
 

 
 
 

Machelle T. Pardue, Ph.D., FARVO, FAIMBE  
Wallace H. Coulter Interim Chair • Wallace H. Coulter Department of Biomedical Engineering 

machelle.pardue@bme.gatech.edu • mpardue@emory.edu 
Georgia Tech The U.A. Whitaker Biomedical Engineering Building • 313 Ferst Drive • Atlanta, Georgia 30332-0535 • www.bme.gatech.edu 

Emory University Health Sciences Research Building • 1760 Haygood Drive, Suite W 200 • Atlanta, Georgia 30322-4600 • www.bme.emory.edu 

 
 
 
January 15, 2022 
 
Award Selection Committee 
Georgia Tech Center for the Enhancement of Teaching and Learning 
 
RE: Nomination of Dr. Annabelle Singer for the CTL/BP Junior Faculty Teaching Excellence 
Award 
 
Dear Members of the Award Selection Committee: 
 
I am thrilled to nominate Dr. Annabelle Singer for the CTL/BP Junior Faculty Teaching Excellence 
Award. Dr. Singer is an Assistant Professor in the Wallace H. Coulter Department of Biomedical 
Engineering and joined the faculty in 2016. During her tenure, Dr. Singer has excelled not only in 
her research – she has received many prestigious honors and her transformative work in 
neuroengineering has been published in high impact journals and featured in the popular press - but 
also in her teaching and mentorship activities. This success is due not only to her warm and inclusive 
personality that allows her to connect to, and engage with, students from diverse backgrounds, but 
also through her implementation of novel instruction methods and meaningful integration of 
diversity and inclusion practices in her both her lab and classroom. 
 
Dr. Singer is an accomplished and effective teacher. She is an excellent speaker, is admirably clear 
in her exposition of complex ideas, and is highly engaging. Since arriving at Georgia Tech, Dr. 
Singer has taught both core courses (BMED 2250 Problems in Biomedical Engineering, and BMED 
4853 Systems Physiology) and advanced electives (BMED 4803 Introduction to Neuroengineering).  
She has also guest taught for graduate courses in BME and for core courses in the new undergraduate 
neuroscience major. Dr. Singer’s teaching feedback is overwhelmingly positive and her CIOS 
scores are very high (median 4.8, range 4.6-4.9 for instructor effectiveness) which is consistently 
higher than the Georgia Tech or College of Engineering median for classes of a similar size (4.6 for 
the institute and 4.5 for the college of engineering for 2017-2018).  Students consistently praise 
Dr. Singer’s excellent and respectful communication, her passion for the subject matter and 
her innovative and effective teaching practices. Even during the pandemic, Dr. Singer was able 
to successfully pivot to a virtual platform and from unofficial student feedback and BME surveys 
done in spring and summer 2020, students’ learning experience was scarcely impacted by the 
transition.  
 
Noting a critical need for neuroengineering courses in the department, during her second year at 
Georgia Tech, Dr. Singer developed BMED 4803 Introduction to Neuroengineering. The course 
actually addresses an unmet need in the larger field: while there exist many courses on neuroscience 
and widely used accompanying textbooks, there were/are currently no such courses and textbooks 
on neuroengineering. Initially creating the course together with Dr. Garrett Stanley, Dr. Singer went 
on to develop and enhance this class, including the successful incorporation of inclusive teaching 
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practices. The class includes semester long problems-based learning assignments in which students 
invent designs for novel technology to address real problems in neuroscience and neurology. In this 
way, the class trains students to take the initiative to identify and solve impactful problems and 
to direct their own research to do so.  These are lifelong skills that students will use in many fields. 
Always aiming to improve her courses, Dr. Singer also asks students for frank and frequent 
feedback on the course structure and uses that information to continue to refine the course for 
subsequent semesters.  After testing out this class here at Georgia Tech, Dr. Singer ultimately aims 
to disseminate the course structure and materials to serve the larger neuroengineering community. 
 
Implementing inclusive teaching and mentoring practices is an integral part of Dr. Singer’s 
classes and lab. As a member of Faculty Learning Committee with a specific focus on inclusive 
teaching, Dr. Singer researched and discussed inclusive teaching practices and implemented these 
practices in BMED 4803 in spring 2019.  For example, Dr. Singer includes explicit instruction on 
topics that are often implicit and therefore unknown to many students from underrepresented 
groups. Dr. Singer teaches these unknowns explicitly via mini-lectures on practical skills like 
“Constructive Criticism and Asking Neutral Questions”, and “Constructive Conflict and Project 
Management.” Included in these lectures are data showing that diverse groups perform better and 
that criticism is part of how we improve. She also teaches students that failure is a normal part 
of learning, not a personal inadequacy.  Additionally, she explains to students that the class is 
structured differently from traditional lecture-based classes, because they will acquire useful 
problem solving skills that will apply to many problems long after leaving the class. Dr. Singer 
continues to hone and revise these inclusive teaching practices each semester.   
 
In her lab, Dr. Singer is also developing inclusive mentorship practices.  For example, she 
implemented a values reflection exercise with her lab based on literature showing such an 
exercise reduces gender gaps in performance in STEM classrooms. She also workshopped her lab 
manual with a group of BME faculty to determine how to make sure the manual sets the tone of the 
lab, including explicitly stating scientific and community service values, such as diversity and 
inclusion. She has also developed research rubrics to explicitly define “success” in scholarship 
for post-doctoral fellows and graduate students.  
 
Since joining the BME faculty, Dr. Singer has mentored 5 graduate students, 3 post-doctoral fellows, 
3 staff, and 24 undergraduate students in lab research. Six of Dr. Singer’s post-graduate and six of 
her undergraduate trainees are women - a significant accomplishment since women in systems and 
computational neuroscience are especially scarce. In recognition of the quality of Dr. Singer’s 
guidance, her trainees have received a long list of national, international, and institute honors, 
including: an NIH F31 NRSA fellowship, NSF graduate research fellowship, Alzheimer’s 
Association Research Fellowship, Warren Alpert Foundation Distinguished Scholar Award, Google 
Summer of Code (GSOC), two competitive T32 training grants, a Fulton County Elder Health 
Science Fellowship, Emory GDBBS Scholar of the Year in Neuroscience, Outstanding Scientific 
Achievement Award from the Emory Neuroscience Program, J. Norman and Rosalyn Wells 
Fellowship Award, and six Presidential Undergraduate Research Awards (PURA). Several of her 
undergraduates have been co-authors on lab paper and have gone on to graduate or medical school. 
 
Since coming to Georgia Tech 5 years ago, Dr. Singer’s research work has had extensive impact 
within the academic community with over 1400 citations and many invited seminars around the 
world, including at the National Academy of Engineering’s prestigious 2021 EU-US Frontiers of 
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Engineering Symposium.   She has also been the recipient of numerous awards and honors, including 
the Janett Rosenberg Trubatch Career Development Award from the Society for Neuroscience, the 
Packard Fellowship, the Alzheimer's Disease Center’s Directors’ Junior Investigators Presentation 
Award, and the National Academy of Sciences Kavli Frontiers of Science Fellowship. These honors 
are awarded to the most creative and impactful researchers nationwide. Therefore it is of no surprise 
that the quality and effectiveness of Dr. Singer’s teaching and mentorship has also been at a very 
high level. We are delighted and honored that Dr. Singer is a part of our faculty, and as such, I 
strongly and enthusiastically nominate her for the CTL/BP Junior Faculty Teaching Excellence 
Award. As one of the most dynamic and talented young educators in our department, she is 
truly deserving of this award. 
 
If you need any further information regarding Dr. Singer’s candidacy, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Machelle T. Pardue, Ph.D. 
Interim Chair and Professor 
Wallace H. Coulter Department of Biomedical Engineering 
Georgia Institute of Technology and Emory University 

MTP/sim 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



REFLECTIVE TEACHING STATEMENT 
Annabelle Singer, Assistant Professor, BME 

 
 

1. BE BOLD; FAILURE IS REQUIRED 
 
“[Dr. Singer] really challenged you to innovate and create new ideas, which is something I had never 
really done in a course before. At first, I was really uncomfortable with that, but I got more confident in 
my ability to do it as time went on.” – Student in Introduction to Neuroengineering 

 
“I liked how this course was designed to be more open-ended about how we did assignments and how we 
got to come up with creative solutions.” – Student in Introduction to Neuroengineering 

 
“Dr. Singer was always a great help to our team and could tell you that you need to rework an idea 
without making you feel stupid. Very understanding and kind.” – Student in Problems in Biomedical 
Engineering 
 
 
Learning is done by trial and error. We try a variety of things and see what works and what fails. We then 
bend towards what works and away from what does not. This is repeated and honed until our process 
consistently works. Trial and error and iteration are fundamental to ultimate success but too often we focus 
on the success and forget the errors and the exploration that got us there.  
 
The learning process requires the space and mindset to explore widely, fail often and repeat. To create this 
space and mindset in my classes, I stress taking risks and being creative. Often students are used to being 
successful, like receiving good grades, and they think this is evidence of their learning. But the evidence 
of learning is in our failures and in how we change after those failures. I tell my students that it is ok to be 
wrong and it is normal to fail. In one of my first lectures in Introduction to Neuroengineering, I show a 
video of toddler learning to walk, wobbling back and forth on unsteady legs and then falling down. I ask 
students what is going on in the video.  Without fail students recognize this is learning. I point out that 
learning is a wobbly-legged toddler trying to walk. I tell them “it’s ok to fall on your face.” I teach them 
that feeling uncomfortable is a normal part of learning, otherwise you are not learning much.  This sets 
the tone at the start of the class and it comes up again and again throughout the semester.  
 
Feedback and repetition are key parts of this iterative learning process. In my classes, each assignment is 
repeated (with new content or a twist) so students use the feedback they received and learn from their 
mistakes. In both Introduction to Neuroengineering and Problems in Biomedical Engineering, students 
are tasked with generating design solutions to real-world problems. Students often ask if it is ok to propose 
something wild or to change course, and I tell them to go for it as long as they can justify their choice with 
evidence. Repeatedly students have noted that I give good critical feedback in a respectful way and this is 
another way I create a space where students can explore, fail, and learn. In fact, I give students a 
minilecture on how to give critical feedback so that they can criticize each other without it feeling like a 
personal attack. I also make a point of meeting or messaging with each student one-on-one.  In these 
meetings the student and I give each other feedback. Over and over I hear students tell me they feel 
unqualified to participate even though they have the same qualifications as everyone in class. I tell these 
students that it is better to risk being wrong because we learn from being wrong. This is often a turning 
point for many students.  I think many of them have never heard that they it is ok to be wrong before. 
  



2. LEARNING IS SEEKING 
 

“I loved this class. I liked how differently it was structured than a typical lecture class. I 
definitely learned a lot when I was delving into literature about new technologies and think the 
critical thinking that we employed will be supremely helpful in the future.” – Student in 
Introduction to Neuroengineering 
 
“I enjoyed that is was very open and up to what we wanted to look into. It definitely strengthened 
my ability to research and creatively come up with ideas.” – Student in Introduction to 
Neuroengineering 

 
We learn by doing and in my classes, students are in charge of their learning.  I first implemented this 
active learning approach when teaching the BME core course BMED2250 Problems in Biomedical 
Engineering. BMED 2250 employs problem-based learning in which students collaboratively tackle a 
real-world problem. Students are charged with generating and evaluating novel engineering solutions 
based on their primary research. I then developed problems-based learning techniques further in designing 
BMED 4803 Introduction to Neuroengineering, an advanced elective for undergraduates, with Dr. Garrett 
Stanley. Our primary goal in developing this class was to fill a need in the department for more 
Neuroengineering courses. Furthermore, there is currently an unmet need in the larger field of BME for 
such a course and course materials. However, the focus of this class on neuroengineering f also presented 
several challenges. As a relatively new and rapidly evolving field, there are no textbooks on 
neuroengineering and few courses offered worldwide.  Furthermore, the best neuroengineering technology 
this year will be out of date next year. Thus, we started with few resources or standards and faced a 
teaching rapidly evolving content. As a result, I decided that it was most important that we train our 
students to seek out, define, and tackle impactful problems and for them to get used to doing this in areas 
that are outside of their expertise. To this end, in small groups, students do primary research to identify 
urgent unmet needs in scientific research or clinical practice and then design a new approach to address 
this need. They critically assess the current state of the art and their own ideas using engineering analysis. 
The groups present engineering solutions in class and in a written proposal. In this way, students develop 
neuroengineering, self-inquiry, and critical thinking skills to solve real-world problems. 

  
I start the class by explaining why the course is structured this way, that we are training them with lifelong 
problem-solving skills. I explain that it is more important that they learn the process of thinking critically, 
asking probing questions, and creative brainstorming than any particular facts, techniques, or findings.  
This is especially important in neuroscience and neuroengineering where the state of the art changes 
rapidly. Often students start out uncomfortable and unsure. Students are used to a linear progression from 
one topic to another, typically through lectures or problem sets but real-world problem-solving is full of 
twists and turns and partial evidence. So, while we have lectures, students are not handed all the 
information they need. Instead, they perform extensive primary research to identify an important unsolved 
problem in neuroscience and then they perform more research to come up with possible solutions 
integrating information across multiple disciplines. They must critically evaluate these primary sources 
and identify gaps and weaknesses. Each student tracks their research and thought process in a research log 
that includes their review of what they find in the literature as well as the current questions they are trying 
to answer and their reflections on how their research fits into the larger project goals. Eventually students 
discover they are up to the challenge of this self-directed problem solving and tackling problems of 
importance to them is especially rewarding. I also model this active learning for students. I teach them 
about my own research as a series of asking questions with unknown answers.  Furthermore, I ask each 
student for frank feedback on the course itself so that I can learn and improve the course. I too am still 
learning, and I improve the class and my teaching with each iteration. 



 
3. OPENING THE DOOR AND LEVELING THE PLAYING FIELD 

 
“[Dr. Singer] was super approachable and really cared about our project. She was willing to 
help in any way she could.” – Student in Problems in Biomedical Engineering 
 
“After completing my first year of grad school, I took time to reflect on all of the people who 
mentored me and of all of them, you were one of the most impactful.  You are a phenomenal 
mentor and I consider myself to be fortunate to have had the privilege of working with you.  
Thank you for all of your help and guidance over the years” – Former undergrad research 
mentee, now graduate student 

 
I try to open the door to individuals that otherwise may get shut out by seeing the potential in students 
instead of focusing on their current skillset. This approach underlies my course design and in how I 
consider students applicants to my lab.  In particular, women are vastly under-represented in my area of 
research.  In part this is because my fields, systems neuroscience and neuroengineering, typically require 
excellent math, coding, and electrical engineering skills to enter research labs. Because of gender 
disparities in math and engineering education, women are less likely to have these skills and therefore are 
less likely to be invited to join a computational-heavy lab. But, of course, they can learn when given the 
opportunity and encouragement. Instead of requiring these skills as a weeding out tool, I look for trainees 
who have strong evidence or self-directed learning and persisting through problems. Almost every woman 
who has joined my lab had either no electrical engineering or no coding experience before joining and 
they have all learned these skills. In fact, the all learned with little input from me because they excel at 
self-directed learning.  
 
I also strive to demystify academic culture for my students and trainees.  Academia is full of unwritten 
rules that define success but are never explained. For some people, especially those from under-
represented groups or with backgrounds that are atypical, these implicit values are opaque and that puts 
these students at a disadvantage. By explaining these implicit values explicitly, I help level the playing 
field. For Introduction to Neuroengineering, I describe the class philosophy early in the class, as I touched 
on above, because I want students to understand how I define success, especially since my definition of 
success may be very different than what they have experienced before.  For example, I tell students it is 
important to participate in class and it is ok if they state something that is wrong, since we learn from our 
mistakes, or ask a seemingly trivial question, because we learn by seeking. Throughout the class I present 
some brief minilectures on practical skills like “Giving Effective Talks”, “Constructive Criticism and 
Asking Neutral Questions”, and “Constructive Conflict and Project Management.” These minilectures 
explain some of the unwritten rules of how we work together and how we communicate effectively in 
academia. Finally, I have an open-door policy.  I tell students in my classes and lab to ask me if they have 
a question and tell me if they have a problem. In class, I cycle around from student to student or group to 
group as they are working on projects to ask if they have questions or see if I can give them feedback.  In 
lab, trainees (pre-COVID) dropped by my office to hash out their current challenges and (post-COVID) 
message me often with problems and updates. 

 
In summary, I strive to teach my students to be fearless, to fail often and productively, and to tackle 
problems of their own choosing. I am driven to teach this way based on my own experiences, having 
found that I am most motivated by opportunities to be creative, take risks, and tackle impactful 
problems. With these problem-solving skills in hand, our students will be equipped to attack a myriad of 
challenges in whatever areas they choose.   



REPRESENTATIVE STUDENT COMMENTS FROM 
UNSOLICTED MESSAGES, SOLICITED FEEDBACK, & CIOS EVALUATIONS 

 
Excerpts from Unsolicited Email Messages and cCrds from Undergraduates in Classes: 
“I have never imagined loving engineering as much before taking your class. I loved taking your class on 
neuroengineering, and it has inspired me to further my education in neuroscience and engineering.  

Doing paper discussions and presentations in your class made me realize how much I truly enjoyed 
research. I’ve been exposed to the “hands-on” research lab settings, but I haven’t been so exposed to Journal 
Club-like discussions or presentations. It made me recognize all aspects of being a researcher. Reading numerous 
papers to find a solution to chronic migraines was quite frankly the highlights of my weeks! That is how I knew 
this is what I wanted to pursue.   

Finally, you have been such an inspiring professor for me. I had many hardships during COVID, but your 
class was one that I had always looked forward to attending. Your class has also inspired me to pursue a career in 
education. I am now motivated to become a researcher and professor going forward with my life.” 
 
“I'm so sad to no longer be in your class and hope we can continue to see each other. I'm always looking for 
women in STEM to look up to and your research interests me so much that it's already influenced the programs 
I'm exploring in my search for graduate school programs.” 
 
“I really enjoyed your class and the way it made me expand my ability to review literature and think critically 
about how technologies can be applied from one part of the body to another.” 
 
Unsolicited Email Messages and Cards from Undergraduate Mentees in Lab: 
“Hey Dr. Singer, I wanted to reach out and thank you for letting me be a part of your lab.  It has certainly been 
some of the most enjoyable and interesting work I have done while at Tech and has taught me an immense 
amount about neuroscience, machining, data analysis, and research in general.  …The lab is full of some of the 
most intelligent people I have gotten to work with and meet and I think that speaks directly towards 
yourself.  Once again, thank you for the great experience.” 
 
“Thank you for taking a chance on me and for showing me that I am a strong and capable individual. You’ve 
helped me become more independent and confident. You’ve supported me through some very difficult times. I 
cannot express my gratitude enough. I wish nothing but the best for Singer lab!”  
 
“Thank you for always being there for me and thank you for your mentorship and advice throughout the years - 
you’ve been such a huge influence in my life and I will forever appreciate it.”  
 
“After completing my first year of grad school, I took time to reflect on all of the people who mentored me and of 
all of them, you were one of the most impactful.  You are a phenomenal mentor and I consider myself to be 
fortunate to have had the privilege of working with you.  Thank you for all of your help and guidance over the 
years.”  
 
Solicited Feedback on BMED 4803 Introduction to Neuroengineering: 
 “I loved this class. I liked how differently it was structured than a typical lecture class. I definitely learned a lot 
when I was delving into literature about new technologies and think the critical thinking that we employed will be 
supremely helpful in the future.” 
 
“I really enjoyed this course. I thought it would be challenging given I had 0 experience with neuroengineering 
going into the semester and we were having to come up with devices related to neuroengineering but I thought all 



the work we did in class and with the papers really helped prepare for that. I like that you encourage class 
participation because being encouraged to participate helped me learn more.” 
 
“… the paper discussion are really helpful. They showed me a lot of gaps that I had when I read and reviewed 
research papers.” 
 
“The most useful part of the class so far has been the research side. I think I have grown a lot in terms of the way I 
conduct research and I think I have a better understanding of how to gather and evaluate relevant research that 
helps progress my knowledge of whatever topic we are focusing on” 
 
“I have learned a lot from doing a deep research dive into one particular topic and this research has improved my 
ability to quickly comb through articles and extract the necessary information.” 
 
“I like the paper discussions. Most of them have been on cool and/or important findings and breaking them down 
for the discussions helps me understand much more than just reading it on my own. I've learned a lot from these 
discussions.” 
 
“Having presentations with active participation- I have never had to incorporate that into a presentation and I 
think its really valuable.” 
 
“The most useful part has been the in class time we have for group work and the research log. It is always great to 
have a set time to collaborate since the team has very different schedules. In terms of the research log, it pushed 
me to keep up to date with my research. It also helped me figure out what questions I had and where I needed to 
go next in terms of the project.” 
 
Anonymous CIOS Evaluation Comments: 
CIOS for BMED 4853, Fall 2021: 
• Dr. Singer was very kind and approachable. She cared for her students and was very patient and 

understanding during the PSS. If we were struggling with a topic, she would explain it in detail to the class, 
which was very helpful and appreciated. 

• Dr. Singer was super helpful when it came to answering questions. Never made you feel like your question 
was stupid or too basic or anything and was great at simplifying answers down if we didn’t get it the first 
time. She also has us explain what we know to her to try to see if that gets us to the answers on our own 
which I thought was really helpful when it came to learning 

• She provided challenging coursework and covered a large amount of material. 
• Always there to help the student 
• She was very prompt with answering questions and succinctly explaining concepts we were just lost on. She 

had a great deal of knowledge on the topics we covered in PSS 
 
CIOS for BMED 4803, Spring 2021: 
• Clearly cares about the class material and the students. Was easy to reach, overall one of the best professors 

I’ve had at Tech. 
• Thank you so much for being an amazing professor! Youve really helped all your students learn so much and 

think critically. 
• Instructor was super nice, encouraging, supportive, really motivated me to get involved in class despite being 

virtual. One of the best professors I have had at tech. 
• One of the nicest and easiest teachers to talk to. Knows a lot about everything and is open to new ideas. 
• The projects were fun and the research we did were cool. We were able to take lead and dive into whatever 

we wanted. 



• loved how you could ask her questions about anything content-related. 
• Personally having no background in engineering before taking this course, Dr. Singer helped tremendously in 

learning to think critically and applying knowledge into novel technology and devices. 
• I also enjoyed the amount of freedom we had with our projects to really focus on topics we are really 

interested in. The general tone and vibe of the class was very supportive and friendly. Prof. Singer gave 
feedback frequently, and was available for extra questions. 

• Dr. Singer did a great job at providing constant feedback to our assignments and specifying what it takes to 
succeed in this course 

• I really liked that Prof. Singer listened to and answered every student question. I really appreciate that at the 
start of her classes she sometimes made us aware of wellness/mental health offerings or asked how we would 
use our wellness days. Also, doing a great job moderating student contributions during the presentations, such 
that sometimes a really cool debate on the chat happened. 

 
CIOS for BMED 4803, Spring 2019: 
• I love that the class was project-based and the projects were really cool to do. The subject matter was super 

interesting. 
• I feel like I learned more than I expected. I liked how the class was set up and I wish BMED 2250 was more 

like this course. I think the paper discussions and phase presentations really helped me learn more about the 
field of neuroscience and neuroengineering. 

• I think the research log was an effective learning tool because it helped me not put things off until the last 
minute. Most of the ideas I had came out of work on the research log. 

• Really challenged you to innovate and create new ideas, which is something I had never really done in a 
course before. At first, I was really uncomfortable with that, but I got more confident in my ability to do it as 
time went on. 

 
CIOS for BMED 4803, Spring 2018: 
• I enjoyed that is was very open and up to what we wanted to look into. It definitely strengthened my ability to 

research and creatively come up with ideas. 
• I liked how this course was designed to be more open-ended about how we did assignments and how we got 

to come up with creative solutions. 
• I enjoyed the topics in this course and freedom to learn what I wanted. 
• I really loved the professors. Both of them are fantastic and very good at making the material interesting and 

seemingly within intellectual reach. The lectures they gave were amazing and extremely instructive. 
• The way the course was set up allowed for good discussions 
 
CIOS for BMED 2250, Fall 2019: 
• Getting us to think about our work and realize our own pitfalls. 
• She would always be open to listening to our problems and provide very useful insights when we were stuck. 

Her feedback is always great and would prompt us in the right direction. 
• Very kind, good at explaining concepts without being patronizing 
• Dr. Singer was always a great help to our team and could tell you that you need to rework an idea without 

making you feel stupid. Very understanding and kind. 
 
CIOS for BMED 2250, Fall 2018: 
• When you gave criticism, you were really nice about it, like a mom. 
• Very helpful with getting us to think deeper about topics in PBL 
• Dr. Singer was always available if we needed anything, and was great at giving us feedback and keeping us 

realistic with our project and helping us think of any holes we may have missed ourselves originally. She 
knew how to make us think deeper. 



 
CIOS for BMED 2250, Fall 2017: 
• Overall a great professor! 
• Available to answer questions at almost every in-class meeting. Helped guide group direction to make sure 

everyone was on right track 
• Every time she popped into our classroom to give us feedback, she gave us useful feedback on the ideas we 

presented in a respectful way. When we weren't focusing on the correct goals, she steered us towards the 
correct goals. 

• readily listened and provided great feedback, gave us feedback in a way that would lead us to think and 
research more 

• She gave very constructive feedback without being too harsh. 
 
CIOS for BMED 2250, Spring 2017: 
• She was excellent at facilitating discussion and guiding our conversation in a constructive manner. She was 

always willing to give us her opinion when we were stuck. 
• Asked really good questions during presentations that helped us push forward our project considerably. 
• Dr. Singer was very approachable, and without overstepping, she was able to steer us on track, and give us 

helpful direction. She was very direct with her critique, but still maintained an air of professionalism. 
• She was super approachable and really cared about our project. She was willing to help in any way she could. 
• She was very clear on helping the group distinguish our goals. 
 
 
 



CIOS Scores on Instructor Effectiveness 
For Annabelle Singer 

 

Instructor Effectiveness for Dr. Annabelle Singer  

TERM YEAR COURSE CLASS 
SIZE 

NO. OF 
RESP. 

INTER-
POLATED 
MEDIAN 

 

Spring 2017 BMED 2250 Problems in 
Biomedical Engineering 27 23 4.90  

Fall 2017 BMED 2250 Problems in 
Biomedical Engineering 32 19 4.60  

Spring 2018 BMED 4803 Introduction to 
Neuroengineering 27 16 4.83  

Fall 2018 BMED 2250 Problems in 
Biomedical Engineering 22 10 4.79  

Spring 2019 BMED 4803 Introduction to 
Neuroengineering 23 15 4.90  

Fall 2019 BMED 2250 Problems in 
Biomedical Engineering 24 15 4.70  

Spring 2020 BMED 4803 Introduction to 
Neuroengineering 36 NA* NA*  

Spring 2021 BMED 4803 Introduction to 
Neuroengineering 37 20 4.9  

Fall 2021 BMED 4853 Special Topics: 
Systems Physiology 

108 total, 
42 in my 
section  

30 4.6  

Spring 2022 BMED 4803 Introduction to 
Neuroengineering 36 TBD TBD  

MEDIAN ACROSS YEARS 4.81  

      

Normative Data (per class size) 

TERM YEAR CLASS 
SIZE 

GT 
median 

CoE 
median 

Spring 2017 16-35 4.61 4.50 

Fall 2017 16-35 4.63 4.50 

Spring 2018 16-35 4.60 4.38 

Fall 2018 16-35 4.60 4.60 

Spring 2019 16-35 4.60 4.50 



Fall 2019 16-35 4.70 4.70 

Spring 2020 16-35 NA* NA* 

Spring  2021 36-99 4.65 4.56 

Fall 2021 >99 4.58 4.42 

MEDIAN ACROSS YEARS 4.61 4.50 
 
*No CIOS assessments were taken in Spring 2020 
GT Median and CoE Median are drawn from GT Collected-Norms-2013-2020 
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January 15, 2022 
 
 
Dear Selection Committee Members:  
 
It is my pleasure to write this letter to support for Dr. Annabelle Singer’s nomination for the CTL/BP 
Junior Faculty Teaching Excellence Award. I have known Annabelle since she interviewed to join 
the faculty in 2015. Annabelle is a passionate teacher and mentorship, with a student-centered 
view on teaching and course development.  She has strived to develop courses that inspire 
students to leverage their engineering knowledge to solve important real-world problems and she 
has worked hard to make these courses inclusive to all students. Annabelle and I co-developed 
a new BME advanced elective together, “Introduction to Neuroengineering,” which we taught 
together when it was first offered.  Annabelle has since taught this course by herself.  I have also 
seen her guest lecture in two of my classes, a graduate course “Quantitative Neuroscience” and 
a core course in the Neuroscience major “Advanced Methods in Neuroscience.” My lab is adjacent 
to Annabelle’s and I co-mentor one of her graduate students.  Therefore, I have observed 
Annabelle’s teaching and mentorship in class and in lab and I think she is an exceptional educator. 
 
Annabelle is passionate about highly interactive, problems-based learning methods and was 
determined that new courses we develop take this pedagogical approach. Annabelle and I 
developed BMED 4803 Introduction to Neuroengineering, first offered in Spring of 2018, to 
prepare students to tackle the cutting-edge emerging field of neuroengineering. This course trains 
students to take an engineering approach to neuroscience by developing students’ abilities to 
define neuroscience problems and address them with design. Annabelle insisted on the course 
be organized around problems-based learning because she knows from her prior teaching 
education that these methods produce the best learning outcomes. Together we figured out how 
to include challenging students with real-world problem solving and make the class feasible with 
clear expectations of success for students. To this end, in small groups, students identify urgent 
unmet needs in scientific research or clinical practice and then design a new approach to address 
this need. The groups present engineering solutions in class and in a written proposal. In this 
way, students develop neuroengineering thinking skills to solve real-world problems. Students are 
required to be creative and apply information they learn from lecture or reading in new ways.  
 
Annabelle both put students at ease and pushed them to take risks and be creative. This was 
especially important because, many of these students have no prior experience with 
neuroengineering and are therefore feel especially insecure.  In class, students connected deeply 
with Annabelle, as evidenced by feedback we have received on this class. Over the course of the 
semester, Annabelle made sure we included time during class to meet with each group and each 
individual so we could hear from all students, even those who did not come to office hours. In 
giving groups feedback, Annabelle pushed students to take risks and come up with truly novel 
ideas, instead of proposed designs that were just a tiny bit different from prior inventions. She 
then coached students in how they could justify such ideas when direct evidence that it would 
work was lacking (as would be expected for novel inventions). In many of these one-on-one 
conversations, Annabelle boosted students’ confidence by explaining that their questions were 
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normal and welcome, and that they were learning and were not expected to know everything. 
Each of Annabelle’s lectures was interactive, for example asking students to draw biological 
systems that were the topic of the lecture and then revise them later after discussing the material 
more. Annabelle cares deeply about the students’ experience of the class and asks every year 
for student input on the class. Annabelle went on to revise this class over subsequent years using 
student feedback. She has especially pushed to make the class inclusive to all students, which is 
essential to getting them to engage deeply with the material. She workshopped inclusive teaching 
practices in the class as part of BME’s Faculty Learning Committee and she continues to 
implement these inclusive practices.  
 
In her lab, Annabelle also pushes her students to take risks and develop their own passions.  She 
guides students as they develop their own project plans, hypotheses, and interpretation of their 
results. This is often less efficient than simply giving students a pre-defined project; however, it 
ultimately produces students who are better prepared to be independent thinkers and 
researchers. For example, one student in her lab developed an initial project based on the 
student’s interests in working memory.  Unfortunately, the project required animals to perform a 
complex behavior that turned out to be infeasible.  Annabelle and the student then brainstormed 
how to tweak the project to be feasible and still meet the students’ interest. I have seen this project 
develop as a thesis committee member and this process has empowered the student to follow 
her scientific interests while honing her skills in take calculated risks and adapt her plans. I have 
been repeatedly impressed by how this student thinks critically about her project. Ultimately, this 
training is producing knock-out scientists and engineers with excellent critical thinking skills and 
creative potential. 
 
In short, I strongly support Annabelle’s nomination for the CTL/BP Junior Faculty Teaching 
Excellence Award based on her excellence in teaching, mentorship, and curriculum development. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Garrett B. Stanley, PhD 
McCamish Foundation Distinguished Chair 
Director, McCamish Program 
Co-Director GT/Emory Neural Engineering Center 
Coulter Department of Biomedical Engineering 
Georgia Institute of Technology/Emory University 
 
 
 



January 18, 2022. 
 
Dear CTL/BP Junior Faculty Teaching Excellence Award Committee, 
 
I am proud to support Dr. Singer for this award for a multitude of reasons. Coming into the spring 2020 semester, 
I was taking Dr. Singer’s course, “Intro to Neuroengineering,” simply to fulfill my degree requirements. 
However, Dr. Singer was able to really engage me in the class and stimulate my interest in the topics we were 
covering. She did this by having interactive lectures, making it easy for students to feel comfortable participating 
in complex discussions, and having an extensive and intimate knowledge of the topics being covered. I am usually 
a fairly introverted student who prefers to sit back and observe rather than participate in discussions, but I really 
did feel at home in class which helped me to learn at a higher degree. She also brought in her research knowledge 
to not only show us the cutting edge of the neuroengineering world, but also to allow the students to realize that 
these amazingly complex topics were things we could be a part of here at Georgia Tech. 
 
It was also clear that Dr. Singer was interested in making sure her students were learning the material and 
growing their scientific skills, not just getting through a course to graduate. This became apparent to me by her 
grading style and openness for discussion. Dr. Singer made it very easy to contact her. I went to office hours and 
had email correspondence numerous times with her that allowed me to have more peace of mind and a better 
understanding of what was going on. She also always gave detailed criticisms of our work so that we could 
understand where we were lacking. This is something that seems simple but is often neglected by many educators.  
 
On top of Dr. Singer’s excellent ability to help students succeed in the classroom, she was able to give me and 
many other students this great educational experience even while transitioning to online learning during the first 
semester of the COVID pandemic. She adapted the class very well so that students were still able to contact her 
and absorb all the material, and she made sure to adjust certain requirements that became much more difficult in 
these hard times. 
 
Most importantly for me, and why I believe Dr. Singer is particularly deserving of this award, is her demonstrated 
care for students. I can honestly say I do not think I ever had to wait more than a few hours for a response to any 
question or email I had, even if it were over spring break or on a weekend. Dr. Singer routinely took time out of 
her day to make sure students were getting the help they needed. It was these kinds of interactions that led me to 
believe that Dr. Singer truly cared for me as a person as well. She even wrote me what I am assuming to be an 
amazing letter of recommendation for medical school (I cannot be sure because applicants are not allowed to view 
these letters but based on my interviewers’ remarks regarding my letter packet I am sure it is true). Her 
compassion for her students went beyond the classroom as she helped me fulfill my dream of becoming a 
physician. I strongly recommend Dr. Singer for this award as she completely embodies everything it stands for. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David Adams 
Biomedical Engineering Student, Georgia Institute of Technology, Class of 2021 
USF Health Morsani College of Medicine, Class of 2025 



It is an absolute honor for me to recommend Dr. Annabelle Singer for the CTL Junior Faculty Teaching 
Excellence Award.

My name is Mia Paletta, and I am a first year Computational Neuroscience PhD student at the University 
of Chicago. I graduated with a dual degree in Neuroscience and Behavioral Biology at Emory University 
and Biomedical Engineering at Georgia Tech in 2020. I had the pleasure of meeting Dr. Singer when I took 
her class, Introduction to Neural Engineering (BMED 4803), in Spring 2019. When I transferred to Georgia 
Tech, Dr. Singer’s course was one I knew I absolutely could not miss, but my experiences in the class were 
so much richer than the fascinating lectures I both expected and received.

Perhaps what surprised me most about Dr. Singer’s course was how it challenged my creativity. As a 
recent transfer, I was still learning what it meant to think like an engineer. In every assignment, we were 
encouraged to innovate and solve seemingly impossible problems in unconventional ways. These 
assignments brought out the best in everyone the way few group projects do: my classmates and I found 
ourselves capitalizing on each other’s diverse skill sets to create concepts that pushed barriers. It was the 
thrill of experiencing what scientific innovation felt like for the first time that was perhaps the biggest 
takeaway from her course. The excitement I felt thinking of ideas for her course was a substantial 
inspiration for me to pursue graduate school. The work I am proudest of from my entire undergraduate 
career was done in her course, and I have referred back to it many times. Even the simple things she did 
were excellent: she created helpful practical guides for skills like writing scientific abstracts, and I thought 
fondly about Dr. Singer this fall when I used them to write the abstract of my first scientific publication.

These points aside, I think Dr. Singer’s most prominent impact on my life was as a role model. She is not 
only an exceptional teacher and researcher, she is actively pushing boundaries in neuroscience to shape 
the future of the field. My career goal is to become a professor and create a quantitatively focused 
neuroscience curriculum that incorporates engineering concepts. These goals are largely rooted in the 
perspectives I gained after taking Dr. Singer’s course and realizing what an impact it had on me. The ways 
of thinking she taught me are why I was able to attend my dream program for graduate school. Quite 
literally, I have Dr. Singer to thank for helping me discover what my life’s aspirations were and begin their 
pursuit. The only words I have to say about Dr. Singer are those of admiration and gratitude.

If any additional comments would help the committee come to a decision, I am happy to provide more 
and can be contacted at (912) 663-8477 or mgpaletta@uchicago.edu. It is simply not possible to explain 
a talent like Annabelle Singer’s with a single letter. I sincerely hope she is selected for this award, as I 
could not think of a more deserving candidate.

Mia Gabrielle Paletta
1st year graduate student, Computational Neuroscience

University of Chicago

January 20, 2022

mailto:mgpaletta@uchicago.edu


January 20, 2022 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 

My name is Alexandra Edwards, a 4th year Neuroscience major at Georgia Institute of 
Technology, and I have the honor of recommending Dr. Anabelle Singer for the CTL BP Junior 
Faculty Teaching Excellence Award. She is the paramount faculty member I have interacted with 
over the course of my four years at Georgia Tech.  

 
Dr. Singer is, without question, a pinnacle representation of Georgia Tech’s values of 

academic excellence and true compassion for students. I had the privilege of taking Dr. Singer’s 
Neuroengineering course in Spring 2021. As a Neuroscience major myself, I saw the merit in 
taking this course as an elective among other Neuroscience and Biomedical Engineering 
students. Her idea of this course already borders innovative and groundbreaking sectors of 
engineering in the brain. Dr. Singer’s class design comprehensively covered the span of 
impactful ideas in Neuroscience and facilitated learning beyond student expectations. 

 
Dr. Singer’s design for Neuroengineering proves her passion for innovation and 

developing students into academic professionals. The class was composed of multiple aspects. 
She presented an introduction to Biomedical Engineering and Neuroscience principles to ensure 
all students were on the same page. From here, we tackled increasingly more complex published 
papers to deepen our understanding through discussion and student presentations. Then, we were 
subsequentially introduced to our groups and got to work tackling our problem statements. The 
real difference in this course came from Dr. Singer’s expectations. Putting forth an average 
presentation ideas was not enough. All presentations or ideas (from students and Dr. Singer) 
were at the expert level in engagement, knowledge, and quality. This helped us all become more 
enthusiastic in the material, our projects, and the work of other students in the class. Simply put, 
Dr. Singer’s classroom is a primary example of excitement, intellectual curiosity, and high-
performance. 

 
Not only is this course unique in its cross-sectional topic, but Dr. Singer takes it to the 

next level with her expectations and guidance. We were challenged and expected to branch into 
truly novel areas of Neuroscience field. With her experience, she was a fantastic judge of novelty 
and pushed students go to the extra step in solving a true gap in cranial knowledge. My group 
chose to look at loss of smell in COVID-19 patients. Dr. Singer challenged this, helping us see 
the wider applications of our topic. We eventually looked to cure anosmia in other cases such as, 
Parkinson’s disease patients and victims of traumatic accidents resulting in loss of smell. Her 
confidence in us made it exciting to take on this challenge. My group discussed one of my 
favorite solutions that included an external olfaction pathway to bypass damage, and directly 
stimulate the memory center of the brain, the hippocampus. As much as Dr. Singer encouraged 
these unique ideas, she kept us grounded in engineering principles that made our ideas truly 
plausible.  

 
Due to this course being implemented at the height of the pandemic, Dr. Singer took 

necessary steps to ensure our safety, while keeping learning a priority. She enabled the option to 
pursue the in-person experience, if this was something we were comfortable with. If students 



were better suited to come to class online, she understood this and catered to all students equally. 
The flexibility and empathy Dr. Singer conveyed to all of us alleviated our stress for outside 
factors during a complex time in our college careers. Further, she was able to know us all on a 
first name basis and interacted with us with the upmost respect. Throughout online learning, I 
can confidently say I have never had a professor care for student well-being as much as Dr. 
Singer did and continues to do. 

 
I whole-heartedly endorse Dr. Anabelle Singer as the primary recipient for this award. 

The mission statement at Georgia Tech is “Creating the Next”. Dr. Singer is creating the next 
generation of Neuroengineers, and I am proud to say I am one of them.  

 
Sincerely,  
 
Alexandra Edwards 
aedwards@gatech.edu 

 

mailto:aedwards@gatech.edu


January 24, 2022 

To whom it may concern, 

I am a recent Georgia Tech graduate, and I am writing this letter of recommendation in 
support of Professor Annabelle Singer being awarded the CTL/BP Junior Faculty Teaching 
Excellence Award. 

In summary, I have transferred to Georgia Tech from University of Georgia for the Fall 
2018 semester. Adjusting was difficult for me as I was battling a few instabilities at the time. 
Spring of 2019 was particularly the hardest as I had lost both of my grandparents and had been 
hospitalized myself due to traumatic events during that semester. At this point, I was doing so 
poorly in all of my core classes, I lacked the confidence to be a student, a scholar, and good 
contribution to any team. Following that semester, I had been taking therapy to overcome my 
trauma. I also surrounded myself with caring friends and mentors who helped me become the 
student I am today. 

I had taken NEUR 4803 because I was currently doing research for Dr. Young C. Jang's 
lab. Many of my mentors had biomedical engineering backgrounds, so I felt that I could 
contribute the highest quality work if I were to take some engineering classes. I was actually 
quite nervous about taking this class because I have never taken any engineering classes since 
my second year of high school. The first challenge that I had to overcome was my social 
anxiety. Aforementioned, I had lacked the confidence to be a good team player and a quality 
team member. The biggest problem for me was explaining my ideas without feeling like a 
nuisance or a waste of time to the team. I remember for the first paper presentation we were 
assigned, the night before we met for the second time to review the paper, I went ahead and 
wrote down all notes from the paper. Instead of discussing with the team, I simply sent them a 
copy of my notes and told them verbatim, "Hi... I wrote down notes for the paper... I hope it 
helps..." and I struggled to maintain a conversation throughout the meeting. I would only correct 
misinformation or answer questions that I had been asked. At the same time, I had to contribute 
to lab meetings in Dr. Jang's lab as well. He pushed me to speak up during the meetings, but I 
struggled because I was the "newbie" undergraduate student. At this point, the idea of public 
speaking and teamwork gave me great anxiety. Even though I felt anxious, I had to do what I 
had to do. I realized that since Chanel, a fellow student, and I were the only neuroscience 
majors in our NEUR 4803 team, we had the best base-line knowledge of neuroscience. This 
gave me confidence as I felt useful for the first time in a long time. With this growth in 
confidence in knowledge of the material, I became more outspoken. My teammates would ask 
me questions that I could easily answer and explain in an "easy-to-understand" way, and during 
our peer evaluations, my teammates mentioned to me and accoladed me for my knowledge and 
hard work. By overcoming this hurdle of team projects, I was able to speak out on my 
knowledge of neuroscience during Dr. Jang's lab meetings as well. 

I have two examples for my display of creative or innovative problem solving. The first 
example was when we were developing ideas for our "measurement" invention. Our team had 
struggled with how we are able to measure the degree of vasodilation in a novel way. We were 
thinking of surgically attaching a force sensor that is connected by Bluetooth to the subject. 
However, as we already had a very invasive idea already, we felt that we should go for a 
minimally invasive, "family-friendly" design. We gave ourselves a day to think about other 
alternatives for this project. I was watching a Korean movie called The Host with my family. The 



monster in this movie has a pointy head, but when attacking, the head would flare out (similar to 
a Demogorgon) with a tongue that juts out to grab prey. I thought that if we can't surgically 
implant something, why not acupuncture it in? So, I proposed an idea where we would have a 
needle with a pointed end to subcutaneously pierce the subject and with a click of a button, the 
needle point would flower out and a small force sensor could measure the force on the 
surrounding adipose tissue caused by vasodilation. The second example was when we were 
picking which design to present for our presentation. We all equally liked the two ideas and we 
felt that they both would have been solid inventions to include in the presentation. We simply 
could not choose, so I just assigned two representatives to represent each idea. I asked the two 
representatives to play a game of rock, paper, scissors. Chanel won. I noticed that the 
members' faces were not of "relief" but more of disappointment and second thoughts. So, I 
asked, "Chanel, how do you feel?". Chanel said, "I mean...". That's when I knew we didn't want 
that design. So, I said "Alright, let's go with idea number two." The members were confused as 
to why I did this game if I was going to choose the second idea anyway. I explained, "I play this 
game so that we leave the decision up to fate. If we have a problem with the outcome, that 
means we never wanted that outcome in the first place!". We laughed and decided to go with 
idea number 2 and ended with a successful presentation. 

Regarding the leadership and collaboration aspect, I believe the second example of 
innovative problem-solving fits into this category as well! My persistence through a challenge 
also applies here as the problem I had was regarding teamwork. However, I believe the best 
representation of my leadership and collaboration skills comes from how I led the peer reviews. 
We each felt incredibly awkward sharing what we thought of each other because we did not 
know each other well, and we did not want to affect the group dynamic in a negative way. So, I 
suggested that we each write down what we want to say for each other and put it all on an 
anonymous sheet. That way, other people's thoughts of one person would not influence the 
criticism and nobody would know who said what! The result of my leadership and collaboration 
skills was each of us exchanging phone numbers and promising each other to get a beer 
together after COVID-19 ends. We were all invited to Anthony's wedding, too! We went from 
teammates to friends in no time. When we were all talking to each other for the last 
presentation, I decided to take some time to complement each other on our great work. This 
was a great last exercise for us, and I would not have been able to speak out and suggest this if 
I had not overcome my fear of people. 

In conclusion, Professor Singer’s class has given me a chance to be the best version of 
myself as a student, a friend, and a researcher. I owe a great deal of my success and drive to 
learn to her passion for teaching and empathy for her students. I aspire to become an educator 
like her and hope one day, I can refer to her as my coworker. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kind regards, 

Innie Kang, B.S. Neuroscience 
Research Assistant 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
School of Biological Sciences 
innie.kang@biology.gatech.edu 




