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Executive S ummary

Do the current activities dhe CEE meet its mission? How coulde CEE be strengthened to play an
evenbigger role to support LTH to reach the ambitious goatse LTH strategy, to further increase
quality of work and impact of activitieandincrease londerm sustainability?

The Dean of the Faculty assigned the evaluation to a panel made up of four external, partly
international experts. As input to tbgaluationthe CEE had prepared an ambiticagdf-assessment
report. For two dayghe panelisited LTH todiscus and interview a broarkpresentationf
stakeholders at LTH. This report is the synthesis optrelOmterpretation of théindings.

The answer to the first questiaboveis YES:the CEE fulfills its current mission very well. The
evaluation panel is impressed by the quality and reach of the activities carried out in the sikepe of
CEE. We have got the impression tiie CEE achieve a lot with very limited resources. We found
the CEE staff to be highly dedicated and engaged.

We have also been critical and have identifisgdectst various levels in the organization that could
be enhanced or should be improved to ensureteng sistainability We hopeur outside
perspectivdogether withour recommendationsill make this repora valuableinput for the CEE and
LTH managemenin further development

1. The current CEE is a composition of detached activities, bits and piecesspavtbeoriented,
partly innovation and researchriven. A strong profile othe CEE requires a coherent set of
activities that match the missiofd long-term vision forthe CEE is missing and we highly
recommend to establish one for the neltlyearghat is weltaligned with the LTH Strategy
2026.

2. The departments and faculty expect a proactive attituttee®¥EE. The center is expected to give
solicited and unsolicitetesearckbasededucational advice that is tailored to the needs and
contexts othe departments antlefaculty as a whole. Leadership is expected, iamdso
necessary to profile the CEE as a center of excellence in engineering educatankndigledge
that the CEE has managed to implement a steoiftgral approach to change, bw doubt if this
could be sustainable without adding a political dimension (power, influence, taking part in
decision making processes).

3. In many aspects the position and roleéhefCEE inthe LTH organization should be transparent
and formalized:

a) The ceter has to be formalized in the organizational structure of LTH.

b) The expected contribution tfie CEE to the mission and vision of LTH has to be
explicitly formulated to give direction tihe CEE management.

c) The manpower resources and personnel policif, satinuity and professionalization
of the CEE leaders and experts have to be explicitly included in LTH faculty plans.

d) Communication and reporting between the Faculty boardre@EE Board have to be
formalized, for transparency, and to restore mutiugsk.

4. The CEE should improve its visibility in the Faculty of Engineering, the departments, and the
outer world to make activities impactful.



a) Genonbrottet has achieved a massive aneréaching impact on engineering education
in the international commmity of academic developers. Genorttet has put LTH and
LU on the global map. The choice shall bedmao brand either the CEE or Genom
brottet agheLTH center of expertise in engineering education.

b) Courses, research and innovatarasatthe CEE shaild be tailored more to the
specific needs of the departments and divisions. The research and innovation strategy
should give a clear direction of themes for the fiextto tenyears. These needs may
be relatd to educating the engineers of the futurghvemphasis on different
knowledge and skills such as crafisciplinary activities between the departments,
engineering ethics, the digital transformation in engineering, but also new didactic
methods such as innovative digital questioning in online exam

5. The Excellent Teaching Practitioners (EJBre a highly valuablédutto some exteninder
exploited source for educational research and innovation, at course, program and department
level. The expertise of the ETR®suldand ought tdeadoptedo stup a crosalisciplinary
platform for transformative leang and research at the faculty.



1 Introduction

In this section we describe the starting point for the evaluation, the methods useevahdreport
is organized

1.1 The evaluation panel

Theevaluationpanelis composeaf academics witlspecial interest in developing teaching and
learning in higher educatiprepreserihg expertsein all majoraspects of the CEE activitieEhe
four panel members are:
¥ Cecilia Christersson, Pidice-Chancello of GlobalEngagement and Challenge Based
Learning, Malm3 University, Sweden
¥ Lena Peterson, Senior lecturer at the department of Computer science and engineering,
Chalmers University of Technology, Sweden
¥ Aldert Kamp, Director of Education, TU Delft Fdguof Aerospace Engineering & Leader of
4TU.Centre for Engineering Education, the Netherlands
¥ Gitte WichmannHansen, Associate Professor and Research Director, Centre for Teaching
and Learning, Aarhus BSS, Aarhus University, Denmark

1.2 Areas of evaluatio n

The pupose of this assessment assignment given by ¢lam bf the Faculty to the evaluatipanel,

is to assure that the activities at the CEE meet the Mission of titeeGer Engineering Education
(see Appendi 1 for the entire CEHnstructions).To understand how CEE effectively can capture and
meet the needs of the faculty, it is also importargvaluate the role dhe CEE in the governance of
LTH and howthe CEEis embeddeéh the organization of LTHIn thelnstructions the mission for

the CEEs stated as;

Orhe Centre for Engineering Education should:

¥ Perform academic development work within the framework of Genombrottet, as described by
the faculty board (20665-26).

¥ For all doctoral education disciplines at LTH, conduct training with speniphasis on the
degree objectives not included in the dissertation work, as well as education and training for
doctoral candidates, and assessments in support of doctoral education.

¥ Conduct competence development activities with focus on educationsazdale, especially
regarding the qualifications of university staff.

Run the Supplemental Instruction program at LTH.
Deliver foundational progranfsr recruitment to LTH«s education program.

Develop and perform other activities that are consistent wétiptinpose of the Center for
Engineering Educatio®.

For completeness, the description of ftmmework of Genombrotteteferred to in the CEE
Instructionsjs included in Appendix 2.



In this report we have addressed the activities stated in the mfssithe CEE in the following order:

¥ Pre-university course

¥ Suplemental Instruction program

¥ Doctoralsupport and training

¥ Academic developmemGenombrottet

For each activity we identify strengths and possible improvement areas; for most activitiss we a
suggest some specific improvements thal serve either tenhancehe qualityandbr the impagctor
to increase londerm sustainabilityWe also includeth ourevaluatiornthe role ofthe CEE related to
the governance of the LTH and how the CEEnbedded in the organization to ensure
accountability.

1.3 The evaluation method

The CEEOs extensivelfsassessment report from 20d@nstitutel the basis for our focus and data
collection prior to our twalay site visito LTH, Lund,on February 2&7, 20L9. The visit included
meetingsset upbetween the evaluation panel and repn¢stives for the LTH managemethie CEE
staff and management, and persons who directly or indirectly benefit from the CEE activities. The
detailed schedule is found &ppendix3. Based on the selssessment report and the site vithig
evaluation reporhas beemproduced, which was sent to LTH in JuB@19. In the period from

February to June, the panel heklreralonline meetingso discussore findings and conclusions t
finalize the evaluation report.

1.4 Organization of report

In the following gction 2we focuson the sixbullet activity listcoveringthe Mission Statement.
However,we have chosen toonsolidate the activitieato four sections thaéncompasthe coe
activities ofthe CEE: the pe-university course, the Supplemental Instruct(i8h programthe
doctoral support and trainingnd finally, the academic developntb Genombrottetin section 3ve
take a broader view d¢fie CEE and discusthe organization and governancettoé CEE withinLTH
and LU,the CEEOs role within LTH aride CEEOs future missioimcluded in the sections,ev
identify areador improvement and suggestiatedchangesve believe would increase the future
impact ofthe CEE In secton 4 we summarize our findings and draw major conclusions.



2 Evaluation of Current A ctivities

In this main sectiorof our reportwe evaluate the activities listed in the CEE MissRtatement. First
we consider the praniversty course and the Sl prograsach in its own subsection. Thereafter, we
group all main activities having to do with supporting doctoral students and doctoral supervisors in
the third subsection. In tHeurth subsection wenerge relevant activities academic development
within the context ofenombrottet

2.1 Pre-university ¢ ourse

Thepurpose othe preuniversity courses in Sweden is to increase the numbéigdfle students for
programswith too few applcants. In this particular castudentsvho do fulfill the general
prerequisitegor university studies, buto not fulfill thespecialprerequisites fot THOs engineering
prograns, can take these required higbhool courses during one academic year.stitgectoffered
are mathematics, physics and chemistry.

The preuniversity course is highly appreciated by the studentslled at LTH They believethat the
pre-university cours@ivesa great advantage becomingramiliar with theuniversityway of

studying Our intervieweegxpressedhat thestudentgroup being small (around 30 students) made it
easy foron one handhe teacher to adapt the teachindividually, andon the other hanfbr the
students tdeel comfortable iraskng questions. Thehighlightedthat thelearning conditionsire

quite differentfor the math courses in they®gar engineering programs, where there is a lobofent

to cover and large student grouppbe students commented tloate thing the matimatics studietn

the preuniversity yeamandin their current studiedo have in commoiis thatmathematicss taught
andis perceivedyy the studentss a stanélone subject-or the preuniversity coursgthe evaluation
panel feels that the missing connection between matlesvaatd engineering is a wasted opportunity
for making the case for engineering stedigthin the preuniversity courseThe students we met, had
howeveralready, before starting the puaiversity course, decided to continue their studies in
engineeringso needed no extra encouragement about thatisdadk of connectiorto engineering
during thepre-universitycourse did not bother them

There is a risk that the preiversity course becomes too isolated and vulnerable because only a few
teachergeach the coursevhichis the case today in mathematics and chemistry. The upside is that
one teachecoverseverythingwithin the subject. In physics on the other hand several teachers teach,
but the students pointed out that not all of them are-wklrmed about the preniversity course

contex. The students perceived a lack of connection between the lectures in the physighipar

they attributedo a lack of coxmunication among the teachers.

Suggestions for Improvement of pre  -university course

Currentlythe preuniversity course iseithermanagedior evaluated the same way as other programs
within LTH. As mentioned in the sefssessment report there is a new ordinance for courses such as
this oné from January 2019, which will require manyriys to behandled the same way for the pre
university course as foegularuniversity studies.

¥ We support the notion that the puaiversity courseshould gethe same attention atfiollow
the sameroceduress the engineering programs.

! FSrordning (2018:15190m behSrighetsgivande och hsgskoleintroducerande utbildning



¥ We also belieg the preuniversity course ought to be clearly connected to the math
department, which is not the case currentlywdtild be beneficial for the sustainatyilof the
program to have additiontdachers involved in mathematics and chemistry. However, when
there are several teachers involved, it is vital that there is one main teacher who ensures
continuity within theteaching from the student perspective and that all teachers are well
informed about the praniversity cairse contei

¥ LTH could use the preniversity course more actively to increase the diversity among its
engineering students, and the new ordinance supports such an approach. Also, the fact that
LTH now has room to increase its number of students after many years of overproduction,
makes tis feasible.

¥ From the site visit we understand that the limiting factor to increase the number of students is
the lack of lecture hallat Campugielsingborg. It may well be worth investigating this issue
further.

¥ Furthermore, if the number of steints n the preuniversity courséncreasesit may be
possibleto introducesome elective parts in the courag least for those students who do not
need to take all parts of the year to be eligible to apply to the engineesgrams. The pre
university couseat LTH is carried out as one fulear course. We believe that a division into
clearly designated sutourses would be beneficial to madach department inwad in the
courseclearly responsible fats parts of the cours&uch a divisiorof the cousewould also
permit elective parts within the course.

¥ To stimulate even more studentstwrol in an engineering study after the pneiversity
course, it mighbevaluable to enrich the cose with engineering context connectedh®
pure mathematics and physics courses, in addition to more strategic measures mentioned in
the reflection of the CEE se#fssessment report.

2.2 Supplemental i nstruction program

Supplemental instruction (Si$ a supportactivity that focuses oaccommodatinglifficult courses

rather than on weak students. Sl sessions are group activities, available to all students in a course, led
by more senior students, Sl leaders, who support the groups in exploring the course contents
independently from the regular teaching in the ceusd was invented at the University of Misseuri
Kansas Cityin 1973 to improve student retention and completion rate of the more challenging
coursesLTH has pioneerethe use ofSl in Sweden and LWbosts the European Centre forfBASS,

one of five suchiegionalcenters across the globe.

Our impression is that S| sessions are highly appreciated by the students who participate, which is
around 90 % of all studenthe Sl program is well managed and the Sl leaders feel very well
supported by the SI managemiein some cases almost ox&rpported. Also, the Sl leaders pointed
out that the tweday course they had to take before becoming Sl leaders was highly usefellesradt

for them to feel confident in their role. They especially mentioned theptajenoduleas useful, in
which they practiced howo promote discussions in diverse groups and how to discuss the topic
without giving the participants the answers.

The studentsvanted to beomeSI leadergo enrichtheir own experience in obtaining leadershim
group management skills, not mairflyr the pay. They pointed out that they learnt a lot by being Sl
leaders and thatt is a good thing to have on the CV, or even on the diploma supplement. A



suggestiorbrought upwas thathe SI leaderrommitmentcould count as Oan extra pointO when
applying for international exchangéudies.

Suggestions for Improvement of Sl

The Sl program is very Mlerun as it is. What isomewhatvorrying is thabonly two persons within
the CEErunthe entire S| program. Thdoge we suggest thaéthe CEE engages additionedachers
(maybe ETPs?) teupport theSI program

The SI management tite CEE pointed out that the enrolment in S| has decresm®@whatn the
last few yearsIn the selfassessment repattwassuggestd to @lo researctonthe reasons why
students do not attend S| aciitate an action plan to address these reasbusi@g the interviews,
however we identifiedthat the participation in theegular math exercise sessiohas decreasesven
more Therefoe,
¥ we proposeaninvestigationof the S| programcombined with an investigation about
participation inregular math exerciseSuch an investign stould preferably beperformed
by the SI managemergndthe matrematicsdepartmenin conjunction.
¥ Weal propose to define one or twey performancéndicators(KPIs) for the Sl program
defining the desired qualitand impact levels. They coylfbr examplejustify the needto do
research about why students do not atten@diSb draft a plan to mitigata ckcrease in
participation below theesired level.

2.3 Doctoral support and training

In the following section, we evaluate the docteaedhted activities at the CEE. We report on three
main activities: 1) Generic skilcoursesaimed adoctoral studets, 2) Pedagogical coursaisned at
docboral supervisors, and 3) Orgaaion and management of doctoral education.

2.3.1 The generic skills course s

The generic skifl courses in the LTH joint doctoral course program are generally well attended, cost
effective, and positively evaluated. The course evaluation summaries @EEOs selassessment
reportwere confirmed by the interviews made during the site visit. The courses are generally
perceivedelevant by doctoral students.

In particular, students aise the course on OAcademic Writing for PublicationO. It is perceived highly
relevant since many engineering students are not comfortable with writing and since publication is a
core output, upon which they are being assessed at the end of the day.pgaglefdis also that

students get a good senseled CEEOs work through this course. However, the timing of the course is

a challenge. Partly, because it is a very popular course and as a result, students are queuing up. Partly,
because students benefibst from the course when they are adyuabrking on a concrete paper.

Our interviews during the site visit revealed that students perceive OThe Introduction to Teaching and
Learning in HEO an important course, though students have varying expewviémties group project

as part of the course. Particularly, the interviews revealed a call from students for more continuous
training of teaching competences, e.g. by means of a mentoring program based on observations and
feedback, which could supplemehetoneoff Introductian course. Interviews alsevealedhat

doctord students appreciate the biannoaipus conference on teaching and learning at LTH



(Inspirationskonferensen), which indicates tim#tCEE could focus more on doctoral students as a
likely target group for additionahgoing pedagogical initiatives.

Overall, students report satisfaction with the reduced course demand within recent years (from 90 to
75 ECTS, on average). Teealuationpanel appreciates this developmaife alscsupportthe CEE if

they will argue in favour of less ECTi#&cause the current ECTS leiestill on the high sidand
becauseecent surveyamong doctorastudents back up a cdbwn on course demand.

Finally, we stronglysupportthe idea put forward bihe CEE about making the course Olntroduction to
new Doctoral StudentsO mandatory. Firstly, because it will resemble the course practice at most other
doctaal educations in Scandinavia. Secondly, because it is an obvious way of addressing core themes
that could potentially prevent problems later in the study process.

Suggestions for improvement of generic skill S courses

Regarding the generic skills course® suggest thdhe CEE:

¥ Offers the course on OAcademic Writing for PublicationO on a more frequent basis, being
aware that this requires additional staff resources. Alternatively, the current staff resources
could be used to support studentsO writingnegins of other formats than traditional courses,
e.g. by referring students to writing groups arranged iy Academic Support Centa¢ LU
or by establishing a similar concept at LTH, or by facilitated writigtgeats on campus (see
for instance thevriteconcepk

¥ Supplements the orsf introduction course on teaching and learning with continuous
training, e.g. by me®s of a mentoring program based on observations and feedback by senior
academic teachers

¥ Makes the course Olntroduction to new Doctoral StudentsO mandatory. We also suggest that
the workshop includes a session about Ohow to manage your supervisoridgistrhiggies
on how to be proactive during supervision meetings, how to take ownership of the project,
how to match expectations, etc.

¥ Maintains or decreases the current ECTS requirements, since it is still on the high side.

2.3.2 Supervisor training

The main development activity aimed at doctoral supervisors is the LTH Docent course. The
evaluation panel acknowledges that the course is comprehensivetomand that Heads of
DepartmentgHoDs) endorse supervisorsO participatetause all thregharacteristics are part of
successful doctoral supervisor developn@mogramgWichmannHansen et al., iprint). In addition
participants evaluate the course positively; it runs regularly and it has already reached more than 60 %
of the potential gyup of main supervisors at LTH. In particular, supervisors appreciatedhat time

- the focus of the course has shifted from regulations and rules towards pedagogical strategies. The
interviews showed that the supervisors easily found their way ©OE&efor more advanced advice

and consultation. They expressed their wighr dedicated advanced workshops for supervisors, to

share experiences about specific themes or subjects. We also heard a call for workshops with a mix of
supervisors and PhD stutte to better appreciate each otherOs perspeatisies increase empathy on

both sides.
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It is mainly unior supervisorgvho attend the Docent course and thus, there is a need for initiatives
aimed at more experienced supervisors. The need for addiigpailvisor development initiatives is
recognized byhe CEE in their seHassessment report (2018) as well as by the interviews with doctoral
supervisors, students, study directors and HoDs during the site visit. Overall, supervision was
perceived as wellunctioning at LTH, however the interviews revealed some variation in supervision
practice that calls for action:

1. Students spoke about good supervision as a matter of @tk (been lucky, but | hear of
students that experience problems with thepesvisors. | have been luckier than most others
haved). The term OluckO indicates that the quality of supervision is to some extent a question of
chancerelated to personal attributesther than professionahdsystematized practidey the
supervisor

2. The student union (The PhD Student Section at LTH) reports of instances of conflictual
supervision relationships that are difficult for students to manage due to the asymmetrical
power relationship in supervision. A ODoktorandombudsmanO position hasdseentf but
abandoned, because the person holding the position was stressed out. Thus, the student union
is unsure about how to support doctoral students who experience conflicts with their
supervisors.

3. Whilst the dominating hanesn supervision practicat LTH is very efficient in terms of high
completion rates and high quality products (parallel to most other science faculties
worldwide), the downside is a feeling of reduced student ownership and independence

4. The quality of research environments isyiag to a high degree across departments at LTH.
Some departments are good at welcoming doctoral students to the professional and social
community, whereas others could benefit from an increased awareness of how to integrate
students. Consequently, lonedss and burnout among doctoral students are issues that need
attention.

It is not possible for the evaluation panel to estimate the scale and severity of the problems addressed
above. Therefore, we are very content with the fact that a survey is condoaiad doctoral students

at LTH, during spring 2019. It will be most interestinggarn abouthe results and the subsequent
actions, includingherole of the CEE

The core remaining question is if and hthwe CEE should addresenior supervisorat LTH. We
have concrete ideas for this, please see the section below.

Suggestions for improvement of support for doctoral supervision

Regarding doctoral supervisor training, we find it to be a core fiocube CEE to get the senior

supervisors Oon board@d thus to implement ongoing competence development as a supplement to

the oneoff Docent course. According the CEEOs selissessment report (2018), voluntary support
programs foexperiencedupervisors are under way. The programs are organizeddapedagogical

themes (e.g. communication skills or feedback) and they are announced broadly across departments a
LTH. However, interviews witlsupervisors andepartment managers during the site visit suggest that
the CEE considers additional or alternagtiapproaches to these programs.

Suggestions relatkto theformatand thecontent
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¥ As regarddormat supervisors said that they prefer workshops tailored to departments or even
to subjectspecific research groups within departmefitee CEE might conigler this idea in
the sense that supervision is a teaching form that to a high extent mirrors disciplinary features,
e.g. disciplinespecific writing norms and conventions. Supervisors also suggestdtehat
CEE offes group or individual sparring instead formal programs. Sparring and similar
individualized help would be in line with the general requests expressed by the interviewed
teachers and department managers regarding competence development. As senior
professionals, they prefer practicsated,informal, and customized discussions with peers
andthe CEE staff members rather than formal courses.
¥ As regardsontent the department managers discussed issues that did not translate easily into

classical pedagogical themes. For instance, the Direatd®BD studies reported on an
increased bureaucratic burden due to the new quality system for PhD education. The ISP
(Individual Study Plan) process focuses on formalism rather than on actual pedagogical issues.
Consequently, the idea of controlling iretieof supporting, negatively affects supervisorsO
engagement and enthusiasm. A future theme for programs aimed at senior supervisors could
therefore béhow to invert from control to suppeit®ludinghow to applythe outcomes in
the Qualifications Ordiancerather than slavishly checking all individual goals. Other themes
of specific interesimentioned in the interviews were

o OEthics in research and supervisionO

o OHow to recruit more female doctoral studentsO

o OHow to balance hands supervision with stlentsO independence®

o OHow to integrate students in the daily research environment and thus, try

to diminish lonelinessO

Furthermore, we suggest thihe CEE is closely involved in the coming process of advising the LTH
Doctoral Education Board (FUN) onWwdo interpret and act upon the results of the current survey
among doctoral students. Surveys tend to be shelved, especially if they reveal unpopular results.

Finally, we recommenthe CEE to supporthe student union in fmtroducing an OombudsmanO
function. The idea is to offestudents a Osafgaceor sharing problems and receiving help on how

to manage conflictual supervision relationships. The profile of such a person should not be a student,
though (as it formerly was at LTH). It could be amdemic staff member frotie Department of
Psychology at LU who holds coaching competencies, or an educational developer from the Division
for Higher Education Development at LU, or an administrative staff member from The Academic
Support Centre, LU. It add, thereby, be offered as a joint initiative for doctoral students across
faculties at LU

2.3.3 Organization and management of doctoral education

The doctoratelated activities ahe CEE are multfaceted and thus seem to have a significant impact
in the LTH organization. Activities include various formats such as regular supervisor development
programs, ordemand workshops, and local reseaffdteyaddress different subjects such as
examination processes and academic con@aoth students and supesois are target groups, and the
collaboration involvegxternal partners, stakeholders, and peer educational develdpeesver, the
activities producea large number of artefadtsat arerelevant for the LTH organization.

Furthermore, the CEE faculstudy director has a seat in FUN, whatmabledlirect involvenentin
faculty policies for doctoral education. Based on data collected during our site visit, we find a positive
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synergy between the multifacetpdrtfolio of activitiesthatsupport doctoraéducatiorand the

presence of the faculty study director. Whilst this is very impressive, it raises two main questions:

1) Since it is perceived valuable that the faculty study director (who is an educational developer) is in
the line management, why isi$ not considered applicable for other educational developers in
Genombrottet, e.g. to have a seat in the Education Board (LG GU)?,

2) How will the CEE go about the imminent problem of the increasing demand for dematdd

activities combined withiinited personnél

Suggestions for improvement of the organization of doctoral education

We suggest thahe CEE soon finds a sustainable solution to the problem of limited personnel
dedicated to doctoraklated activities. We believe thiéile CEE wouldeither have to lower the

overarching ambition of being Orelevant and available to all involved stakeholdersO (as they phrase it
in their selfassessment report (2018, p. 52) or to insist on resource supply to double the number of
staff dedicated to doctakrelated activities.

2.4 Academic development B Genombrottet

GenombrottetOs intentionsafpporting an emerging culture of SoTL at LiBHN focus in this section.
We address four main practicesta¢ CEE: 1) Pedagogical courses, 2) LTHOs Pedagogicalefny,
3) Research, and ©onsulting andlevelopment

2.4.1 Pedagogical courses
The CEE offers a number of courses to the faculty members at LTH that serve to fulfill the
requirements according to the Program SyllabushfeQualifying Program in Teachg and Learning
in Higher Education (BHU) at the Faculty of Engineering, LTH (LTH, 2012). According to the BHU
syllabus the courses:
I should adhere to recommendationg bé Association of Swedish Higher Education Institutions
(SUHF).
I are organise into:
a) general courses teaching and learning in higher education
b) subjectspecific courses teaching and learning in higher education
C) specialisation courses teaching and learning in higher education.

The CEE offers 14 coursedsiree in category a), eight in category b), and three in category c). All in
all, around 18 course installments are taught annually.

To fulfill the tenweek BHU requiremertivo weeks each from categorigsaad c) are requiredVith
this requirement ot least two weeks in category a), theeeweek courséntroduction to Teaching
and Learning in Higher Educatiomhich is also offered to PhD studentsingractice, although not
formally, compulsory to fulfill the terweek BHU requirement.

The evalation panelmet PhD supervisors and department representatives (two groups) where we
among many other issues discussed the courses offeted GI£E to the faculty. The department
representatives felt thitie CEEOs courseffer a common language for pgbgy, especially now
when PhD students who teach also take the pedagogical introductioassuutisat faculty and
doctoral students share this languabiee representatigavished for initiatives withi ethics,
digitalization,which could be in the forrof courses. But the representatives expressed an
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understanding that offering courses will not help in itself, since teachers are quite busy and often do
not have time to participate in a cear Forissues related to PhD supervisor training see sect®2.2.

Our impression is thdhe existing courses are welksigned andlighly appreciated by the
paticipants. There is a reasonatblsoad set of courses for variomserests of teachers, although, as
mentionedthere are some wishes from the departni@nother topics.

At our site visit, the courses were not discussed in terms of thegek BHU requirement, but we

know that it is very important for teachers to fulfill this requirement. It is also the one point where all
teachers have to interact witie CEE. Thereforat is relevant to addregbe courseoffer in relation

to therequirements for thBHU. Possibly the requirements could be simplifi&d& alsonoted that

the current syllabus OUtbildningsplan BHUO is from 2012 and thus does noo teiecurrent

version of SUHFOs recommendatiofekommendationer om mCEl fr behsrighetsgivande
hdgskolepedagogisk utbildning samt $msesidigt erkSnnande (Rek 2016:1)O, but to the earlier version
from 2005.

Suggestions for improvement of pedagogical cour ses

The evaluation paneéceivedmany suggestions for nevoarses especially in hetopic areasbut

there is also an understanding among Hdia$ hew courses do not solve the probt#rattaining

new knowledgend new skillsif faculty members do nahaketime to attend them. So we dot

suggest any particular new courseswever, we suggest that as@rorientedO approach may be one
way tomake suralepartments and divisiomequirethe new knowledgand skillsthey express they
needandto get teahers to participateeven those Owho does not have tigweth an approach would
involve researching thhigh-priority needs at departments and divisions, designing modules on these
topicsand actively approaching those who previously expressed thateleytims particular

knowledge or skill This approach was usétthe businesdevelpment project OAffSrskompetens

nuO in northern Uppland recently, to reach overworked owners of small businassasther

suggest that some of the modules in categpiohldbe even shorter and be updated regularly
(maybe every three years) to reflect the current needs expressed by the departments. A clear process
for this capturing of needs woul valuable so that all HoDenow how they can contribute.

In line with our comments above, avsuggest thahe BHU syllabushouldbe revised to reflect the
currert version of the SUHF goalProbably no, or only minoghanges are needed to the coutees
fulfil the current goalsthe selfassessment report irdites thathis ismost likely the case. B we still
think thisfulfilment of the goalshould beformally stated Furthermorewe question the decision to
let theentire Reader courgdocentkursen) count within BHUin(totalthree weeks) when a
substantial portionf that course is natlearly connected to the currerrsion the SUHF goals; this is
especially glaringvhen several other courses ontyunt in part.

2.4.2 LTHOsPedagogical Academy

The Pedagogical Academy of LTH is a nationally walbwnacademic reard system pioneered

already in 2002001 with the purpose to bring academic recognition and increased status to teaching
and learning, and to improve the pedagogical coemuet at LTH The scholarly recognition is

focused on the applicantOs commitment tiwee to critically reflect on their own strivgally

2 Seehttp://www.affarskompetens.nu
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development of researdiased teaching methodology applied to enhance their students« learning
within the discipline, antiow to disseminate their anaba experience to the academic community.

Excell ent Teaching Practitioner (ETP)

The admission and assessment process to the Pedagogical Academy, is to obtain the distinguished
recognition of Excellent Teaching Practitioner (ETP), which has been evaluated and improved
throughout the years. Aatke as ir2018, new criteria weraccepted along with introducing an

external assessor in the collegial assessment group, indicating a dynamic and adaptablinsyste
addition to the ETP scholarly recognition, monetary incentives are rewarded both to the individual
and to their departments. So far, a total of 186 applications have been submitted between 2002 and
2018, and of these 128 have been accepted. In thasssg§smemeport, it is stated that 180 % of

all academic teachers at LTH are recognized astedéhers anthany of themare actively involved

in institutional development of teaching and learning by sereingoards and committees. Forty
percent of thedoDs, vice Deans, deputy Dean and thead are ETP recognized teachers. The fact

that teachersmpointed to the Pedagogical Academy are represented in patidydecisiormaking

bodies of the faculty, is used akey indicator of institutional development in relation to excellence

in teaching.

In many discussiongduring our site visitthe role ofthe Excellent Teaching Practitioners (ETP) was
addressed. The highly qualified and senior experienced teachers and educational innovators mainly
seem to bediar performersO, but are only to a lesser eutéized as such by the faculty and
departmentsThe ETPs have limited possibilities for further personal growth, whilst Oan ETP

distinction should be considered as a driverOs licenseO. The members in the department management
sessions suggested that ETPs could be used to develop a wish list of edugatmvations in the
departments or define and implement educational vision and strategies for the department in close
collaboration with management.

Suggestions for Improvement

From the discussions at the site visie clearly could interpret a strg will of the ETPs to be seen as

an agency for further development or change of the teaching and learning at the whole faculty. In one
way, the ETPsO engagement and will to drive change, support the theory of change on a culture driven
level. Additionally, it was expressed that ETP should not only be for an elite and ending in a OstarO
recognition, but be accessible and possible for many teactmehsither be applied as a OdriverOs

licenseO for continuous career developrBenform of an inclusive careérack.We assess that the

ETPsO potential as powerful professionals in the organization is not fully used. Currently, the ETPs
serve apeer reviewersdr ETP applicants, and their existence bear witness of the fact that teaching is
prioritized and recagjzed at the Facultydowever,we advise LTH to consider a masgategiaole

for the ETPs, which we suggest can be facilitated through for example:

¥ ETPscouldbe involved together ith the CEE to conduct practidmsed research with focus
on the specifidiscipline and learning, and as promoters of the translation of research results
into improved teaching practice.

¥ ETPscouldbe goodchange agent®r the CEE, working in crosslisciplinary teams in
relation to integrating for example digitalization imt¢her practise. Change in that area, was
clearly voiced as having to go through students that preferably should be a part of these teams
for transformative changstudents as partners)
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¥ There was a clear addresghe department heads to take the rol&dPs further by
assigning teams of teachers to be critical friends to colleagues both in the teaching and
learning environment and in the preparation of applications (eg both for research project in
higher education as in the process of preparing for &dffications).

¥ ETPs coulccontribute tathe CEE integrating a crosdisciplinary platform for transformative
learning and research at theeilty. A longterm strategy couldollaboratively be set to
address how to involve and reach out specifically tadegnts and teachers that hesitate
express some resistance to the process of transformation. (Leaving no one behind is a great
motto which supports the culture change theory of the.CEE

The CEE could facilitate and support such process and host afpogiertise. Obviously this

requires transparent agreements between the CEE Board, department management and staff member to
control the tension between the disciplinary research by an academic staff member, and his or her

tasks in educational developmemd research.

On a more practical, amtobablyless demandingcale there are alsmall, but concretevays in
which the CEE could involve ETPfor example by:

¥ inviting ETPsoften and regularly as contributors at the pedagogical courses for teacers,
by askingeTPsto present their teaching experiences and to provide feedback to participants

¥ listing ETPsas resource persons with specific expertise labels, e.g. Oexpert on technology
mediated lecturesO or Oexpert on doctoral supervi$ioisvill give directions tdeachers
what experts thegan approach on par with GenombrottetOs staff members as sparring
partners on specific teaching issues

¥ inviting ETPs to hold informal onbour Obrown bag lunch meeting® once a month, where
teachers can shapeessingourningchallenges and get advice.

Such minor tasks may not require formal agreements but should be communicated to the departments.

2.4.3 Research

The research subjects represent a wide impressive spectrum. At one end of the spectrum, we find
practice and desigrbased research conducted by regular academic teachers about their own courses.
At the other end of the spectrum, we find research on organisational and academic development
conducted by Genombrottet staff members. In between, we fiajegs conducted by doctoral

students whose outcomes do not directly impact the departments.

In particular, the evaluation panel would like to stress the achievements Genombrottet has
accomplished regarding research on educational development. The acatéhtiave produced very

solid and relevant knowledge about the role of academic developers, institutional and cultural change
processes, and teaching reward systems. The large number of international presentations and
invitations are in themselves a ibindicator of GenombrottetOs massive andeaching impact on

how the international community of academic developers think and talk about development in Higher
Education today. There is no doubt that Genombrottet has put LTH and LU on the globalamap as
example for cloning in terms of theadyiven, aligned change agency, not least because they have
made a serious effort to disseminate research about their own practice as developers. The publications
also indicate that the staff at Genombrottet comyti the standards they require of academic
development research in general, e.g. to be grounded in theory and to focus on the wider implications
of findings (RoxE & M(Ertensson, 2017).
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In general, the evaluation panel would like to acknowledge thatr@emdtet has managed to

prioritize, conduct, and promote research at a very impressive level with regard to quantity and
quality. It is especially impressive in light of the somewhat unclear research directiCHE,

which resembles the conditionsmbst academic development centers in Sweden and internationally
(Stigmar & Edgren, 2017). Like many other centers, the raison dOsthe @EE is to support the
development of teaching and learning at the institution (in this case LTH), whereas research
perceived an underlying tool for supporting the overall justificatiotne CEE. It suggests that

research is a challenging and sensitive issue because on the one hand, research is not included in the
missionof the CEE, and on the other hand, the emyzes at Genombrottet hold appointments that

allow researchAt the same time the Insstructions for CEE state that OThe Director should work for
the pursuit of higkgualiity researchO, which hints that CEE is expected to do research to some extent.
It cals for several discussions and magbeformulated center mission that explisdtes role and

priority of research.

We are mainly puzzled over two things that we believe need attention:

1. The Research Scop®ased on the sedssessment report and intemwis with GenombrottetOs
staff members, we find that Genombrottet makes a sharp distinction between appliedrhands
research conducted by regular teachers at LTH and more theorebiasdig research conducted
by Genombrottet. Argumenis favor of this dstinction is that 1) the center staff does not find
themselves qualified (at present) to perform applied research in teaching and learning, 2)
Genombrottet has worked hard to promote a culture of scholarship dheoregular teacherim
terms of writterreports, annual presentations of the reports, and aestlblished and impressive
database of reports, 3) Genombrottet has worked hard to promote a culture of scholarship among
academic developeis order to contribute to their own continual professiatevelopment
(Patel, 2014). Argumentggainstinsisting on this sharp distinction is that the interviewed Heads
of Departments, study directors and teachers/ETPs expressed a clear need for more research
based knowledge on their concrete teaching practideish ideally should be produced by
Genombrottet. The interviewed teachers and those responsible for teaching all voiced their
enthusiasm about engaging in scholarly reflections, dietuthe reports and the biannual
conference and how it stimulates ana critical reflective dialogue among colleagues. However,
they are often confronted with a number of practical challenges as teachers, and they experience a
need for more evidendeased ideas on how to solve the challenges; more evidence than is
providedat the pedagogical courses and in their own short reflection reportevahemtionpanel
therefore sees a potential research gap that Genombrottet needs to discuss and perhaps close: can
they identify with a developeawole in which they bridge appliecahdson and theoretical well
grounded research?

2. The Research Strategyt is a bit unclear to us what role doctoral students play at Genombrottet.
Are doctoral students mainly used for capacity building, e.g. as a recruitment channel for future
academic psitions? Or do they have an intrinsic value, e.g. producing research for the sake of
gaining scientific knowledge? We address this issue because we identify a certain randomness in
the titles/focus of research projects conducted by doctoral studentsahrettet.
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Suggestions for improvement of GenombrottetOs research

Our suggestions revolve arounddarissues

1. The Research &pe:The interviewed teachers addpartmenmanagers expressed a clear wish
for applied, relevant and concrete researdbeimome part othe CEEQs repertoire and that
GenombrottetOs pedagogical courses in teaching and learning include this kind of research to a
higher extent. Thus, we find it important that research at the center should not be too narrowly
defined and focusroacademic development. We recommend tth@€EE in the long term also
contributes to solid and practical knowledge to be helpful for LTH colleagues to increase their
handson teaching performance. For instanttey could start by having a minor goal of-
publishing one peereviewed articldbiannuallywith a teacher from LTH. We belietke CEE
staff hasthe necessary competences for doing this. For example, if a teacher apptioaclies
because he/she wants to redesign a bachelor course by usaefpeelr feedback, it is an obvious
case for doing systematic folleup research. The staff at Genombrottet knows much of the
literature on peer feedback and thus, they can help identify a gap and write-af@istagetO
section and suggest ways of dgsng the study, e.g. simply by use of comparing student
evaluation data. This would be an excellent way to strengthen the link between research and
development, increase the legitimacytiod developers, and to widen teachersO significant
networks Rox@E &8MErtensson, 2009)0 meet this expectation, an explicit research strategy is
needed though, which we address below.

2. The Research Bategy. If doctoral students are intended as the main recruitment channel, then we
recommend that Genombrottet decides toatsgic research themes they want to focus on in the
coming 510 years, while still allowing for some pragmatism and flexibility if candidates approach
the center with their own funding and brilliant project ideas. Selection criteria for these research
themes could for instance be driven by:

a) Branding of the CEEwould thecentrlike to brand themselves as researchers locally,
nationally and/or internationally? E.g. would they like to be renowned for academic
development research, or for certain researethods, or for disciplingpecific knowledge
on teaching and learning in engineering?

b) Demanddriven where teachersO practices at LTH would inform the research focus at
Genombrottet. This could for instance be achieved by issuing a call among engineering
teachers for evidendeased Obest practiceO in-Eceerfeedback, laboratory instructions,
etcetera. Taking the wish lists of the departments into consideration, it may be beneficial for
Genombrottet to focus their future doctoral research on the théraeare impactful for the
departments and needed according to the Excellent Teaching Practitioners. Potential subjects
mentioned during the interviews were i) integration of ethics in engineering education, ii)
embeddingligitalizationand computationahinking in engineering courses or projects, iii)
reducing gender bias in engineering educations, etc. Thereby, the visibttity CEE
within LTH would be enhanced, atide CEE would better profile as a Centre for
EngineeringEducationin the outer wdd. In addition, it could increase the chances of
raising (more) external research funds because the funding sources for educational research
are richer and more elaborated within the STEM disciplines (e.g. Horizon and Cost). In
general, public funding qqortunities are limited for educational research within Higher
Education, particular in Sweden.

Finally, we recommend that the center@ssMn is reformulated in such a way that it explicates the
role and priority of research.
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2.4.4 Consulting and develo pment

Genombrottet aims at strengthening the teaching and studerintgar higher education

organiations, LTH in particular, by providing support oarious levels within the orgargé#on: from
student union, individual teachers, teams of teacdergrtmets, prograndirectors and faculty
managemet up to the level of the Deandlfassessment report). The approach that is followed is
immersive: The more informed conversations about teaching and leéaitake place acroshe
various levels bthe organiation, the more aligned the thinking about education will be. It stimulates
that the culture of scholarship of teaching and learning will be the natural habitat of the staff. And
because staff takahe lead in doing things differently and atléo changing environment or demands,
the more improvement will happen. The sessions the panel had with staff from department
management convincingly showed the positive impact of this approach. OCEE provides a common
language about educational qualitydatevelopmentO, one of the intervieswsaid. All staff members

we met were very much engaged with education, had high ambitions, and they were unanimously
positive about the role dhe CEE. OWhen educational problems or questions raise at departmgnt leve
the CEE is available for help and responds adequately to all kinds of department requestsO. The
database of about 600 educational development projectdlikmown and consulted by teachers

The discussions with the Department Management also revaaited for improvement and

opportunities fothe CEE. The staff in the departments experience the CEE positively, but (always)
reactive to requests from the department. The departments expressed their wish for the CEE to take also
a more proactive rolegdelop as a platform for crosisciplinary content or methods, actively support
course evaluation tools or methods, provide alumni evaluation schemetheddéad in selecting or
customiing a collaborative ¢earning platform, anéas already mentiondd section 2.3yecruit PhD
students who focus on desifgased research on authentic teaching contexts that are relevant and
specific for their department. OCEE could elevate its status by providing research support and
pedagogical expertise to teachingfsat the departments who are interested in performing research in
their own educationOn anterviewee said, Oand organigaspirational conferences or seminars on
educational topics that are of specific interest for one or more departmentsO. AIB& tiia@agement
expressed their wish to work towards more impact on engineering education at the faculty in the next
five years.

In the session, with the department management we asked OWhat challenges or developments in
engineering educatiotio yousee, wierethe CEE could provide support or guidaf@The subjects that
were mentioneavere widely spreadAs expected, the subjects are quite specifiefgjineering
education(Kamp, 2016)whilst members of the CEE management said they donOt have so masth inter
in disciplinespecific pedagogical methods and solutidispartment representatives showed their
interest in getting professional support on educational matter that are specific for the context of a
department, or engineering education. A+4esihaustie list of subjects they mentioned were

1. redesign of the classroom for collaborative learning and teachboswato use
such classrooms effectively,

2. integration of ethics in disciplinary engineering curricula,

3. embedding of crosdisciplinary edicationin disciplinary progrars,

4. use of students as the charagents for integrating digitaktion in engineering
education

5. upskilling teaching staff

6. practical implementations such as innovative digital questioning in online exams.
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Evaluation of teaching B Course Evaluation

One way of evaluating quality of learning and teaching is the Course Experience Questionnaire
(CEQ) by Ramsde(1991)that LTH uses systematically evaluate most undergraduate courses.

When analysing CEQ scores for four different yeegsults show that courses led by ETP teachers
receive significantly better CEQ scores, especially regarding overall satisfaction and good teaching,
than others. The CEQ data collection throughout the years litdeasapplied, verifies that ET1&d

courses support higiyuality learning and a deep approach to learning. For research purpose it is
admirable that LTH has built the CEQ system for collecting comparable course evaluation data over
long term, since the most challenging aspect of evaluating fegamid teaching quality is at the

actual course level. On the other hand, choosing one overall system that all teachers have to apply
may automate the teachersO interest in the reflective process of evaluating teaching and learning
within the course. To drance and advance the cultural shift of interest in teaching at course level, we
suggest to support teachers to engage in complementing the CEQ with innovative inclusive course
evaluation procedures, that can be compared and researched.

National and inte rnational forerunners of pedagogical academies

LTH is both nationally and internationally renowned for pioneering a system for rewarding excellence
in university teaching and academic development. Since the ETP system was intedckamyn

2001 it hasserved as an inspiration to many higher education institutions in Sweden, and according to
Winka 2017 another 25 reward systems have additionally been introduced between 2007 and 2017.
LTH has also taken a national responsibility through the engagem&hbpofas Olsson at the CEE

and by the support of SWEDNET (the Swedish Network for Educational Development in Higher
Education), in designing a national course for presumptive assessors of pedagogical competence. This
course has been delivered at six ocaasioetween 2010 and 2017, and is offered again this year. Still
today despite these important efforts to systemic change in academia on national level, pedagogical
rewards are not seen to be in parity to research accomplishments, when it comes toaanking f
academic promotion or positions.

Therefore, it is extremely enlightening and definitely important to support pedagogical reward
systems that include and highlight pedagogical leadership and competence in promoting systemic
development of adult learrgnin higher education. We encourage LTH to continue to be an academic
influencer nationally and internationally in promoting recognition of pedagogical rewards. To be a
beacon for further development of criteria relating to pedagogical leadership adddirigpseveral

levels of encouragement are strongly emphasised as a recommendation from the assessment group.

LTH«s Campus Conference on Teaching and Learning - Inspirationskonferensen

This biannual conference, organized by Genombrottet, has the pugbseah arena for

conversations on teaching and learning for the faculty, being a source for delivering printed
proceedings and a venue for practice in giving presentation both in Swedish and in English. In
December 2018, the 10th conference was offetédcting around 100 participants. Some3fD
presentations were given. Conference contributions have been researched (Larsson et al 2015) and
found to have evolved over time. Later contributions were found to have clear focus on student
learning, being witten more coherently and more educational references were referenced. The
concept has been successfully disseminated and picked up both vdthimdLnationally.

Throughout all our interviews the importance of this conference was praised. Some depgzetadent
encourage teachers and ETPs to contribute with papers and it was pointed out that publishing for the
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conference is promoting the pedagogical link between evidence based practice and teaching and
learning within a discipline.

There is a strong comimient by the leadership to support the development of the Conference and we
also identified an eagerness from ETPs to be more involved together with the CEE in advancing the
format and the recognition from participation. The evaluation panel sees thef/tiigactivity also

to beafurther source for researching the practice of teaching within the LTH. Again the challenge to

involve and engage teachers in all departments is apparent and needs to be addressed

Suggestions for improvement of Consultinga  nd Development

We recommenthe CEE to take a more proactive role within LitHonsulting and development,

and to enhance its intetssand skills in pedagogical issuggecific to engineering educatioks we
alreadyhave elaborateih sections 2.4.2 wkelievesome of these aims could be achieved by utilizing
ETPs in engineeringducation development and resdailhe issue o&takingmoreproactive role,

and how such a roleouldbe canbined with themmersive culturalapproachis one of themain
topicsof the remainder of theeport.
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3 Evaluation of CEE Governance and O rganization

To understand howhe CEE effectively can capture and meet the needs of the faadfipundit
important to evaluattherole of CEE in the governance and the orgaioreof LTH.

The vision of the faculty of Engineering (LTH) at Lund Universitgagtured in the Strategic ptan
OTogether we explore and cre@o benefit the world.&urtherit is also stated among the

objectivesthat LTH by 20263houldbe at the drefront of educational development, and all teaching

is to be characteréd by a high level of educational expertise and a wide range ofjuiglity

teaching methods and forms of assessniemteach this goal one of the strategies mentioned is to

build and reward expertise among its teaching staff in the development of teaching and supervision, as
well as encourage a scholarly approach to teaching and learning, and active participation in the
discussion of education at LTIt is extremely reassuring geethatthe overall strategy of LTH
explicitincludesthe valuable role of the CEE.

When he Centre for Engineering Education (CEE) was formed on Jath&tgt, 2016/t waswith

the purposeQTo strengthen the LTH«s activities in education, reseaatit outreach through

critically reviewed and scientifically based development work, skills development, and management
support. The Centre for Engineering Education will also conduct education, research, and

outreach that has a facultwide character.O

(Instructions for Centre for Engineering Education, a decision taken by the Board of the Faculty of
Engineering at Lund University on November 2nd, 2015, Appendix 1).

The CEE is a congregate of on one hand, the successful and well established pedagogical
development sectioBGenombrotteestablished irk005Dand on the other hand, a handful of
pedagogical oriented activities, earlier organized within the faculty administration, joint into a single
unit under the faculty board. In Figure 1 (in the Apperjithe position othe CEE in the overall
organization of the faculty is illustrated. However, interactivity between the different units of LTH
and the CEE, are not visible in this organization scheme.

According to the CEEnistructions (Appendit), theCEE board has the overall responsibility for the
CEEactivities, through setting detailed guidelines, budget proposals, annual activity plans and by
deciding on quality assurance procedures. However, we could not identifgment, or an

outspoken comitment from the CEE management at the site visit, that demonstrated an explicit
awareness of how the activity based mission statement for the CEE is connected with the overall
vision for the faculty. This may not be an issue as long as the current CEGemeamd team is on
board, but we foresee that it can be a challenge when a shift soon will take place due to multiple
retirements and recruitment of new st&ffe areawareof the factthat the Instructions emanate from
2016 and the Strategy for the faculyaiming for 2018026.

The governance ahe CEE is complex, and today the Chair, appointed by the Dean, is an external
member from another faculty at LditJniversity. According to the sefssessmengport, even if the

CEE board submits an annuapoet to the faculty bard, there is no actual dialegt in stage for the
preparation of the annual activity plan, neither between the CEE board and the Dean nor between the
CEE board and Faculty Board. The evaluation panel could confirm thesthgaped to be

addressed through regulsmmunicatiorchanneldbetweerthe leadershifthe Dean, the Faculty

Board and theCEE boardand the CEE management and staff.
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The CEE has currently six employees, covering in total 4 full time positions. In additen, f
teachers, including the director, are employed by a departeitmr withinLTH or from the Centre
for Languages and Literatuvgthin LU. It is noted that there are no formal agreements with these
LU departments anithe CEE.

As mentioned in sectin2.3.2 the evaluation panel identified that the CEE is represented in the
Research Boar(FUN), while there is not a correspondipgsition for the CEE in the Education
Board(LG GU). We see this as an important posittonembedding the role of the Chiftthe LTH
organization and governance. By including a positiom the CEE athe LGGU, LTH also will
ensure the benefit of the academic education expertice &EE Securing the CEE®spresentation
at the LGGU, the CEE willbe the resource faontributing totheimprovement of the quality in
teaching and learning amilomoing research integrateelucation at the whole Faculty.

In relation to AHU (Division for higher education development at Lund University) the CEE and
Genombrottet in particutahas taken a relatively independent radean academic development unit

at faculty level From the discussions with the Head of AHU we understood that each Faculty at the
University has its own unique educational culture and preferred pedagogitadd, and therefore
centraliation of educational support or consultancy is not trivAs. were also certifiethat the CEE

and Genombrottet are extremely valuable for the overall acadwaopmenat LU.

Suggestions for improvements in transparency of
governance and internal communication

Considering that Genombrottet was the pedagogical development unit that the CEE was shaped
around, these first yearthe organiation ofthe CEE has had to go through adjustments both in
relation to the governance d¢fa faculty itself and tthe well anchored change theory of
Genombrottet. The evaluation panel couldinaiur various meetirgat the CEE, identify a

commorty expressedtatedvision forthe CEE connected tthe mission statementyhich could

serve as guide fordirectingfurther development of the CEEhereforewe recommend LTH

¥ to develop a CEE Vision Statement in close collaboration with the Faculty Dean, the Heads of
Departments, ETPs, teachers/researchers and students. It should answer the Gudsti® does
CEE aim to be in five to ten years from now®@ believe such a vision wousérve as a source
of inspiration and motivation for alEEOstakeholders.

¥ to reformulate the Mission Statemeémtalignment with the Strategic plan for the fliguand
explain what activities will bring CEE to where it wants to be in 2026. The vision and mission
statements with a secure and widespread suppurhg the stakeholdensill enable the
development of clear strategies with respect to training, résaactdevelopment as well as
outreach activities

¥ to establish systematic communication/dialogue between the CEE board, the Dean and Faculty
board. We see this especially of importance for the accountability when appointing an external
chair of the CEE bad.

¥ to appoint a CEE representative on the Education Comn{it@&U). If preferredsuch a
representative could haegole within LG GU, where he/she wouldot partake in its formal
decisions.
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Figure 1: Organization diagram depictitihge suggested fegration ofthe CEE in the organization of
LTH .
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4 Conclusions and Future Perspectives

The evaluation panel is deeply impressed with the quality and reach of the activities carried out by the
CEE. Our impression from the CEEOs-asffessment report afrdm data collection during our site

visit in Lund, is that the CEE achieves a lot with limited resources. We also find the CEE staff to be
highly dedicated and engaged. Thus, it is with humbleness that we raise some discussion points and
make suggestiorfer improvements.

Overall, we interpret the CEEOs activities as a token of an underlying cultural change approach to
academic development (Kezar, 2014). Our interpretation is based on examples such as the SoTL
activities among LTHst®@achers, the many itten artfacts, thebi-annualinspirational conference,

the pedagogical academy, the award system, and the Ei®shievements from this approach are
impressive! However, to harness and refine the g#ie$CEE could considesiddng a political
changeapproachrfot repladng the cultural change). For exampilee CEE could insist on more
regular meetings with the Dean and/orddean. In line with this suggestion, the CEE could be more
proactive in feeding the LTH management withas, inspiration andsions. This wouldpf course
requirethat theleadership welcomean interest in the ideas presented, lis@rriously, follows up on
initiatives taken, and legitimés them by backing them up, for exampleterms of providing
resources.

In thisway, the CEE could be assigned more power and influence without directly being in the line
management. We mention this specifically, because it seems as if there is an unresolved identity
dilemma embeddeamongthe CEEstaff. On the one hand, the CEE staKes pride on being an
independent unit (outside the facuthanagement), to work informally, botteap, and to slowly and
slightly alter the values and beliefs about teaching and learning at campus. On the other hand, they
ask for more influence and lgighacy, more information, and more ap from the faculty

leadership. This dilemma might ne\ss solved at least not easily or immediatelyput we

recommend that the CEE and the faculty management discuss and try to bridge the two seemingly
conflicting interestsin addition, we believe that including the HoDs in setting the deom agenda

for activities could be one way to involve the departments actively.

The CEE missionincludes a number of (somewhat detached) activities, mainly becausefhtbat its

was formed. One of the core activities is academic development represented by Genombrottet.
However, Genombrottet appearsu®to bea unit within the unithatis moreinternationally
acclaimedhanthe rest othe CEE. It is potentially a problentbecause it may be confusing to both
external and internal stakeholders. To be effective in the long run, we suggestated vision and
mission forthe CEE in line with the LTH strategy for 2026. We also suggest that LTH decide whether
the CEE or Genmbrottet is to be the name us&tie CEE could benerelyan administrative entity

or it could be highly visible to the outside.

As mentioned abovehe CEE staff memérs are dedicated and perform on a very high l¢kas,

they seem indispensable. Hoveeycontinuity and recruitment of new staff must have high priority at

the faculty in the near future. Some of the CEEOs activities are quite vulnerable because of its limited
staff; for some activities a single person runs Othe whole showO. Our viawihg BEE is crucial

for the future deducation at LTH, a view thatasexpressedby the Dean at the site visit. Thus, the

CEE shoulchotbe viewed as Oany other departmentO at LTH, and the support of the LTH
management and HoDs in finding forms for soiing a generation transition is necessary.
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Again, we stress that ETRse a highly valuable but undexploited source for educational research
and innovation, at coursprogram and department level.

We conclude our report with a quote from theaROgeport to theFacultyboard at its meeting on
February 8, 2019 (translation from Swedish by the panel):

OOne of our most important tasks is to ensure that our programs have high quality
and give our students an effective education. Progesiews and quily assurance

are a means to this end. LTH needs to a larger dégozeate an atmosphere driven
by rethinking and enthusiasm for program development.O

We are convinced the CEE does already play an instrumental role in creating this atmosphere and
enthugsasm especially at the course level, and that this role could be enhanced and developed in the
future. As mentioned isection2.4.4 we believe for that to happen at the program level there has to
be an enhanced engineerieducatiorprofile within the CE.

5 Thank You

We, the evaluation panglvould like toexpress our sincere gratitude to Christina skerman and John
J3nsson for the excellent support hevereceived during this evaluatioWe also appreciate the
engagement and openness among all reptatbess that we met during our site visit.

June 28, 2019

Cecilia Christersson
Aldert Kamp
Lena Peterson

Gitte WichmannHansen
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Appendix 1 CEE Instructions

Thesenstructions are available in Swedish and English at the CEE welilsé&evaluatiopanel
correctedsome typos in the translation to English shown below.

This is a translation of FSreskrifter f§r Centre for Engineering Education
Instructions for Centréor Engineering Education

The fdlowing instructions are inféect as of 1 January 2016.

The Board of the Faculty of Engineering at Lund University has deciddditibing based on
chapter 2, § in the Higher Education Act (1992:1434).

The issue hasden subject to negotiation according to the Employment (Codetermiimatios
Workplace) Act 11, 15 September 2015.

Organization
Centre for Engineering Education is part of the Faculty of Engineering and isthaimiports
directly to the faculty bard.

Background
The Centre for Engineering Education takes existing pedagogically oriented activities, currently

organized within the faculty administration, and gathers them in a single unit directly under the
faculty board. The change is motivated by fhct that the Centre for Engineering Education, with its
mix of supportive and teach&rd education, will be able to more effectively support the faculty's
undergraduate education, doctoral education, and research.

Objective

The Centre for Engineeririgducation aims to strengthen LTH's activities in education, research, and
outreach through critically reviewed and scientifically based development work, skills development,
and management support. The Centre for Engineering Education will also concdratie@du

research, and outreach that has a faewltle character.

Mission
The Centre for Engineering Education should:
¥ Perform academic development work within the framework of Genombrottet, as decided by
the faculty board (20685-26).
¥ For all doctoral ducation disciplines at LTH, conduct training with a special emphasis on the
degree objectives not included in the dissertation work, as well as education and training for
docent candidates, and assessments in support of doctoral education.
¥ Conduct competece development activities with focus on education and research, especially
regarding the qualifications of university staff.
¥ Run the Supplemental Instruction program at LTH.
¥ Deliver foundational programs for recruitment to LTHOs education program.
¥ Developand perform other activities that are consistent with the purpabe @entrdor
Engineering Education.

All activities are to be aimed at strengthening and supporting LTH as a whole, as well as contributing
to the development of knowledge in learnamyd academic development at Lund University. The
mission includes maintaining a close dialogue with faculty management, committees, departments,
individual teachers, the faculty office, the student union, and other stakeholders, with the purpose of
capturhg and meeting the needs of LTH. A priority area is to cooperate with and create conditions for
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enhanced collaboration with other academic development initiatives at Lund University.

Board

The Centre for Engineering Education shall have a board. The basmerall responsibility for the
centreOs activities, sets out detailed guidelines, sets out budget proposals and the annual activity plan,
and decides on the forms of quality assurance. The director should submit an annual report to the
faculty board.

The board should consist of eight members as follows:

Chair

Four members from LTH

One member from outside LTH

Two student representatives

K K K K

The Dean appoints the chair and other members to the board on recommendation from, for example,
the director. The ten of office of the members of the board, with the exception of the student
representatives, is three years. The board shall convene at least three times each year.

The student representatives are appointed according to the rules in @ 7 in the StudeAttJnion

Director

The Centre for Engineering Education has a director who is also the head of the centre. The director
should work for the pursuit of highuality research, education and other activities, including seeking
external cooperation projects andernal funding. The director represents the Centre for Engineering
Education within and outside the university.

The director is appointed by the Dean for a period of three years. The director is the main rapporteur
at the board of Centre for Engineerindu€ation and has the right to attend and patrticipate (speak,
make proposals) in meetings.

Acting and deputy director

The Center for Engineering Education should have an acting director appointed by the board of the
Center for Engineering Education, on teeommendation of the director.

The Center for Engineering Education may also have a deputy director who may also serve as acting
director.

The deputy director should then have a special assignment, which should be set out in writing. The
deputy directois appointed by the board of the Center for Engineering Education, on the
recommendation of the director.

Financing and budget management

The Center for Engineering Education is financed by funds designated by the faculty board and other
means that may h@ovided. The different activities should be divided into separate cost centers.
Financial management follows the principles that apply to a department.

Staff
At the Centre for Engineering Education, staff may be employed. Recruitment of staff takes plac
according to the same procedure and under the same rules as elsewhere at the university.

Administration
The Centre for Engineering Education should not build its own administrative functions and an
agreement regarding the provision of such servicesldgthi@made with the faculty administration.

Change of instructions
Changes in these instructions are made through decisions by the Dean.

/ Signatures
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Appendix 2 Genombrottet Framework

The Genombrottet framework (20@5-26) is available only in Swedislo $he evaluation panel
translated it. Here is our traasion of the board decision.

The pedagogical support functions (Genombrottet) shall be developed and communicated within
LTH. The content is the following:

1. HE pedagogical educatiorshall give the theetical foundation and the framework for the
pedagogical practice of the teachers.

a. The departments have the goal that the teachers should participate in HE
pedagogical education of, in the mean, 1.5 weeks per teacher during the period
2006-2008.

b. Genombrott has the task to develop new forms of HE pedagogical education that
are particularly cost effective.

2. Pedagogical consultancy supporl. THOs pgagogical consultantsjostof whom are
lecturers, shakupport specific development and fellaup activities.This is a free resource
within LTH.

Evaluation activities

4. HE pedagogical, practicerelated research, knowledge spreading and meeting places
Severakeachers at LTHIo research on tireown and their colleagues teachifrgm
developmental motives.

5. Evaluation of pedagogical meritshall be performed systematically within the LTH
Pedagogical Academy to which teachers can be admitted after an evaluation process. A major
piece of evidence is the teacherOs ability to critically and knowledgeable reflect @n his/h
pedagogical practice, and apply these insights into his/her own teaching.

a. The pedagogical academy will continue according to the initial ambitions with the
same economicalles as before, but with revised criteria for admissions (see
attachment). Theasts shall be taken from the education funds.

b. LTH decides to adopt a unified methodology for evaluating pedagogical competence,
in line with the Lund University guidelines, and the introduction of pedagogical peer
evaluation shall be handidy staff withn Genombrottet.

30
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Appendix 4 LTH Organization

Figure 2 shows a diagram tfe LTH organization including theEE taken from the LTH web site.
The nomenclature for the LTH organization in English is somewhat confusing. The Research

Programmes BoardiFigure 2 is also called Postgraduate education committee. So we also use the
Swedish abbreviation FUN in this report. The Education Board in Figure 2 is also called Management

group for undergraduate education. Therefore, we also uSthdish translation LG GU in this

report.
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Figure 2This diagram fromthe LTH web site shows the LTH central organization wheeCEE is a
part, but it does not show haive CEE is connected to other parts of the organization.
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