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Guiding Academic Transformation: 
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Hello, everyone, and welcome to today’s ELI webinar, brought to you today by the EDUCAUSE Learning Initiative. This is Malcolm Brown, the Director of the ELI, and I’ll be co-hosting today’s session along with my colleague Veronica Diaz.
We’re delighted to be joined by our guest presenters, Baiyun, Jon, and Tina. We’ll be introducing our guests in the second half of today’s program when we hear about their particular projects.

EDUCAUSE Live webinars are supported by Dell. Dell EMC serves higher education institutions around the world by delivering innovative technology solutions including teaching and learning transformation, powering the underlying infrastructure, and providing analytics, security, and Cloud-based services.

Now before we get going, just a little bit of orientation. You’re probably already familiar with our webinar and this learning environment, but here are just a few reminders.

We hope you help make this session extremely interactive. To do so, please use the Chat box there on the left to submit questions, share resources and URLs, and your comments.

And if you’re tweeting, please use the hashtag edulive – that’s E – D – U – L – I – V – E.

If you have any audio issues, please click on the link in the lower right-hand corner.

And at any time you can direct a private message to Technical Help for support.

The session recording and slides will be archived later today on the EDUCAUSE Live website.

So now let’s turn to today’s presentation.

And as a kind of warm up for our topic and today’s webinar, I thought I’d offer just a few comments on the theme of transformation. It’s a word that we, as a community, are using more and more frequently.

For example, here is an excerpt from the web page from the recent ACRL conference, which highlights a theme of transformation. And the ACRL wasn’t alone here. The ELI used the term “transformation” also in the tagline for its annual meeting last February.

So it seems like no matter which way we look we’re bound to see the word used in a variety of higher education contexts.

Now all of this reminds me about the fate of the term “disruptive innovation.” After its introduction by Clayton Christensen back in 1997, it was, perhaps, a victim of its own success and has been overused to such extent that it has almost become a cliché. And as it was used with so much reckless abandon, it seemed soon that any innovation, if it was labeled “disruptive,” was good innovation.
But as we know, not necessarily all disruption is good. So I think it would behoove us just to take a moment now and think about what we mean when we talk about transformation in a higher ed context. at moments like this I like to refer to the dictionary, and this is what the dictionary would tell us is meant by the term “transformation,” and as you can see, in its context and the way that it is applied in art such as physics and biology, we’ll see that it’s more than just a change in formal appearance. Indeed, if you talk about changing one element to the other, or inducing genetic alterations, then you’re talking about something more substantial.

So I would like to suggest that for our purposes today we can think of transformation as a change also in substance, that is change that is strategic in scope, institutional in implementation, and requiring cultural change. As a bonus, we could also think of it as a wicked problem.

Now it’s clear that transformation comes in various shapes and sizes. But if the change is transformative, not just incremental, it will have the kind of impact in the dimensions I just mentioned: strategic, institutional in scope, and necessitating some degree of cultural shift.
And what’s critical in all of this is that we shape the transformation, not in reverse. We must avoid the temptation to pursue transformation for its own sake. To shape our transformations, we must have a clear sense of our strategic goals. We also need data and insight into what’s going on around us into the forces that are shaping our situation. And we need to hear from colleagues who are working on important projects in order to learn from their examples.

So that is why we at ELI are so pleased to be able to work with our NMC colleagues on the Horizon Report and to share the results of our own annual survey on the key issues of teaching and learning. We hope that these resources illustrated today by three campus projects you will be hearing of later in the second half will help you form and shape the transformative processes that are in play at your institution.

And with that I’m going to turn things over to Veronica.

Well good morning, everyone. Thanks for joining us today.

So let’s kick things off in this next section with a quick poll. 
So the Horizon Report, while you’re weighing in, as you probably recall, is split up into three main areas. They are Key Trends Accelerating Technology Adoption, Significant Challenges Impeding Technology Adoption, and Important Developments in Ed Tech.

So let’s start with Developments in Ed Tech, and let’s see before I head over to that side let me take a look at what some of your priorities might be. Okay. Adaptive learning technologies and mobile learning. Not surprising. These two are in that fast horizon one year or less.
All right. So a few of you in Next Generation LMS space. 
And very little Internet of Things.

Okay, and it’s a tie for those first two.

All right. Great. Well, thank you.

So let’s move on to what those are. 
So in 2017, all the developments in Ed Tech changed except for those in the One Year of Less Horizon. And it’s worth noting that Learning Analytics has taken on more of a ubiquitous role as it’s a key component of many of the technologies that we see here. And this is certainly the case with Adaptive Learning. 
This area also connected with personalized learning. Sometimes it is used interchangeably, although it’s not quite the same thing. It really does have the potential to support a wide variety of students from at-risk all the way to advanced learners.

And in the past year-and-a-half we’ve seen many institutions begin to experiment with adaptive learning as a way to address issues related to cost, access, and also quality. But implementing a successful adaptive learning initiative, for those who have given it a try, is challenging. It’s time consuming and it’s often costly.

Early institutional work in this area has had to convince both instructors and students that the model provides a superior and personalized experience over traditional models.

And another challenge is finding the right technology that suit institutions’ individual needs.

Other institutions struggle with making sense of the extensive data that is produced through adaptive learning models.

But despite all this, we’re seeing an increased number of institutions begin to work in this area and to determine which model, and at what level, is best for their learners.

And I also want to say a bit about the next generation LMS, or NGDLE as it’s often referred to, and that’s in the mid-range development areas, you’ll see there. Higher ed institutions are looking to move away from the single traditional learning management system to more of a learning ecosystem, the buzz for faculty to customize the tools and supports that they provide to their own students. This ecosystem approach allows for increased flexibility and, again, personalization, enabled by a confederation of systems and applications that adhere to common standards while they also support diverse learning environments and approaches, which can sometimes include competency-based learning.
And it’s worth noting that new instructional models require new tools and functionalities, and for this reason, among others, we can expect to see much more activity in the years to come on the development of the NGDLE.
As we look at this, we see many of the developments, along with trends, speak to other key issues, such as privacy and security. Institutions are wrestling with ethics issues related to informing students about their own data and ways that this data can inform their future career and educational planning.

So I’ll let you read a little bit more about those developments on the Horizon Report, but let’s now turn our attention to another poll about the trends.

So while you’re weighing in on that, this is the second area of the report. And trends, like technology developments, they’re also plotted along the time horizons. So let me say a bit about how these are intended to function.

So long-term trends are those that typically have already been impacting decision making and will continue to be important for more than five years. And mid-term trends will likely continue to be a factor in decision making for the next three to five years. And short-term trends are driving ed tech adoption now but will likely remain important for one or two years in the future. And some of these, as with learning analytics, I think they kind of fade into the background because they are kind of a staple that applies to all different technologies and trends.

So let’s see where you weighed in on these. So collaborative learning, blended learning, which are on that short-term horizon, not surprisingly are most important at your institutions. With a little bit of focus there, actually the lead at 31% on focus on measuring learning. But, again, that is an example of a trend that you could argue spans all of these different trends as well. So advancing cultures of innovation and deeper learning approaches is a little big lagging there, not surprisingly.

All right, let’s head over to the next slide. Thanks, Sean (sp).

So let’s talk a little bit about trends. The trends in the report this year emphasize two key areas: supporting learning and academic transformation. And, in fact, even the areas focused on learning are within the context of academic transformation. This area hasn’t seen too much change in the last year, but only slight movement along the horizon.

And the long-term trend shift to deeper learning approaches calls for a change in pedagogy. Instead of instructors lecturing, they’re becoming more flexible guides and coaches, brainstorming alongside students, and modeling inquisitive behavior. This trend also points to the use of technology to facilitate pedagogical approaches such as problem-based learning and experience-based learning.

And in this section we see perhaps the most significant trend of all, a change in higher ed culture toward one that supports innovation in a much more systemic way than we’ve seen before. And there the report speaks to ways that institutions are learning from other industries outside of higher education to adopt practice, such as the lean startup movement, and agile methodologies where technology is the impetus for innovation in a widespread cost-effective manner.
And when you take a look at this section, you’ll see that it’s full of policy initiatives, toolkits, frameworks, and examples, all that support academic transformation.

All right, so let’s go ahead and move to the next poll, which has to do with challenges. Okay.

And so that’s the last section that we’ll talk about here. So tell us which of the challenges do you think are most pressing or relevant to your own organization. Let’s see where the audience weighs in on this.

Rethinking the roles for education is number one. Interesting. That’s one of the wicked challenges. And then improving digital literacy. And integrating formal and informal learning. Those are in the solvable challenges.

Okay, let’s give it one more moment here while you all think about this a little bit.

It’s interesting those two, advancing digital equity and managing knowledge obsolescence, are not quite on the radar yet.

Okay. All right. Well that’s very interesting. Not unlike what we’re seeing in the broader community. 
Thanks, Sean.

So you may recall from last year that the Horizon Report frames the challenges into three different areas. The solvable ones, those that we understand and know how to solve, even though it might be costly or challenging in itself, but still we think that we can make progress on those. The difficult ones that we understand but for which solutions are not quite clear. And then the wicked ones, those that are complex to define and also to address. So gives us a little bit of a framework there.
So the solvable challenges have stayed the same as they were last year. The difficult and wicked challenges are new, however.

Let’s take a look at the difficult and wicked challenges. So the achievement gap reaffirms that the investments in innovation and new technologies need to support students of all kinds progressing toward and completing their (inaudible) goals.
Centers for Teaching and Learning are being asked to understand the return on investment and to align their work to support student completion. And in response to this need, we’re seeing traditional and nontraditional education providers offer things like flexible degree programs, credit for prior learning, micro programs, boot camps, and business models that significantly lower the cost of attaining education. Many of these programs are partnered with industry. They boast impressive employment statistics upon completion. And they focus on what completers will be able to do, both from a soft and industry-specific skill perspective.

And, of course, many of these digital innovations represent an increased reliance on high-speed internet. Being able to process and make use of data in a timely manner to personalize and adapt students’ learning experiences requires reliable technological systems. And as a result, institutions are having to review their digital strategies and better understand their students, their students’ devices, and connectivity available to them.

So trends and challenges, I’d say, add a very important dimension to the developments in ed tech. They recognize the dynamic ecosystem in which they exist. And so it makes clear for us that in order to advance the transformation of teaching and learning, we not only need to keep an eye on technology development, which is kind of the practice dimension, but we also need to work through policy and leadership and privacy issues to truly transform our cultures.

And with that I will go ahead and turn it back over to Malcolm.

Thank you very much, Veronica.

So we’re going to shift gears now over to the ELI Key Issues Survey, and thank you, Sean, we’ve popped up another poll. And the list here are the seven top vote getters in our most recent survey of the community. And so we’d like to hear from you in the audience which one do you think is the most important at your institution. 
So, as Veronica was doing, I’ll wait just a few seconds here while we kind of fill out the poll and see what develops here.

So it seems to be a neck-and-neck race between faculty development and blended online learning.
Kind of a strong cohort there with faculty development, assessment of learning, and blended online learning.

Okay, this is interesting as we look at this now, so keep this in mind, these three top ones, faculty development, assessment of learning, and online and blended learning. 
So thanks, Sean, that will do it for the poll.

So just a bit of background. The Key Issues Survey is something we’ve been doing since 2011, and it’s an annual survey that we do in the late fall to understand how the community sees what are the key – as the name suggests – the key issues in the teaching and learning space.
And for now I would like to just focus a bit on the top five because there was an interesting bit of data from the most recent survey, and Veronica I wanted to share that with you.

So what we had the respondents do this year is to characterize the type of institution that they are associated with, whether it’s a four-year, Masters, Baccalaureate, or Associates, because we were curious about whether the responses would vary greatly from institutional type to institutional type. And here’s what came out of that.

So if we look at the number one key issue that came out in the survey which is faculty development, we see that there is great agreement across all four institutional types that faculty development is, indeed, one of the topmost issues that we all have. So that’s something that we all have in common.

How about the next one, which is academic transformation. Again we (audio break).

So how about the third one, digital literacies. Well, here again there’s a lot of agreement. We see it’s very highly ranked in the first three. And even for the Associates it’s just above the surface ranked number six.

And then going on to the fourth one, which is accessibility and universal design for learning, here again we see it’s a top priority for almost all the institutional types. Only the Doctorate, but again, as before, it’s lurking just below that line as the number six issue.

And then finally the fifth topmost issue overall for the survey, which was competency in assessments, or alternatives to assessments, we see again that there is a lot of agreement. This is, indeed, a key issue for most of us.

So in my mind, and this is how the rest of the table filled out, with open education and open online and blended learning being key for the Doctorates.

So what I think is really important here, or at least what I – the conclusion I take away from here – is that we, irrespective of institutional type, there’s a lot we have in common in terms of what we think are the key issues that we’re struggling with and hoping to work with in the coming months. So I thought that was a very, very interesting revelation and this year’s key issue.

So with that I’m going to turn things back over to Veronica.

Thanks, Malcolm.

So now comes what I think is probably the most interesting part of this webinar, and that is the communities’ practice in these areas.
So every year the EDUCAUSE Learning Initiative, in conjunction with the New Media Consortium, hosts a video competition where we ask the community to put together two-minute videos that are really short along one of the developments in the report, the tech developments, showcasing their work.

And we’ve been doing this video competition for a few years now, and we feel like it really brings the Horizon Report to life, brings effective practice to the forefront, and our hope here is really to connect you to the innovators because we think innovation is risky, and it’s costly, and it’s iterative, but if we can build off of each other’s work and collaborate together, we can extend our learning and learn faster.

So you can see all of the videos at the link provided there.

So we asked our presenters today to respond to four key questions, and here they are. It kind of focuses a little bit what they are going to be talking about, but there’s much more information on their work that you can take a look at later.

But, what problem were they trying to address? Why did you choose the technology you did? And what about the dimensions of change management or cultural leadership because we know that that is key in having a successful project. And then finally, what was the impact of the project? You know, what did the data say after you launched your innovation?

So let’s start with our first presenter. Our first presenter is Dr. Baiyun Chen, and she is an Instructional Designer at the University of Central Florida in the Center for Distributed Learning. And she submitted a project on personalized adaptive learning.

So with that, let me welcome Baiyun and turn it over to her.

Thank you, Veronica.
I am an Instructional Designer at the University of Central Florida, and actually I am the Team Lead of the Personalized Adaptive Learning. I have three team members who work with faculty member to create adaptive learning courses. We were very excited about this and video award, and this is a great opportunity for us to talk about our project here.

So I’m going to start with some contact information just in case if you are not familiar with the University of Central Florida. UCF is a metropolitan research university that includes 12 college and offers over 200 degree programs. And currently UCF is the largest university by enrollment in Florida and one of the largest universities in the nation with over 64,000 students.

So why we started to explore adaptive learning was because we believed that a combination of well-designed courses and a capable adaptive learning platform could lead to increased rates of student success, especially in large-enrollment classes and courses that have traditionally had unacceptably-high levels of D and F grades and also course withdrawals.
And we also we would like to explore innovative teaching and also would like to track the progress of student learning rather than just continue to rely on grades which may not be a good indicator of knowledge attainment of students. So that is the problem that we were trying to address.
And our selection of a primary adaptive learning platform involved an in-depth analysis of a variety of adaptive products from multiple vendors by academic administrators, faculty members, both instructional designers and IT staff. And the faculty members finally decided on an open system, which is Realizeit. It is content agnostic, meaning we can add our own core content into the system. And it is truly adaptive in content and assessment meaning each student can get a different experience based on their own needs, both at the beginning of the course through a pre-test and also through the course and through the continued formal assessment of (inaudible) system.

So faculty members, they are able to post all the content information in digestible chunks. And they can engage with students. And based on various data analytics, and so instructors they would know when they could intervene, and what is the best time to intervene, and how to mentor students in specific areas.

Designing and development effective adaptive learning courses is – we had a lot of challenges. So we were lucky that we have strong support from our academic administrators. That is one of the reasons that we could have made so much progress so far. And also we try to engage academic department in colleges in our adaptive learning efforts rather than just to engage with individual faculty members in order to ensure department buy in and also long-term return from our investment in adaptive course development.

And it is also a paradigm change for both students and faculty members. We have always been saying that, okay, students say they are learning allows instructors to be the guide, to be the facilitator on the side, but actually this is not an easy concept for everybody to adjust to.

Now the adaptive learning system really gives students the power to control what they learn and at what pace they learn towards mastery. And we continue to educate our faculty members through our faculty development program about the paradigm change in order to provide faculty with resources to communicate this method to their students.

And now the issue for us is developing content assessment and learning (inaudible) in adaptive learning system is very time consuming. One of our pilot faculty members compared this effort to writing a textbook. So to alleviate this burden on faculty members, we had faculty and instructional designers, we have instructional designers and adaptive course developers to work on those courses with faculty members to reduce the workload for faculty members. And that is the formation of our team, the Personalized Adaptive Learning Team.
We also provide other supports such as if faculty members need graduate teaching assistant, so we would hire a graduate teaching assistant to work alongside with faculty members case by case and situations.

And since Spring 2014, we have already built 17 adaptive learning courses, and those are 44 course sections and impacted over 2,000 students. So until today, we have built and tested courses in general psychology, pathophysiology, college algebra, statistics, public administration, information technology, and computer science.
At the end of each semester we surveyed our students regarding their reaction to the adaptive learning interface and also their experiences in this environment. And students, actually they have pretty positive regarding the system and how this approach influences their learning. So the majority of them say that they would like to take more adaptive learning courses if they have the chance.

And also our participating faculty members were pretty optimistic about using this system as well. They loved that the system lets them see how students are doing before the high-stake exams. And it also let them engage with students more frequently and more consistently through the continued assessments.

So that is (inaudible) our project. If you have any questions, please put the questions in the Chat box, and I will be happy to answer any questions.

Great. Thank you, Baiyun. And I wanted to mention that we are collecting all of your questions and will be presenting them to the presenters at the end of the webinar today. We’re leaving some time for Q&A.

And I also want to mention that we’ll be publishing both an ELI brief and we’ll have an ELI webinar on the Adaptive Learning Initiative experience at the University of Central Florida from both the faculty and instructional designer perspective, so be on the lookout for those.

Next we have Tina Oestreich, who is the Senior Director in Teaching and Learning Technologies at Case Western Reserve University, and she is going to talk to you a little bit about their interactive learning approach.
So Tina, over to you.

Thank you, Veronica. And thank you all for joining us today.

So I wanted to take a little bit of a step back. For those of you who have watched the video and you see that it is a lot about augmented reality, but I wanted to take a little bit of a step back and give you an idea about how we actually got here.
So about four years ago, we started an Active Learning Initiative at the University. And as part of that we received funding to develop classrooms like the one that you see in the slide. And alongside that we had a Faculty Fellowship that provided faculty with funding to be able to design or redesign a course that could hopefully be taught in one of our active learning classrooms. That wasn’t always feasible, but at least to really have them think about backward design, active learning strategies, and just ways to make the environment more engaging for students.

And after we went through this for about three years, we had, you know, some, I would say, actually we had a lot of success with it. It wasn’t perfect. There were many lessons learned, and so in terms of impact, you know, we published a few articles on that in EDUCAUSE Review. But we really got to the point where we felt like this was a service that we could actually offer across campus. So we’re working with individual schools now who are developing their own active learning classrooms, they’re doing fellowships that are more targeted, but it just isn’t as innovative for us. Really, we needed to find out what we wanted to do next.

So we really started looking across the landscape to things that we’re talking about today, and thinking what other things might be beneficial for our students. So we shifted from this active learning fellowship that, like I said, really prepared faculty to teach using backward design in their classrooms, to what we call the Active Learning Plus.

And with Active Learning Plus, many of the Fellows in this new program actually were graduates of the first time around. So we sent a call to Campus and asked them, you know, what else could you be doing? You know, you have taught in these classrooms, you are really thinking about learning outcomes, what is next? What do you need?

And so we had various faculty members respond saying, we really want to work on adaptive learning. We want to work on virtual and augmented reality. We need a way to help students get from one chemistry course to the other. And so we used this as an approach as let’s just give small grants to various faculty members. Have people from our team working with them but also distributed support staff from across the University. So one of the nice things about doing this is that we weren’t trying to solve all the problems on our own, we were working with our interactive (inaudible) where the hollow lens is being developed on our campus, we were working with our maker space.

So it was really a good way for us to try to provide some seed funding to help faculty work on things, but we weren’t the only ones who were there to support them.

So in the terms of the change management, by providing the seed money to the faculty, we were really, again, trying to figure out what are the needs of our campus. And we really weren’t sure which ones would be the best. And in a lot of ways we were learning alongside our faculty.

I think that some of the nice things about this approach is that we were able to bring students into the design process as well. So in terms of rethinking the role of the educator, educators were working with staff, they were working together, a lot of times, with student developers. And many times those were students who had been in their classes. And they had seen some gaps in the materials offered. And when they learned about some of these new possibilities, they were really excited to get involved with it themselves and try to develop better resources for the students.
And, of course, we’re always interested in working with faculty who will become our champions of success. So, you know, I know that this is completely well-known to all of you that we’re trying to work with those early adopters, but the scale, the success beyond them, and I think having those success stories are really beneficial.

Just to continue with that in the terms of the impact to the project, we don’t have any data so far because this is the first year that we’ve done it. We have data from the first Active Learning Initiative, as I said, but we’re really just now beginning to have these projects get to a point where we can even start with the assessment.

So in one of the pictures here you see Mike Martens (sp), who was actually featured in the video. And he was working with the hollow lens device which came to the University through a collaboration with Cleveland Clinic. We’re building a brand new health education campus, which I think will be done in a couple of years. We’re working with the hollow lens to develop curriculum for that campus. 
But that’s not what today is about. The particular project that you see here is for a physics class. And Mike was one of our Fellows who recognized the need for better resources for his students, and so he has developed something using the hollow lens.

The other picture you see here, we worked with a Mathematics professor who said her students, her advanced mathematics students, were having a really hard time understanding mathematical concepts. So she worked together with our maker space on campus called the Think Box to develop these physical models that her students could actually write on, you know, different equations, just, again, to try to get a better understanding of what these things are. And we will be working with her in the future trying out some different approaches as well.

So these are just a couple of the projects that we worked on this year. Again, I think the impact is that we are working with faculty to kind of rethink what their role is in this new environment. It’s not something that’s going to change overnight, but just working with some of these individuals to think about how can we best use the resources of the campus and work with students as partners to help to just create more engaging learning environment for our students.

And that’s it.

Great. Thank you, Tina, and, again, please keep those questions coming. We’re going to present them verbally to our presenters at the end of the session today.

So with that let me introduce our next presenter, and he is Jon Dorbolo. And he is the Associate Director of Technology Across the Curriculum at Oregon State University. And he’s going to share with you some of the work that they have been doing in their learning spaces. So Jon, over to you.
Thanks, Veronica. 
Hey, everybody. Really proud to be here. These presentations are terrific and all the videos were great. I also teach Philosophy, and the faculty sent a President-elect and Principle Investigator of the Geometry of Learning Research Agenda, which is something I want to talk to you about a little bit here. Looking forward to being in touch with many of you.

So we have this situation as to why we did this. Let me get my mouse going. All right.

At Oregon State University we realized that we had, about a decade ago, that our enrollments were going to increase dramatically, going from about 22,000 to 35,000. So we designed around that.

Classroom space was already very limited, and student success was at the top of all of our agendas across the University.

So how to bring those together into a meaningful mix, solution, was part of the problem.

We worked with – our leadership put us on a track to figure out this problem in order to bring teaching and learning values to the forefront at the University while increasing classroom space by 2,200 seats and supporting a variety of pedagogies and learning styles.

They built a planning group where we started to put these ideas together. It was a board of architects that was involved, and they helped to develop a set of charrettes that allowed us to work together and think about how to do it as a planning team.

And we broke down a variety of different ways in which communication can happen in education and sought ways in which we could create facilities that would facilitate all of these different types of learning modes.

A key move by our leadership was by putting faculty instructors and students and staff at the forefront of developing the solutions. They really did. Thirty years here at Oregon State, and I’ve got to say this was a remarkable, transformative moment when I realized that our leadership was really serious about putting the teachers and the learners in charge of all of this. And that includes President Ed Ray, Provost (Inaudible) Dawa (sp), CIO Lois Brooks, the Registrar Rebecca Mathern, and Vice Provost Rebecca Warner. They were hands on in the process, but it was the faculty and the students that led the ideas. 
A year into that, we started to really look at how active learning could be encouraged at Oregon State by space design.

The product of this was to propose a four-story building that’s housing 13 classrooms, each of which was distinct in its design to provide a variety in order to encourage different teaching strategies and different learning styles. And that’s what we got.

So here’s some of the features of that. Students indicated in surveys and meetings that for them study space was what was really critical. That was their priority. And so we started to study what informal learning spaces were about.

We had a good foot up on this because our Library had done a lot of research into what makes informal learning spaces work, and they had a really state-of-the-art version of collaborative learning space. 
So we focused on how to increase the quality and amount of informal learning space for the students.

The innovative concept that made that possible for us in this four-story building was by kind of inverting the norm. Every classroom I’ve ever been in has a hall in the middle where people sit, like on the left, and the classroom is on the outside with windows. What we did was we moved all the learning spaces to the center, which leaves a promenade that goes around the entire building on all four floors with informal learning spaces all along the way. That allowed for about 650 individual learning spaces, but there are group spaces, there are individual study rooms, there are small breakout spaces of all kinds all over the building. And students are using that. And the variety is interesting because they seem to gravitate towards different parts of the design that work for them. I notice students also kind of take a hand in kind of like redesigning it on their own by moving things around, which is always interesting to do.
Another change for us was what we call the arena classroom. This is – we knew that we were going to stick – we were going to use lecture. We have lecture courses that are very important, and we were going to support those courses.  We were not going to increase the enrollment in the lecture class, so we were staying at 600 as a cap. And so the idea was to develop a completely 360-degree in-the-round room. This is a fish-eye view of it. This is completely round in the sense that the instructor is in the center surrounded by the students, all the way around. That’s 600 seats there. And the advantages of this in a number of ways was the proximity of the instructor to the students is optimized. So you’re about eight rows away. When you’re in the center of that dais in the middle, you’re about eight rows away from the furthest student. And when I lecture in there, I can see their eyes, it’s that close. And students are very aware of one another because they can all see each other.

You and I spent our educational careers looking at the back of somebody’s head or they’re looking at ours. Now these students, they’re looking at each other. And they’re very aware of that. So understanding what that means to them in the teaching and learning environment is a really important thing for us to try to understand. 
It puts them very close. The instructors that use the room frequently are very excited about being able to use it effectively. They can move up and down the spokes. And it’s been a very successful and popular room for us.

We had the possibility here that we could – this is all built on a false floor, presidium I guess they call it, and we could tear that out and in less than a summer’s time we could rebuild this into smaller square rooms. That was a Plan B in case this failed. It hasn’t failed. And so we know that this is working for us.
Also has 360-degree dual projection all the way around, so it creates a kind of Surround experience in which each learner is completely immersed and everybody has direct vision of all the parts of all of the visuals, including the visualize and all of these others.

We had to create some unique technologies in order to support these. I’ll talk about that in a second.

One of the things that came out when we presented this idea of the round room, and, again, I want to emphasize, it was two faculty groups that came up with that idea simultaneously as solutions. Why don’t we try this, they said. And so we went after it.
We had faculty that were saying, great, that’s a good idea, the round room, we think, but we’re not going to teach in a 600-seat auditorium, so can you make a smaller one? And so this was originally supposed to be a square room. It was turned into the round room in order to meet the needs of those faculty that were asking for that.

Going to move along here quickly. We also have the Parliament Room, which is made for discursive pedagogies. And we had to create swivel podiums, and chained projectors to be able to do this.

We have a research agenda, ongoing, called The Geometry of Learning, that’s using mock ups, interviews, measuring where students sit in order to determine the outcomes of this.

And I’ll put up the URL. You can visit us there. I’d love to talk to you about the building. You can come visit us. And we’ll share our research with you as we go. 
Thanks.

All right. Well thank you to all three of our presenters. 
Now is Q&A, and I would encourage everyone to keep tossing questions into the Chat space there and we’ll present them.

Now I’m going to back up a little bit and return to Baiyun. So Baiyun, question for you. How long has your Personalized Adaptive Learning Project been going at UCF? 
We started to evaluate the project different product in Spring 2014. And then we started to deliver the first two quarters and realized (inaudible) 2014. So right now it has been a little bit over two years.

Okay. So a question for you came in, you know, has there been enough time and enough experience with this to allow you to perceive any shifts in majors as a result of this initiative between students?

So far what we have evaluated, we haven’t really seen any like jaw-dropping results in terms of learning outcomes. Considering the innovation processes, really we had a lot of – students had a lot of cultural and paradigm change, and faculty member had to adapt to the system. And we also had some technical difficulties at the beginning when we started to adopt a new technology. So considering all of this, and I think that is a normal process, we did evaluate students every semester at the end of the semester using student survey. So both our students and our faculty members, they really had very positive feedback to us, and the students, they really liked the system because the system provide them with different ways of learning, such as they could use (inaudible), audio and visual, and the system will adopt and learn what format students like. And also the formative practice is throughout the whole course may help students learn better and they’re learning experience more fun and rewarding. And now with faculty members like the different types of learning. Analytic Space, they can access, too, so that helps them improve their teaching.
Okay, just one other question here. Sherry was asking about what is a typical time commitment for the faculty who participate in this initiative?
It really depends. We have faculty members, their involvement, they can be different. For instance, the first two pilot courses, they were four whole quarters. So actually, and realize that the company helped us develop the course, so we decided on that in Spring 2014, and then we started to (inaudible) the two courses in Fall 2014, so that is about two semesters.
But we also have other type of faculty members, they just adapt and change to adapt and learning system little by little. We have a Nursing faculty where they just started with one case study. We have another Statistics faculty member started with one module and that would take a shorter time for them to prepare and learn about the system.

And one more quick question. I noticed on one of your slides that most of the disciplines associated with this thus far seem to be STEM disciplines. Are you seeing any participation from the humanities or social sciences?

Actually we do. We do have a lot of STEM faculty members who are interested in the project, but we also have faculty members from (inaudible) Administration. One of the early doctors were Psychology. So we are right now also working in Business faculty members, so in the next two semesters we will have Business faculty, business courses offering the system as well.

Great. Thank you. Tina, now over to you. Could you give us a sense how many of these – if I may call them AL-Plus Fellows that you have on hand right now? Participating?

We have about eight current Fellows. And like I said, you know, this was really experimental. It’s something we wanted to try out this year and see what would work for us. I think next year if, you know, I hope we do it again, we’ll work with a smaller number of faculty to make it a little bit more manageable than it was this time, just because these projects were all so unique. We did try to group them together as much as possible and form small cohorts so that the faculty could support each other as well as having staff support them. But I think if anyone wants to try this approach, I would keep it maybe at four or five to get started with.

And Andrew just popped an interesting question in the Chat space. So he’s asking, what topics? So you have a faculty member saying I would like an AL-Plus Fellow, so what sort of topics do you cover in their training and their development as participants in this?

It was really customized for the various people. And, you know, we did work closely with different centers who are working like, again with the hollow lens, there is a center on campus that is really doing a lot of the work in that area. So for those projects we had a student developer who was doing a lot of the content together with the faculty member. They had office hours, and they would actually go over there and work with people. But in addition to that, that’s really specific to working on that project. In addition we had monthly luncheons with folks where we were going over different topics. And, you know, one time we would talk about latest developments in that area, you know, really having people talk about that. And in my mind a lot of these things, even though they are super innovative, it all goes back to what good teaching is. And so all of these faculty had been through sort of a series of workshops on active learning just to make sure that they weren’t focusing on just the technology but it was really more about how does the technology fit in with what you’re trying to accomplish in your course.
So I think that’s really important is to make sure that the faculty do have a really solid understanding of active learning and active learning pedagogies before really focusing in on, you know, these more innovative developments.

And are they representative across all academic disciplines or are they focused or concentrated more on the STEM area?

Unfortunately I would say that a lot of them are in the STEM area. We were working with one set of faculty in Digital Humanities, and they were really looking at sort of storytelling. So that was a completely different type of project where they were having, you know, students work with different platforms to develop stories of different types, and we were doing a little bit of an assessment about what are some of the best platforms out there in terms of what the students can do but also in terms of the support for those. So that was one of our Humanities focus projects for this year. But with a lot of these things in terms of the adaptive learning and with, you know, the other things I talked about, they were really more STEM oriented.

I see. Thank you.

All right, Jon, kind of shifting things over to you now. Well, you can see there is a question that just came into the Chat space, so I’ll lead off with that one. So how are they allocated, these (inaudible) spaces which seem to be perhaps your most innovative of the spaces you showed us, how are they allocated to faculty and courses?

Yeah, that’s a really good question. That’s a sensitive issue here because our only real way of allocating courses is seat count at this point. We’re having to develop some new ways of doing this. And so we have learning communities that are working together to develop pedagogical markers to be able to put them through learning objectives so that the Registrar can do more to identify pedagogies that need it.

So there is competition for the spaces. They’re successful. And as we redesign new spaces we’re going to have to take that into account.

Did that answer it?

Sure. So it sounds like that these arena classrooms are a hit so it wasn’t hard to get faculty to use them or to adopt using them for their courses?

There were ups and downs. I would say I showed you the small arena – small, it’s 300 seats. It’s hard to believe, isn’t it? But that’s an incredibly popular room for all kinds of reasons. It’s a very comfortable room. People love being in that space.

The folks that like the big arena room are people that they’re instructors, they teach large sections over and over and over. And so they have found those rooms to be very, very serviceable for their needs as instructors, and the students respond to them well, too. So they’re doing the job.

These could have failed. We didn’t go this way because we wanted to be innovative. I mean that was never really the big deal, let’s be innovative. It was let’s find something that solves our problem. And we didn’t know if it would work. So what I’ve done is gone and measured the before and after this building, looked at what the withdrawal rates were, the enrollments, the class GPAs, the pass or fail rates, and compared them to the before and after for classrooms that were in this round rooms and before they were in the round. And I’ve seen no negative effect whatsoever. So I think as our first stab at the research, we have good reason to say that we didn’t at least get it wrong.
And Jon, are you seeing (inaudible) across various disciplines, academic disciplines, or, again, is it clustered in one particular division?

It’s – there’s some slight clustering because a lot of the people that were involved in the planning were Sciences. And so you get this kind of grandmother effect where a lot of people that were in the rooms get to stay in the rooms. But we have nine colleges at the University. Eight of those nine teach in the building. This is the only general purpose classroom building on campus. Every other building has general purpose rooms, but they really are departmentally oriented. Not this one. This is only about teaching and learning. The teaching-learning technology and Center for Teaching and Learning Support is on the fourth floor. The Honors College is on the fourth floor. So its only purpose on campus is teaching and learning.

And it takes up – I think the last we checked – about 20% of the class hours taught are in this building. So it’s shifted our campus in some pretty significant ways.

All right. So I’m going to ask a question to all three of our panelists here, and we’re running short on time so I would ask my panelists to keep their responses brief, but I guess my question is this. As they think about transformation and the difficulties that can be presented when you are trying to change a culture, when you’re doing something that’s on the scale of transformation, I was wondering if you could reflect back on your project and just share with us any lessons learned about change management and being successful there. So I’m going to go backwards now, start with Jon, and then Tina, and then Baiyun. Jon?

In terms of the transformative element of going through this practice?

Yeah. So I mean, obviously people need to change the way that they are doing things and stuff like that. And sometimes that can’t be an easy argument to win.

Yeah. So it was interesting here. Like I said, I’ve been here for 30 years and I’ve been working with faculty for 30 years and teaching in different ways. There was more of a confluence. There was already a growth of interest amongst faculty to teach in different ways, and instructors. I was seeing that actually take place. At the same time that this need for a new facility came together. And I think it was the intersection between those two that led to the kind of extreme creativity that we saw. So I’m not sure that there was actually really a guided transformation, or some kind of – we did a good job at somehow making it happen as if we were present at the moment in which it had its greatest opportunity to take place.
Okay. Tina? Culture shift. Change management. How did that go?

Well, I’m going to agree with Jon. I don’t know if this is really a national trend, but I certainly have felt, since the time that I started at my institution and I’ve been here eight years, over the last couple of years we definitely have more faculty who are wanting to try to do really interesting and innovative things. We are a relatively small institution. We have about 5,000 undergrads and about 5,000 graduate students. We’re an R1. Faculty do not receive any kind of incentive to innovate in their teaching, typically, so that can be a hard sell. But, you know, I think as I was trying to say during my presentation, working with people who are already wanting to do some of these things and really leveraging those relationships is very valuable. So in our case, even with just the, you know, when we were focused on the classrooms and increasing active learning, based on having a couple of fantastic faculty members in our Social Work department, when they redesigned their school, they built their own active learning classrooms, they’re running their own workshops on active learning. And so I see that as a huge success. I’m not going to say that we have that across the board as I think these things take time. And I think just really giving people the support that they need, really overwhelming them with support so that they are successful and that, you know, they’re willing to go out there and talk about these things, that’s been a key for our success.

Great. Thank you. And Baiyun? Culture change, things like that.

Yeah. I totally agree with Jon and Tina. Agree that we should always be there and provide the support they need. And adaptive learning is a technology that can really change how students learn. They learn at their own pace. And however it is not easy for us to really realize the capabilities of this technology if we don’t help our faculty and students change how they teach, change how they learn, including also the infrastructures, how we support faculty members to teach. So I think it’s going to be a long process before we really can see the benefits of the technology to really happen, to have a big impact on students.

Okay, thank you. And to – so I’m afraid we’re out of time, but to take us across the finish line, let me turn things back over to Veronica. 

Sure. Well thank you to all of our presenters, both for submitting those videos, which are really great. If you – you know, we didn’t get a chance to show them during today’s session, but do take a moment to look at them. They are great resources, too, for your own faculty development work.

And thanks to all of our participants for being so actively engaged today. Before you sign off, don’t forget to take our quick evaluation. It should only take a minute, and the comments that you make, they’re really important to us. We take them into account as we make changes in our programming.

This session has been recorded and will be archived on the EDUCAUSE Live website including the slides you saw and also a complete replay. So please feel free to share that with your colleagues.

And join us for the next E Live on May 25 at the same time.

And on behalf of EDUCAUSE and my colleague Malcolm Brown, I’m Veronica Diaz and thank you so much for joining us today.
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