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L. INTRODUCTION
1.1.Background of the evaluation process

The evaluation of on-going study programmes is based on the Methodology for evaluation
of Higher Education study programmes, approved by Order No 1-01-162 of 20 December 2010
of the Director of the Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education (hereafter — SKVC).

The evaluation is intended to help higher education institutions to constantly improve their
study programmes and to inform the public about the quality of studies.

The evaluation process consists of the main following stages: 1) self-evaluation and self-
evaluation report prepared by Higher Education Institution (hereafter — HEI); 2) visit of the Review
Team at the higher education institution; 3) production of the evaluation report by the Review Team
and its publication; 4) follow-up activities.

On the basis of external evaluation report of the study programme SKVC takes a decision to
accredit study programme either for 6 years or for 3 years. If the programme evaluation is negative
such programme is not accredited.

The programme is accredited for 6 vears if all evaluation areas are evaluated as *“very
good” (4 points) or “good” (3 points).

The programme is accredited for 3 years if none of the areas was evaluated as
“unsatisfactory” (1 point) and at least one evaluation area was evaluated as “satisfactory” (2 points).

The programme is not accredited if at least one of evaluation areas was evaluated as
"unsatisfactory” (1 point).

1.2.General

The Application documentation submitted by the HEI follows the outline recommended by
the SKVC. Along with the self-evaluation report and annexes, the following additional documents
have been provided by the HEI before, during and/or after the site-visit:
No. Name of the document
One teacher’s CV (English)

Example of one teacher’s annual activity report (Lithuanian)
VAA Study programmes committees Regulations
Description of VAA feedback system

DN =

1.3.Background of the HEl/Faculty/Study field/ Additional information

The Vilnius Academy of Arts (hereinafter VAA) perceives its main activity to be the
implementation of university study programs of all cycles, artistic and scientific research, as well as
experimental (social, cultural) and technological development. The VAA community defines itself
as an educational institution of visual art, stressing their socially-oriented and highly qualified
artistic pedagogical staff as well as a particular focus on new technologies, relevant for the realm of
art. The institutions paramount aim is to prepare market-relevant, highly professional artists.

Since 2013 VAA’s Klaipeda Faculty has been implementing 5 Bachelor (Architecture,
Graphic Design, Interior Design, Contemporary Art and Media, Visual Design) and one Master
(Visual Design) study programme. The faculty is considered to have become an “inseparable part of
the cultural life of Klaipéda town” and the region, claiming to present a “significant centre for arts
studies in the region of western Lithuania.” (SER, p.6).

1.4. The Review Team

The review team was completed according Description of experts‘ recruitment, approved by
order No. 1-01-151 of Acting Director of the Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education.
The Review Visit to HEI was conducted by the team on 7 Qctober, 2015.



1. Dr. Annie Doona (team leader), President of Dim Laoghaire Institute of Art, Design and
Technology, Ireland.

2, Mr. Mika Ritalahti, Silva Mysterium Oy producer and managing director, Finland.

3. Dr. Peter Purg, professor of University of Nova Gorica, SOAA evaluator, Slovenia.

4. Mr. David Quin, lector of Din Laoghaire Institute of Ari, Design and Technology,
Ireland.

5. Ms. Vilma Samulionyté, photographer, curator- project manager and secretary of board
of Lithuanian Photographers Association, Lithuania.

6. Ms. Julija Paulauskaité, student of Kaunas University of Technology study programme
Phiolosophy of Media, Lithuania.

II. PROGRAMME ANALYSIS

2.1. Programme aims and learning outcomes

The Review Team agreed the programme aims and learning outcomes are too broad
and insufficiently defined even if publicly accessible. The programme rationale and graduate
profile are not sufficiently coherent. In the interviews the management of the programme claimed
that — even if the region lacks artists — they avoided the usage of the word “artist” in the programme
description, because they need cultural managers and operators even more than artists. The
programme management convincingly claimed that the programme was educating “wide-range
specialists” for the region, and such a need was largely confirmed also by the social partners —
however the Review Team are of the view that the current programme aims and objectives do not
address this need. In particular this is manifested in the learning outcomes (LOs) being plainly
enumerative in formulation (instead of summarizing the individual course outcomes they additively
enumerate individual skills or knowledge definitions); as well as intransparently linked to the study
subjects (esp. pertaining to sets of “The acquired knowledge and its application” and “Special
abilities”; with several unclear formulations like e.g. “artistic activity legal system”, “sumimarizing
experimental results of other artists”, “to apply properly appropriate means, methods and techniques
of expression” etc. (SER, p. 10-13). The 1.Os thus appear not internally differentiated enough to
assure a uniform mapping with the programme structure (course descriptions). The LOs are not
explicitly mentioned (or the aims/objectives reflected) in several course descriptions (Annex No.2),
their mapping is unclear — especially to the students and teachers, who in the interviews did not
appear to have any considerable comprehension of this aspect of the programme: Annex 2. shows
an uneven spread of the outcomes among subjects, e. g.: “PHILOSOPHY AND ART THEORY
INTRODUCTION”, “THE BASICS OF PHOTOGRAPHY AND TECHNOLOGY” or “THE
THEORY AND HISTORY OF PHOTOGRAPHY” or “PHOTOGRAPHIC EXPRESSION
(RELATION OF IMAGE AND TECHNOLOGY)” display very fine learning objectives (LO)
distinction, while e.g. “VISUAL LANGUAGE AND COMMUNICATION (INTRODUCTION TO
THE PROGRAM)” did not. Furthermore “STUDY PRACTICE” mentions “Gained professional
perception and knowledge of photography practice” (1 LO) only (whereas it should be covering a
broad range of subjects or areas); “VIDEO ART THEORY” and “THEORY OF FILM” display
very unclear reference to outcomes, while “FILM THEORY AND PRACTICE” does not mention a



LO at all (however it maps assessment and teaching methods to an empty table cell). The rest of the
course descriptions in this document (Annex 2) entitled “STUDY SUBJECT/MODULE
PROGRAMME?” do not mention LOs at all. This opposes the teachers’ consensus that the following
was representative of the programme’s aims: one of the two current students in Year 2 aims to
become “an artist”, and the other apparently prefers to develop her technical skills in the
programme. In the curriculum, teachers claimed that the arrangement of optional and obligatory
courses would provide enough technical skills and media-specialization options in the first two
yeats already, so the students get to know all areas well. In Year 3 and 4 they can then specialize
within a realm, the managerial topics emerging rather in Year 3 and 4 — the latter being confirmed
as relevant also by the social partners. The latter were neither unanimous, nor individually decided
on whether the programme develops artists or curators, or rather art managers. Rather inconsistently
with the above findings, the SER claims that the programme “is aimed at preparing a contemporary
art specialist who in his/ her creative activity would be able to co-ordinate critical depth of
contents, validity of visual and spatial methods and means to reveal an idea, and management
practice for further integrity of creative works. Therefore, this program is significant for
development of artists who would be able to use contemporary art language and means in their
creative activity.” (SER p. 9)

The Review Team also noted several serious syntactic inconsistencies and semantic
incongruencies along the entire text of the SER, which might pertain to the low-quality
translation (mentioned also above when describing 1.O definitions). This must be taken into
consideration along with the following analysis.

The Review Team agree that the programme aims and learning outcomes are an
unclear account of the academic requirements, and do not respond adequately to the public
needs and the needs of the labour market. Besides the inconsistency on the level of learning
outcomes described above, the academic requirements have especially proved to be unclear to the
essential users — teachers and students (as detailed further below in section 2.5} in the interviews.
On document level, Annex 2. supports this claim with several “Assessment criterions” being
inconsistent when compared to each other (e. g. “FILM THEORY AND PRACTICE” claiming
“70% - lectures, film screenings / discussions; 30% - practical implementation of the project /
technical consultancy™, similarly “FOREIGN LANGUAGE” has a very detailed numerical criterion
account; while “SPATIAL COMPSITION 3D” only lists “Review of visuality. Novelty, originality
of 1deas and solutions.”, or VISUAL EXPRESSION™ lists “Attendance. Qualitative implementation
of task. Quantitative and qualitative implementation of independent work.” only). An optimistic
regional policy outlook in Lithuania was evident from the interviews, academic staff believed that
the programme should guarantee that students stay in the region after graduation. The interviewees
claimed that the region and especially the town of Klaipeda provides an “art incubator”
environment by offering students studios and exhibition spaces (already in place), which was partly
confirmed by the social partners and students (established one year ago, with an exhibition centre,
close to the faculty’s premises), developed with the support of the municipality. The Urban
Planning and architecture Faculty of the VAA acts in support of this development. The small
sample of students all confirmed that the main reason for choosing this programme was regional
proximity and the financial factor, The management assumed the students will be both producing
artists and/or curators, as well as promoters of art in the region — not least since leaving Klaipeda
(for Vilnius) 1s not financially feasible for most of them. The management stressed that 100% of
graduates of this faculty (therein obviously referring to other programmes than the one considered
here) stay in the region after graduation, and also held that the strongest reason for choosing this
programme was that students from the region cannot travel or commute far for financial reasons.
According to the programme leader, the nearby Kaliningrad is an important target for student
intake, however a strategy on how to attract and deal with possible students from there was not



evident. One employer (representing a cultural center) suggested that the faculty would need a
strategy to present the programme as producing graduates with strong employment possibilities, the
Review Team saw no evidence of such a strategy either with the programme management, nor in
the SER (the only strategic document it refers to is the “Strategic Development Plan of Klaipéda for
2014-2020”, in a footnote it also mentions the “Lithuanian Progress Strategy “Lithuania 2030%; the
only other strategic document reference is the Lithuanian-language
http://www.vda.lt/uploads/documents/files/'VDA%20dokumentai/VDA_%202011-2020

integruota pletros_strategija.pdf that is referred to as “integrated development strategy of VAA
during 2012-2020” and was never mentioned in the interviews). 2 out of 3 interviewed employers
would recommend this programme to someone they know well.

The Review Team agree that the programme aims and learning outcomes are partly
consistent with the type and level of studies and the level of qualifications offered. Page 7 of
the SER claims that “Affer completing the study program of Contemporary Art and Media,
graduates will be able to participate independently in the contemporary art processes as creators
or/and curators of art projects, to work in various cultural and creative industries, to develop
individual creative business and/or to continue studies at Level 7 in Lithuania and abroad.” The
reference to “curatorial” competency along the entire study programme is particularly very weak
(could be possibly contained in the “Media Critics” course mentioned in the SER, p. 9, that is
however not listed in Annex 2), and an identifiable programme element to support the claimed
competency in the “project” aspects (planning, management , evaluation). However the Review
Team maintains that the objectives of the programme are, as a whole, articulated too broadly and
partly inadequate in their syntactic articulation and semantic coherency (especially the first-named
of both the “acquired knowledge and its application” and the “research abilities™ sets , c.f. SER, p.
10; see argumentation given in the first section above). The programme contains too many different
aims, so that the prospective programme applicants (as described as likely or typical to the Review
Team in the interviews by the teachers and the programme management) and other external
stakeholders would probably find it hard to comprehend and navigate the programme’s offer,
especially pertaining to the employability of graduates. The programme management claim they
did get “some general support® by the VAA central services when developing the curriculum.
Teachers agreed that the most important aim of the programme was making students feel competent
in the field of their choice. In general, the Review Team found that one of the key descriptors (that a
BA programme must assure graduates to “have developed those learning skills that are necessary
for them to continue to undertake further study with a high degree of autonomy.”, c.f. the first cycle
(e.g. Bachelor's degrees)} of the Qualifications Framework of the European Higher Education Area,
referring to level 6 of the European Union's European Qualifications Framework.) is missing along
the entire set of presented LO’s and especially the courses as presented in Annex 2.

The name of the programme, its learning outcomes, content and the qualifications
offered are partly compatible with each other: The Review Team agreed that the programme’s
name joins two realms that otherwise rarely correspond in academic terms: “Contemporary Art” is
mostly profiled in terms of the time-related criterion, and the artistic practices occurring therein
(that are defined as such), mostly pertaining to post-WW2 and especially 21% century practices;
while “Media” is profiled in terms of technology, technique or medium. This could likely mislead
into an understanding that the programme covers a commen field of intersection between the two
realms, however the analysis of the LOs and the programme syllabus shows that it covers also older
historical artistic practices, several broader arts&humanities subjects (such as e.g. philosophy) and a
broad range of new-media related course ranging from video to 2d or 3d motion graphics, film etc.
Only 2 courses of Annex 2 bear “photography” in their title, while none bear “art”. The
management of the programme claimed not to have found any other programme worldwide with the
same name, or with a closely comparable learning objectives (LO) set. The strongest reason for



accommodating “media” into the programme title may thus be the graduate’s profile of working in
“various cultural and creative industries, to develop individual creative business.” (SER, p. 7) On
several occasions in the SER (e.g. p. 21) “the field of contemporary art and media™ is referred to as
one coherent field, which was, on the other hand, not reflected in the discussions with all the
different stakeholders. The Review Team noted some serious inconsistencies in the articulation of
objectives (see above), also as pertaining to the contents of the programme (see below; and course
unit descriptions). Furthermore, the Table 1 of the SER describes several courses that are not found
in the Annex 2, e.g. Media Critics or City Studies among the core courses, or optional courses like
Culture Semiotics, Study of subcultures and Philosophy of technology. Annex 2 gives an account of

only 16 courses, while Table 1 refers to at least 30 or more course, the origin of which is unclear in
the SER.

2.2. Curriculum design

The Review Team agree that curriculum design largely meets basic legal requirements.
The protocol of changes shows one serious inconsistency: “Minimal corrections have been made in
terms of theoretical subjects. The subject ,, Philosophies* has been supplemented and renamed to
»Infroduction to Philosophy and Art Theory " ”(SER p.18). However this course description (p. 11
Course Unit Descriptions) does not have any bibliography pertaining to the artistic field as such,
while the syllabus is not related to art theory, but exclusively to philosophy. Furthermore, “The
subject , Media Philosophy* (3 cred. 4" semester) has been joined with the module ,, Media and
Identity (3 cred. 5™ semester) to a 6 credit module , Media Philosophy and Identity”, taught
during the 4" semester* (SER p.18). The Review Team could not establish, upon which data
exactly this had been done (the management mentioned oral agreements only) and whether any
documentation of these changes apart from the SER exists. The SER claims that “With regard to
observations and proposals of the first program students and lecturers, afier the first semester
already, certain changes in the study programs during the 2™ semester, and at the same time
amendments lo the next academic year program were presented.” (SER, p.18).

LEXICAL NOTE: The Review Team notes that there was a serious discrepancy in the
programme modules found — the number of credits in modules does not meet legal requirements.
According to the “General requirements for the first degree and integrated study programmes” each
module should consist of 10 credits while there are only 6; c.f. modules as mentioned in SER, p. 18
and 16. The Review Team agree that the usage of the terms "subject”, "subject module" and
"module” is inconsistent, as these terms appear to be used interchangeably along the SER, e.g.:
Table 1 of the SER states "Study subjects (modules)", even though there usually is difference
between "subject” and "module” in professional language terms, when referring to education
curricula. Furthermore, p. 14 of SER holds: "The intended learning outcomes are closely linked to
the content of course units (modules)}, study processes and assessment criteria.” This formulation is
used twice more along the SER. A further example: "The module ,,Technologies and Expression of
Photography “was distributed into modules ,,Basics and Technologies of Photography “for the 1st
semester, and ,,Photographic Expression (Relation of an Image and Technology in Photography)
“for the 2nd semester." One further use renders the meaning of the term completely unclear:
"Information base of the program. Program coordinator is storing all documents related to the
program mmplementation, e.g., decisions of VAA Senate and Klaipéda Faculty Council, minutes of
meetings, students’ lists, admission rules, study book, 'schedules of the subject modules, cooperation
agreements with social partners.” This is why the Review Team understands that “course” and
“module” in this given context are semantically identical, and refer to the traditional professional
concept of the term “course™.

The Review Team agree that the course unit descriptions manifest several flaws. Some
module descriptions do not have any “Course {module) Learning Qutcomes™ that most other have



(e.g. VIDEO EXPRESSION AND TECHNOLOQGIES on p. 31; in the interview the lecturer of this
particular course claimed that he was not the creator of this course, but that he talked to the head of
programme before implementing the course; he maintained that the implementation of this course in
the first year was ,,pretty experimental® and that he was ,,given the freedom® of how to do it; the
Review Team found through students that the course implementation roughly corresponded to the
aims as stated).

The course unit descriptions document appears inconsistent, as some courses do not have
aims or annotations stated, neither they display assessment regulations (e.g. “COMPUTER
TECHNOLOGIES (PHOTOSHOP / 3D / IMAGE PROGRAMING) on p. 32), while several other
courses have detailed and elaborate outcome definitions (e.g. p. 15 — THE THEORY AND
HISTORY OF PHOTOGRAPHY). In the interview the Dean confirmed that he knew about these
“minor mistakes” and that he is aware of being in charge. Some descriptions were coming in later
on in the process of SER assembly, so he could not check them all consistently. The programme
board meets annually to clear these course descriptions, and this year they have not met yet — which
he assumed to be the main reason of the course descriptions being incomplete at the time of visit.
The interviewed teachers were not involved in curriculum design or re-design. The interviewed
external stakeholders were all consulted informally when designing the programme, but only one
(representing an exhibition hall) was closely involved in a more formal way.

The Review Team could not entirely assess the module descriptions, as some parts of course
unit descriptions were (assumingly) not entirely translated. On p. 21 for example the text reads
“Reinforce the creative skills of the plane and bring them graphically kompozicinius by modifying
the apimtines and frontalias, to move into the forms layouts, carried out the construction of
geospatial from white vatmano.” The study subjects and/or modules are otherwise (than the
inconsistencies noted above) spread evenly, their themes are not repetitive; the content of the
subjects and/or modules is largely consistent with the type and level of the studies.

The Review Team agree that the content and methods of the subjects/modules are
minimally appropriate for the achievement of the intended learning outcomes. The
“Correlation of study programs and results of degree studies with intended results of the studies
and subjects (modules)” (SER, p. 10) table shows a low level of differentiation, as most courses
appear to cover most outcomes.

The Review Team agree that the scope of the programme is probably sufficient to
ensure learning outcomes. For a 4-year and 240-ECTS programme the scope of offered general
subjects (only 15 ECTS minimum) may prove low, compared to the study-direction relevant credits
(165 minimum). The full probability 1s lowered by the fact that there were only 16 full course
descriptions provided, assuming that others have not been sufficiently defined yet, even though
presented in Table 3 of the SER (p. 16) that displays many more courses that obviously pertain to
other programmes or are yet to be developed.

The content of the programme reflects some of the latest achievements in science, art
and technologies, judging by the resources, and outcome or aim definitions (where available and
intelligible to the Review Team), which particularly pertains to the courses referring to 2d and 3d
composition, photography and film. These course descriptions along with the relevant LOs often
mention course-work and tasks that are relevant to the contemporary demands of the actual labour
market, which could be confirmed at the visit when speaking to both teachers, social partners as
well as when inspecting the student work produced. The courses pertaining to art history,
philosophy and other realms of humanities however by and large display rather old bibliographical
reference.



2.3, Teaching staff

The Review Team, agree that the study programme is provided by staff meeting legal
requirements. However the Review Team has noted that only one of the interviewed teachers had
experienced any pedagogical training, which was outside the VAA. The faculty does not currently
provide teachers with any such offers, but they claimed in the interview that they plan to provide
this in the near future (no documentary evidence of this was provided). Teachers did not explicitly
express interest in gaining more pedagogical skills, which was mostly to their part-time
employment arrangements and the one to one mentoring in all the courses due to a very low number
of students. The scope and variety of the teaching staff mentioned by the students and available for
interview was low, leaving the Review Team with an overall impression of an understaffed
programme. However this might change, if course selections from other programmes (as mentioned
by the management) as well as increased enrolment are realized.

The presented qualification of the teaching staff are adequate to ensure the learning
outcomes of the courses they teach, however total presented staff quantity is inadequate, and
there was no further evidence presented on neither the actual availability nor qualifications of
the entire programme staff. The students agreed that the teachers lecturing on the programme are
not recognized nationally as artists, but are known well enough locally. The Review Team could
confirm this after reviewing the presented CV evidence of the teachers that covered only 6 persons
in total. The management intends to “establish a position of a media lab administrator” (SER, p.
22) in the future (which the Review Team holds as very urgent), but no evidence of such
developments could be confirmed in the interviews. The lecturers seemed to manage (or even
provide, sec details below) their media equipment and other resources themselves, which was
confirmed in all the interviews as well as during the visit to the sites. CVs of only 6 teachers were
presented in Annex 4, most of them with very brief (so called “bionote™ format) evidence of the
references, which as a whole did not convince the Review Team as completely sufficient, even if
the aspect of a still developing programme was taken into consideration. The only CV presented
that could be assessed as completely satisfactory and field-relevant was the one of the programme
coordinator, whose professional competence was also confirmed in the interviews.

The number of the teaching staff are currently hardly adequate to ensure learning
outcomes. “It is foreseen that about 30 lecturers shall teach the program on different teaching
load 15 out of them shall be current VAA lecturers.” (SER, p. 20). The teachers and the
management were mentioning 7 to 9 active teachers currently on the programme, while the
presented list of teacher names (as Annex 3) indicates 26 teachers — most of the teaching at the
Faculty, but not on the programme in question (and as stated above only 6 CVs of teachers were
presented on document level, of which only the programme coordinator’s shows subject-relevant
expertise). None of the interviewed teachers work full-time on this programme, most around 20 or
30%. They do not see it as a problem to balance their timetables and other resources for teaching on
this programme. The Review Team holds that the presented evidence and attitude of the Faculty
management on the prospective employment trends of teachers would not support a stable running
of the programme.

Teaching staff turnover would ensure an adequate provision of the programme,
however no such process happened so far, as the teaching team is still under consolidation.
The programme leader is employed only part-time on the Contemporary Art and Media
(612W63002) study programme, and is currently lecturing on other programmes within the VAA
Klaipeda Faculty. The programme leader understands that she will lecture on the Contemporary Art
and Media programme from next year (Year 3 of the programme). Currently, her programme



leadership appears not to be covered financially — and has not been clearly covered so far (including
curriculum design) or represented formally in her pari-time engagement. Working hours have not
been clearly allocated even for her current duties in relation to the Contemporary Art and Media
programme. She is however meeting students of the programme informally and tutoring them, to
assure a smooth coordination of the programme. She claims that for her this is for now a “mere
title” and that she is investing her own “wish to do it”. She promotes the programme in secondary
schools of the region, coordinates teaching staff, designs the schedule and the study plan, and
maintains the website, Management claimed that this, in the view of the Review Team, risky
overload problem would largely improve, once 20 or 30 students are on the programme.

The higher education institution creates very limited conditions for the professional
development of the teaching staff necessary for the provision of the programme. Teachers
know about Erasmus, yet claim not to have time for traveling. The interviewees did not travel
abroad yet on behalf of the programme, which appears to be largely due to their part-time
arrangements. As stated above already, teachers are not offered any Faculty-internal training on
pedagogical or didactic skills, and are not instigated or motivated to do so on their own (externally).
Psychological and social wellbeing of teachers seems not to be a topic under consideration of
management, as judging from the interviews — but neither is such support sought by the teachers.

The teaching staff of the programme as listed and interviewed is involved in research
and artistic practice directly related to the study programme reviewed, from what evidence
was provided. The teachers involved in the programme are active mostly on the local scene, they
are by and large not recognised artists or authors beyond the micro-region of Klaipeda. The research
profile of the teachers currently involved in the programme is not high, however teachers from other
programme (coming in later in the programme’s run) might compensate for this. Teachers
personally advertise the programme, partly through their involvement as artists or media-production
professionals in the region. The external stakeholders agreed that the programme could only survive
if it attracts students through well-known, strong personalities and high quality of its teachers —
which in the current state is mostly not the case. They suggested the faculty should also approach
the creative industries sector and attract graduates from there as possible teachers or assistants.

2.4. Facilities and learning resources

The Review Team agree that the premises are for the most part minimally adequate
both in their size and quality. The premises for studies are minimally adequate in their size,
however the quality of the premises at S. Daukanto g. 16 could hardly be held for adequate (studios,
library, computer room), the SER stating (p. 24) that this location is “not suitable for teaching
purposes.” The lecturer in video (course VIDEQ EXPRESSION AND TECHNOLOGIES) conducts
the teaching meostly in his own studio, without reimbursement; the faculty staff have visited the
location to check for safety and health aspects — however the Review Team could not visit this
private location and did not see any documentation pertaining to a heath and safety visit. From
what students reported, the location is not promoting any safety instructions, they were also not
briefed on health and safety measures. The lecturer assured the Review Team that the location is
very safe, even if it is his private production location.

The two locations at DarZy g. 18 and at S. Daukanto g. 16 are well linked in practice (by the
staff), students can easily migrate between the two locations. The students accept the small “Digital
technologies (computer) room (30.67 m”)” at S. Daukanto g. 16 (with 10 workstation places) as
fairly comfortable, however the SER (p. 25) warns: “According to hygienic norms, this room is 100
small to accommodate so many work places. Unfortunately, no larger room is available. The room
has been refurbished (the ceiling and the walls have been repainted, floor covering was changed,
new lighting system was installed), however, the furniture is not suitable for work with computers



(the height of tables and chairs is not regulated, chairs are not ergonomic).” The computer room
was found by the Review Team to be a cold, top-floor room in a fairly old and weakly maintained
building — heating the space adequately would probably pose a major challenge during winter
months. Students cannot use the computer room freely, only during class. One projector only is
supplied for both the named locattons. The photo studio is sufficient for basic practice and exercise
— but in the case of a student number increase, it would immediately need considerably more space
and equipment, as well as maintenance investment. The printing facilities and equipment are good,
the drawing and painting studio at DarZy g. 18 is well maintained and equipped. All rooms are used
jointly with students of other programmes, thus students of programme mostly work in groups of
10-12.

The visited S. Daukanto g. 16 location lacked evident fire-safety signs and instructions
(evacuation plan) on visible level, as well as a coherent labelling of the individual room’s functions.
The Darzy g. 18 location allocates a good-quality room with a large LCD screen and good
exhibition possibilities for the purposes of this programme, acting also as a community space to the
programme students and teachers.

The use of school-external exhibition areas (as claimed in the SER on p. 22) like galleries or

studio spaces for creation or display of student work could not be confirmed in the interviews and
visits.

The Review Team agree that the teaching and learning equipment (laboratory and
computer equipment, consumables) are inadequate (neither in size nor in quality). Apart from
the 10 computer workstations and the printing equipment, the teachers are mostly using their own
means (especially in the case of photography and video). Such a situation appears manageable for
the current very low number of students, however the study programme would need serious
investment and proportional increase in resources in the case of growth in student numbers. The
insurance for private equipment that the lecturers are using for teaching is not covered by the
faculty, since it is considered by the management that teachers should still take this risk privately
and invest their own means due to a “pioneering spirit”.

Teachers agreed equipment provided from the faculty is largely inadequate. They expressed
a wish for more equipment adequate for the study field, therefore they have recently applied to the
management of the academy in written form. So far they are using their own equipment for teaching
video and partially also for photography. Students have to buy their own hardware and software for
working in the digital sphere on their own, which can present a threat to the access threshold of
socially weaker candidates. Paper and print material however is provided by the Faculty.

The higher education institution has minimum adequate arrangements for student
practice. In video (assumingly course VIDEO EXPRESSION AND TECHNOLOGIES), the
students collaborated with students from Kaunas within the Nida colony annual event. The ,,Study
Practice® course was divided as follows: 2 weeks they were in Vilnius for photography and 2 weeks
in Nida doing video. Other involvement of students into real-life practice was not observed. The
Review Team holds that this is not appropriate, since the profile of the programme is to equip
students with substantial and versatile practical competence. The practical work for such a profiled
programme would need to be centrally managed or at least coordinated on programme level, and
reflected transversally in the LO-structure of the courses — whereas currently it seems that each
course is tackling this aspect on its own level. The Nida colony practice however in this respect is a
good one.

Teaching materials (textbooks, books, periodical publications, databases) are adequate
and accessible. The software is adequate and updated. Students are introduced to using intranet
systems by the librarian. Students are introduced to using online and physical library services by the
librarian, on site. The library orders new books twice a year, and teachers can suggest titles. The



