. Since 2009, due to a directive fromGbeernment regarding quotas, the numbers
of state funded places has decreased and studem®taalways able to take up a place on the
course due to the necessity to gain employmend aohtinue working. The economic crisis is
also a key factor in defining student participatiand performance, but this is a common
problem globally. The programme team address dnep’ out’ issue by providing a flexible
timetable in the evening time, a fact commentedamourably by students and graduates of the
course.

There is a keen research ethos and focus in thgrpdsiate culture at KTU. The number of
PhDs (there are 73 doctoral dissertations sinc&)1idthe faculty is impressive and bodes well
for the profile of all programmes at Master's leyaloviding research role models and a culture
of participation and collaboration. There is, tHiere, a culture of getting students to publish
research in their Master's projects; there is mpatinership with the faculty here and excellent
role —modelling of the research process and itsedisnation. The final degree project is an
analytical project based on independent researthshwell scaffolded/prepared over the four
semesters of the programme. Key to the developwfeatmaster's research culture here is the
public presentaton and defence of the project. Bepmgramme learning outcomes at master's

level are achievable in this way.
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There is also a connection with the community drel market place that gives a practical
and cutting edge to the research, pointing torigortance too of applied, action research — this
ties in well wiht the Scholarship of Applicationgk to the SoTL model discussed earlier on
which KTU could build. The panel‘s discussions wattakeholders of the programme speak to
their overall satisfaction and to the importanc&k@®tJ's contribution in the community and its
scholarly standing. Students and graduates of tbgrmmme also spoke highly of community
and school projects and being given the oportunityonduct real research that was of use to the
community and that made sense of research methodisapproaches and linked theory to
practice. Central to the panel's discussion wita gtudents of the programme was how the
concept of the e-city or the Learning City is enmeggin such focused and applied projects.
Perhaps the contribution of the university to thate could be acknowledged in better funding
to support projects and development. The panelmesends that the social partners and
graduates could identify such funding strategies.

Students also have the opportunity to participatenobility programmes. However, many
cannot avail of these, due to pressures of wonanitial constraints and family commitments.
The panel recommends that issues of funding shioeltboked at locally and, again, that the
concept of the Learning City might provide someelage here, since the university is
addressing the needs of the community and theatity could, therefore, legitimately ask for
more funding. However, both students and graduafethe programme speak well of the
opportunities provided to them individually andstéff motivation and encoragement.

The assessment system of students’ performanaedéed clear, adequate and publically
available. The panel has noted earlier that thg weost of the assessment process could be
achieved by mapping out more explictly the aligntriggtween the learning outccomes and the
various assessment modes and genres. However,laht ¢hroughout of programme and
module learning outcomes and requirements is exttedind meticulously documented.

The professional activities of the majority of gumates meet the programme providers'
expectations. In discussions with the graduatessanal partners it is clear that the programme

serves the needs of the professions and the corymuni

Strengths:
* The study process and students’ performance assasane transparent and cohesive.
» Students have the opportuity to present theirareseand to work collaboratively with

staff to review and to publish.
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* A culture of research excellence is embedded inptiogramme and the ethos of the
faculty.
Areas of Improvement:
» Students need to write more and reference moraghsh.
» Funding needs to be prioritized to support studantsto nurture the development of the

new programme in English.

2.6 Programme management

Programme management is impressive. Responsibifitiedecision making and monitoring
mechanisms are clearly identified and allocatedyas clear from the panel’s discussions with
administrative and academic staff and with the $&&n. It is clear from the interviews with
staff and stakeholders that data regarding theuatiah and implementation of the programme
are regularly collected and analysed and acted .upba outcomes of internal and external
evaluations of the programme are used to deve|ap ftoint made clear by the presence of 7
stakeholders and 12 graduates of the programmeenthies/'s were sought and valued. Many of
the graduates keep regular contact with the uniyeasid some stay on to complete doctoral
studies. Though graduates were a little reticerttiscussion, they were in agreement that they
were given confidence and were encouraged to devb&r own learning styles and to build on
their research skills. One graduate talked of te@cim a pre-school and of the necessity to
develop competencies in data processing. Anotlieedaof introducing tablets in the classroom
and of getting opportunities to develop a partnerstith Microsoft, arising out of the applied
nature of the programme. Another spoke of being &bimove from a small to a big school and
being able to work with children using IT and edimaal games. A few graduates spoke of
how they could help the programme by sharing tegerience in their capacity as mentors. The
guestion of funding also arose in the context ef dhiversity’s role in developing the Learning
City and how this could be used to leverage funding

The faculty’s own summation of their strengthsl ameaknesses is insightful — there will
always be challenges and they are conscious oétl&sch critique is one of the mainstays of
good programme management. From the review pardisussions with a variety of
stakeholders, it is clear that the programme manageis in good hands. The programme team
display an openness and willingness to learn aadrary well motivated and hard working as
teachers and researchers. The internal qualityassel measures are indeed working effectively

and efficiently — there is much accountability,labbration, alignment and cohesion.
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Strengths:

Programme management is in capable hands andrexdséuad distributed.
The team look outwards to make the most of therprage.
Students and graduates of the programme feel @ifidnd competent and are

appreciative of staff commitment and support.

Areas of improvement:

There is a need to seek funding.

Graduates and social partners could contribute m®rmaentors.

RECOMMENDATIONS

There needs to be more emphasis now on the Engdistion of the programme which
would add to student numbers and to the internakistanding of the programme.

The faculty need to be more proactive regardinglldanding. The fact that KTU is
supporting Kaunas as a Learning City, should pm\ederage for funding.

More lifts for disabled people and more assistaehnology needs to be considered as a
matter of some urgency. The philosophy of Univiel@asign for Learning should
become an integral part of the programme, in liith West practice internationally.

The balance between research and teaching shewdddtained, regarding workload and
the value placed on teaching, as well as resedius. balance needs to be constantly
revisited with the idea of being teaching activevihg parity of esteem with being
research active.

Though alignment is a key strength of the programime panel recommend including a
table on the alignment of learning outcomes, legyrictivites and assessment as a key

aspect of curriculum design.

Further details regarding Recommendations are prowed below under Summary.

IV. EXAMPLES OF EXCELLENCE*

KTU's reputation as a Centre of Excellence emetbasughout in the research profiles
and international publications of the staff andtle collaborative work of staff and

students.
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It is clear that the review process was undertaketiculously and openly. The SER is
exemplary in providing a detailed description amdlgsis of the programme and its
infrastructure, alignment and coherence.

The scope of the research being conducted and ttbstian to detail regarding the

matrices that make alignment across the progransitdlesvare impressive.

The qualifications, competence and research acments of the faculty are a key

strength of the programme, catalysed in particuaheir acknowledgement as a Centre
of Excellence.

The faculty is also reflective, identifying key dleages themselves and is, therefore,
critically aware of the work to be done. The staffo be complemented on the ability to
adapt and develop, given the recent changes tiatldty structure.

In general, the programme itself is an example afebence, providing a meticulous

documentation of the teaching, learning and assassaf each module.

V. SUMMARY

In general, this Programme of Educational Tetbgy reaches a very high standard, befitting

a Centre of Excellence. Its ambitions in the wickemmunity — of turning Kaunas into an

e-city are commendable — ultimately, it is the redststudent as active citizen that matters. The

exit presentation of the review panel identified tbllowing strengths:

Positive Aspects:

The programme has impact regarding its determinatianould Kaunas into a Learning
City.

KTU is a centre of excellence where research igadhland nurtured in the development
of international research profiles, through LERARA and other research bodies and
collaborations. Staff are very well motivated andrkvhard to develop themselves and
the programme and to meet challenges.

Student research is making an impact and changmg@ammunity; the themes are real
and link with practical life. Such work also speataigshe partnerships between staff and
students in undertaking such research and in thgelitog of excellent practice in this
regard.

The quality assurance system of the programmeal$/retrong and the responsibilities

are clearly distributed at the Administration leve
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* The curriculum design of the programme is watettighd it is authentic and there is
much alignment.

» Faculty are also willing to change and adapt amdddk together. They were willing to
merge, despite losing two posts, which shows ailflexmanagement system and the
capacity to reform.

» Overall, the review panel were very pleased witle #elf- evaluation report, its
meticulous detail, rigor and accountability. Theglanote the faculty's ability to present
its strengths, identifying particularly with theethe of Kaunas as a Learning City and
also growing KTU as a Centre of Excellence. Theepaote the good relations with the
broader community of graduates and stake holdersTioe Learning City theme is a key

building block in these relatioships.

Negative Aspects: (as per the Recommendations abgve

* There needs to be more emphasis now on the Engdislion of the programme — this
should be developed as a matter of urgency- simedhglish version is now 6 years in
the making. This would improve the internationalsa aspect of the programme and
answer the problem regarding numbers and funding.

» Perhaps more concrete resources regarding usingksgould also be considered? For
example, perhaps intending students should studligbnn the Bachelor's degree? Such
an approach could raise the bar regarding the Masteident and language proficiency.
In the panel's review of Masters theses, the pgoeh good impression of the work, but
references regarding internationalization neegetaited more in English — more foreign
literature needs consideration. Again, this woulise the profile of English on the
programme.

* The faculty need to be more proactive regardinglldending. Perhaps the city could
give more funding, in return for the productive jeais that the programme provides in
creating a Learning City? Additional funding wolddng the programme to life. Also,
perhaps staff and administration could try to fpas$sibilities for more funding for study
places to counteract declining student numbersEAglish version of the programme,
which would also attract international students arehte an online /blended version of
the programme, would generate funding.

* More lifts for disabled people and more assiste&hnology need to be considered as a
matter of some urgency.Though it was good to seg hasic assistive technology, this

could be developed beyond accommodations and theitdmodel. It is imporant to
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consider moving in the direction of Universal Desigr Learning (UDL) — so that all
students (and staff) are included. The UDL model@sobeyond the medical, and
indeed, social models of disability, indicating ttre universally designed approach
benefits all students. See the excellent work ofid&ose and CASTwww.cast.org in
the USA for direction here. The AHEAD movement Ineland is also exemplary
(www.ahead.id.

» The balance between research and teaching is alvelyallenge regarding workload and
the value placed on teaching, as well as reseAdrninistration can control some of this
balance. However, it is also important to keep airef international research, regarding
the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL}, dwample, which focuses on the
inextricable link between teaching and researcle. Gdance lies in being teaching active
— as well as research active- and constantly retgugi this balance-and researching
teaching by looking for the evidence of studentrie®y across the disciplines, as
suggested in the panel's recommendation of SoTLrommhes and Classroom
Assessment Techniques.

» Though alignment is a key strength of the programtime panel recommend including a
table on the alignment of learning outcomes, legyrEctivities and assessment as a key

aspect of curriculum design.

In general, the panel encourage the prograteara to continue with this strong programme,
the future is indeed positive for the programme, rhare energy is needed around providing an
English version of it and around generating fundogally and internationally. Catering for the
needs of all students, all of whom learn in difféarevays and bring different strengths to the
learning, is also key in maximising KTU's potentadross all disciplines. Moving more in the
direction of UDL will benefit all. Finally, maintaing the parity of esteem between teaching and
research will enhance both.

* if there are any to be shared as a good practice
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VI. GENERAL ASSESSMENT

The study programmiducational Technologigstate code — 621X20003) at Kaunas University
of Technology is givempositive evaluation.

Study programme assessment in points by evaluateas

Evaluation of
No. Evaluation Area an area in
points*
1. | Programme aims and learning outcor 4
2. | Curriculum design 4
3. | Teaching staff 4
4. | Facilities and learning resourc 4
5. | Study process and students’ performance assessme 4
6. | Programme management 4
Total: 24

*1 (unsatisfactory) - there are essential shortog®ithat must be eliminated;

2 (satisfactory) - meets the established minimuguirements, needs improvement;
3 (good) - the field develops systematically, hiszinttive features;

4 (very good) - the field is exceptionally good.

Grupes vadovas
Team leader: Prof. dr. Pertti Kansanen
Grupes nariai

Team members:

Prof. dr. llze Ivanova

Prof. dr. Fuensanta Hernandez Pina

Dr. Marian McCarthy

Ms. Zaneta Savickien
Mr. Andrius Ledas
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