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Background

• New Learning Technologies Committee established 

by the dean in 2012-13

• Charge: The committee will consider instructional technology 

initiatives, best practices for using teaching tools, and emerging 

teaching and learning trends in higher education and will advise the 

Dean broadly on a strategy, consistent with the mission of  A&S, to 

design and implement an innovative educational technology culture 

and structure for Arts & Sciences.

• Learning Design & Technology (LDT) group created 

in Fall 2013



Challenges Identified 

• Faculty felt alone in their attempts to be innovative 

• Need for improving ROI – get the most bang for our 

effort – and thinking broadly

• Desire for faculty to look beyond their own courses 

and/or departments when considering new approaches 

to teaching and use of  technology

• Lack of  widespread understanding about the 

effectiveness and impact of  new technologies and 

pedagogies



Learning Technology Incubator

• Faculty grant program to be awarded on annual basis

• Focus on use of  technology in a way that informs 

pedagogy:

• New ways of  using a familiar technology

• Testing of  an emerging technology 

• Development of  something altogether new

• Obtained a commitment from Dean’s office of  $50,000 

for the program



Purpose

• Encourage faculty to test and implement innovative 

pedagogies matched with appropriate learning 

technologies

• Encourage faculty to bridge between multiple courses 

and/or departments

• Develop projects that could scale and grow over time

• Seek a broad and lasting impact beyond the single 

instructor/single course/single term model



Year 1 Implementation

• Challenges:

• Unsure of  interest levels

• Working in tight timeframe

• Determining how to monitor and assess

• All faculty in Arts & Sciences were invited to apply

• Funding level: up to $10,000 per project

• A mentor from LDT was assigned to each project



Year 1 Projects

• Six proposals submitted

• Four projects funded (66%) at $10,000 each

1. ePortfolios in foreign language teaching and learning

2. Introduction to coding course for undergraduates 
(2 in-class tracks: Matlab and Mathematica) 

3. Developing a mobile app for students learning 
Chinese to master tones

4. Using learning technologies to deepen collaboration 
in experiential learning in VA and South Africa



Assessment: ePortfolios

• Project target: integrate ePortfolios in introductory French 

and Spanish course sequences and select intermediate, 

advanced, and graduate courses for a comprehensive, self-

reflective, and student-centered approach to language learning 

• Tool selected: Pebble Pad (summer) and then Wordpress (fall 

and spring)

• Participation: 204 students utilized ePortfolios in 14 classes; 8 

instructors/faculty taught courses in 3 languages (French, 

Spanish, Arabic)



Assessment: ePortfolios

• Assessment Conducted by Instructors:

• Summer 2014 Language Institute: conducted anonymous, online 

surveys of  all students and instructors

• Fall 2014: Based on survey evaluation of  Pebble Pad, decided to 

use Fall for research and explorations of  ePortfolio tools that 

would work better for FL

• Spring 2015: anonymous, online surveys of  all students and 

instructors, also sought IRB approval for interviewing students, 

but approval was not received until May when the course was 

over, so only 2 student interviews were able to be scheduled

• Summer 2015 Language Institute: conducted pre- and post-

surveys using the 2014 survey questions and an added group 

asking student to report on their reflective practices to explore this 

program goal



Assessment: ePortfolios

• Impact on Students:

• ability to archive and track own progress over time in the course

• students becoming more independent, active, self-directed learners, 

self-aware of  their progress, learning styles, goals in acquiring a 

second language, and tools for lifelong learning

• positive effect on student confidence in FL learning

• greater emphasis on critical thinking and reflection at all levels

• improved student work in the public forum and for an authentic 

audience

• development of  digital literacy

• development of  portfolio to demonstrate FL proficiency for future 

employers, etc.



Assessment: Intro to Coding

• Project target:  adapt a successful graduate level coding course 

to introductory undergraduate level in two tracks: Matlab and 

Mathematic; offer a general introduction to coding in first 10 

weeks of  course followed by discipline-specific applied projects 

in Chemistry and Statistics. Offered as CHEM/STAT 2559.

• Pedagogy selected: Course design was fully flipped. All lectures 

were pre-recorded and 100% of  course time was used for 

instructor and TA interaction on problems and assignments

• Participation:  53 students, 3 instructors (from Computer 

Science, Chemistry, and Statistics)



Assessment: Intro to Coding

• Assessment Conducted by Instructors:

• Included analysis of  instructor/TA observations, student surveys, 

and interviews conducted with students

• Student surveys conducted several times during the semester to 

track change over time

• Course grade was dependent upon ability to produce working code 

so course performance was directly tied to effectiveness of  

pedagogy (course average grade on those completing all homework 

assignments was 96.8)



• Impact on Students:

• Survey responses across the semester revealed CHEM/STAT 2559 

significantly improved students’ programming confidence: 

• On scale of  1 (not confident) to 7 (absolutely confident), average confidence mid-semester was 

‘kind of  confident’ (M=4.23, SD=1.22).  

• End of  the semester average: a significant positive shift to ‘fairly confident’ (M=4.76, SD=1.11). 

• Interview data suggested students’ improved confidence also related to 

the structure of  the course: individualized support allowed them to 

successfully create code in a way that made sense to them, which in turn 

helped them feel confident about programming.

• Conversations with students during observations and interviews indicated 

all students had positive experiences in CHEM/STAT 2559.  

• One of  the most important findings from the course assessment was that 

the flipped classroom structure was beneficial to students with varying 

prior programming experience. 

Assessment: Intro to Coding



Assessment: Chinese Tones App

• Project target:  develop a computer-based program to help 

students master their tones, named SpeakGoodChinese (SGC). 

The tool will provides students with both visual and audio 

feedback of  their pronunciation of  spoken words, enabling 

students to monitor their practice. 

• Tool selected: SGC was based on an open source speech 

analysis program called Praat. SGC was developed with a 

collaborator identified at U. Amsterdam 

• Participation:  75 students in 4 sections of  Chinese 1010 and 

1020, 2 instructors.



Assessment: Chinese Tones App

• Assessment Conducted by Instructors:

• Two mid-course surveys of  students were conducted each term

• Qualitative data (student interviews) collected throughout courses

• Work with the University Institutional Assessment Group to 

develop a formal Course Assessment Report

• Sample of  SGC App output



• Impact on Students:

• Use of  SGC helped students to improve their tones 

significantly, as demonstrated in filmed oral presentations and 

class conversations 

• Majority of  students (92%) attributed improvement of  tones 

and pronunciation of  Chinese to SGC  

• Rubric-based assessment of  the recorded oral presentations is 

planned, pending personnel support to conduct that assessment

Assessment: Chinese Tones App



Assessment: UVA-South Africa

• Project target: develop a learning technology strategy to 
facilitate a deeply collaborative experiential education between 
students and community members at UVA and program 
collaborators in South Africa (at sites of  work for a UVA study 
abroad program in public health research in Westhaven and 
Town Two/Cape Town)

• Approach selected: installed video technology and related 
software for all collaborators including use of  Skype, Facebook, 
What’sApp

• Participation:  106 at UVA students and 6 UVA study abroad 
participants in South African (4 A&S, 2 Medicine); 5 UVA 
courses and 2 S. African sites involved; 6 faculty/community 
partners directly involveds



Assessment: UVA-South Africa

• Assessment Conducted by Instructors:

• This is a exploratory project to identify effective strategies for 

collaboration; all interactions and projects are monitored for 

success/failure and emergence of  new ideas

• Project is tracking lessons learned and technical challenges 

across social, cultural, technology-access and time zone 

differences amongst collaborators



Impact on Students:

• Students learned strategies for entering a community 
and building trust over time

• Learned about strategies for recording and learning 
from long-distance and in-person exchanges.

• Learned about co-production of  knowledge: how 
technical orders (i.e., doctor’s prescriptions and 
recommendations for health care) and social relations 
shape each other, how communities function internally, 
and what key socio-economic and political barriers to 
self-management of  chronic disease look like. 

Assessment: UVA-South Africa



Feedback from Year 1 Recipients

• NLTC/LDT Surveyed the funded participants of  year 1: 

• Participation levels (#/students, courses, instructors), 

usefulness of  project funding (scored and with comments), 

major challenges faced, outcomes of  those challenges 

(resolved or unresolved) and benefits to students

• On scale of  1 (least useful) to 5 (most useful), how usefull

was this funding mechanism for implementing/exploring 

your Lti idea?

• Responses: 5, 5, 5, 4 (overall 4.75)



Verbatim Comments on Value of  LTi Year 1

• “We would not have been able to pursue this ePortfolio project 

without these funds.  The focus on interdepartmental initiatives 

was ideal for us.  We appreciate that the LTi supports 

innovative pedagogies and projects that have the potential for 

widespread use across the College.” 

• “Course assistants are crucial to the project and without the 

LTi funding we would not have been able to hire them… More 

students are learning how to code in a programming language 

they can use throughout their careers. More generally, they are 

learning how to decompose problems into parts to solve them 

separately (computational thinking).”

Feedback from Year 1 Recipients



Verbatim Comments on Value of  LTi Year 1

• “We are happy about how SGC has helped many students to 
improve their tones, but we are also aware that the technical 
difficulties have prevented some students from fully taking 
advantage of  this tool. Therefore [the lead instructor] plans to 
continue working with the developer to simplify the use of  this 
tool.”   

• “We have helped students prepare funding proposals for on-the-
ground activities in Westhaven and Cape Town, and will 
continue to do so…We applied for two further grants based on 
the initial LTi work, one of  which was funded through the 
Global Grounds FGRU program.  This funding will focus on 
turning the ideas generated in our Skype calls and other 
communications into funding proposals for on-the-ground 
work by residents, supported by students.”

Feedback from Year 1 Recipients



Year 1 Lessons Learned

• Needed more time to effectively review proposals

• Wanted to engage faculty in some way before proposals were 
submitted

• Needed a a rubric to assess proposals

• The $10,000 award level attracted a very specific type of  project 
and both scared off  some faculty and was not enough to 
support other faculty

• The submission process did not ask faculty for an explicit 
statement on the pedagogical framework of  their project 

• Assessment plans submitted in year 1 applications were 
somewhat weak; needed more mentoring on this element for 
funded projects



Year 2 Implementation

• Extended window for development and review of  proposals

• Hosted Information Session in advance of  proposal deadline 
(1/3 of  submitted proposals year 2 attended this session)

• Developed and utilized a rubric to assess proposals

• Created award levels at $2,000, $10,000, and possibility of  up 
to $50,000 (for multi-unit, curricular-focused endeavors)

• Added item on application: provide evidence of  effectiveness 
of  proposed approach in teaching

• Assigned a member of  the LDT to each group project team

• Meetings with funded faculty/instructors collectively and 
individually to share approaches, best practices, and ensure 
development of  a formal assessment plan for the project 



Year 2 Implementation

• Received 18 proposals

• Funded 15 proposals (83%)

• 1 at $40,000

• 14 at @ total of  $85,000

• 3 projects were 2nd year recipients (ePortfolio in FL, Intro to 

Coding, Chinese Tones App) – Demonstrated achievement of  LTi

project goals

• Established all funded faculty/instructors as an LTI learning 

community: meet once per semester 

• Invited the newly appointed Director of  Assessment to be 

part of  this community



Year 2 Funded Projects

• 2 cross-departmental

• 2 departmental

• 3 involve single course with multiple sections and instructors

• 6 at the course level:

• these are either funded at <$2K 

• or involve significant development of  emerging technology

• 2 are independent, i.e. not related to a specific course, but 

committee felt that once developed, demonstrated clear 

pedagogical potential 



Learning Community

• Development of  rich dialogue among faculty

• Discussion on assessment

• Because each project is so different, no pre-scripted approach

• Each faculty must report

• Their approach to assessment

• What they plan to measure

• What their data collection methods are

• Mid-year and final reports



Year 3 Implementation

• Proposal form will require more information on 

assessment plan

• Continue to explore how best to engage faculty 

before and during proposal development process

• Continue to monitor effectiveness of  projects at the 

course/student level (as administered by project 

faculty/instructors) and at the programmatic level 

(as conducted by NLTC/LDT)



Conclusion

• The LTi program is developing a body of  assessment 

best practices, through this collaboration with some of  

our school’s most innovative faculty

• The project-level assessments will be monitored and 

utilized as appropriate in departmental and school-level 

reporting of  outcomes assessment for accreditation 

purposes

• We are sharing project and assessment impacts and 

lessons learned through pan-university panels and events 

such as a Teaching with Technology Fair and an 

Innovation in Pedagogy Summit, both annual


