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Abstract 

Formative evaluation is a crucial step in developing instruction, generating measuring 

matrix, collecting relevant data and performing iterative revisions for better learning results. This 

evaluation plan is drafted for the technology artifact I created during the Tools for Online 

Learning course at the University of Cincinnati Instructional Design & Technology program. 

The technology artifact is a stand-alone two part training lesson targeted at improving 

international students’ professional email writing skills, therefore, increasing their academic 

confidence at the University of Cincinnati. This learning object has gone through an iterative 

design cycle with action mapping, storyboarding, prototyping and the current Storyline lesson. 

The evaluation plan will layout a three-step formative evaluation with data collected from fellow 

instructional designers in the IDT program, Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) from the University 

Academic Writing Center (AWC), and a selected small group of the target audience of 

international students. The instruments used in this evaluation will be a one-to-one trial of 

usability test and a small group field trial followed with user satisfaction questionnaires. The 

results of these evaluations will be analyzed in each step followed by a revision accordingly.  

Keywords: Instructional design evaluation, Learning Object (LO), Usability test, Field 

trial, portfolio artifacts.  
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Introduction 

In Dick, Carey and Carey’s (2015) Systems Approach Model, it is important to “design 

and conduct formative evaluation of instruction” following the completion of a draft of the 

instruction and before the final revision. (p.7) The ADDIE model (Kurt, 2017) also states that the 

goal of formative evaluation of an instructional design is to evaluate the quality of the learning 

materials and how they are delivered to learners in terms of interactivity, accessibility, usability, 

etc (p.2). In regard to the systematic instructional design approach, this Master’s Project 

Evaluation Plan will serve as a blueprint of the evaluation of one instructional design artifact in 

the IDT program.  

During this one-semester-long capstone project, I have chosen one artifact, an Articulate 

Storyline lesson, International Students Welcoming Kit: Composing Professional Emails as my 

subject of evaluation and revision. In this evaluation plan, I will analyze the need and purpose of 

the evaluation. Following the needs analysis, I will determine the evaluation methodology and 

the evaluation instruments. I will support the instruments with sampling methodology and 

description of evaluation participants. The final portion of the evaluation plan will be the 

systematic procedures of data analysis for artifacts revision. To effectively manage my tasks 

within this evaluation and optimize the final revision plan within the terms of the project, a 

timeline of the evaluation will also be addressed in this plan for reference.  

The final revision of the artifact will be published to my portfolio artifacts page  at Puruiliu.com 

[On or before 03/29/2020]. 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/tempshare-stage.storyline.articulate.com/sto_1dvf9f0kl1potft11tma133f1qva9/story_html5.html
https://www.puruiliu.com/


MASTER’S PROJECT EVALUATION PLAN - COMPOSING PROFESSIONAL EMAIL     4 

Description of the Artifact 

Composing Professional Emails is a stand-alone, self-paced lesson developed through 

Articulate Storyline. It was the final product for the IDT 7120 Tools for Online Learning course I 

completed in Fall 2019 as part of the IDT program at the University of Cincinnati. This lesson 

was designed and developed as part of the solution for the university’s growing number of 

international students and their most common obstacles in academics, language and cultural 

difficulties when studying abroad in the U.S.. This lesson features interactivity and 

scenario-based learning through modeling, quizzing and practicing. As a case-based scenario 

lesson, learners will be interacting with a character named Lynn in the first section of the 

training. They will analyze Lynn's needs to draft an email and make choices while composing 

the email. Throughout these interactive questions and scenarios, learners will be introduced to 

five major components of professional emails (Subject line, Greetings, Main body, Closing and 

Signature). The second section of the learning object is designed as a knowledge check where 

learners will be given choices of four scenarios to compose emails and compare their written 

emails with an example to perform self-check.  

Audience of the Artifact 

The target audience for the learning object is primarily the enrolling international student 

who identifies the needs with language, academic and cultural barriers on campus. Ideally a 

series of training would be developed and provided through the international student office. 

Similar to this professional email composing lesson, other topics would be included, such as 

academic participation, research presentation, class registration, campus activity, housing & 

transportation, etc. For the specific topic taught in this lesson, it can also be considered as a 
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supplementary writing resource at the university writing lab or a university-required English 

course for international students. Because the scenarios in modeling and practice of this lesson 

are closely related to international students, the target audience will not be generalized to the 

entire upcoming students. However, knowledge and skills used in this course series could be 

beneficial for any students who are adapting themselves to the college environment.  

Therefore, for the purpose of conducting formative evaluation to this learning object, I 

will be utilizing the following three groups of evaluators: 

1. Instructional design professionals (2 peer reviews from the program/field) 

2. Academic Writing Center (AWC) subject matter experts (SMEs) (2-3 participants) 

3. Learners (qualifying international students across various backgrounds) 

Evaluation Methodology 

Prior to this formative evaluation, I took an iterative approach through my initial design 

& development phase of this learning object. Instead of the traditional linear ADDIE approach 

(See Figure 1), I sought for a more agile eLearning Development model named SAM 

(Successive Approximation Model) (See Figure 2) to modify my design with multiple rounds of 

prototypes and revisions. During my iterative design phase, I have constructed a one-to-one 

usability test by myself, peers and the instructor from the class. One peer has completed a Likert 

chart questionnaire which features navigation, objectives, activities, assessments, accessibility, 
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interactivity, graphics, design, and communication. (See Appendix I) 

 

Figure 1. ADDIE’s Waterfall Method 

 

Figure 2. Iterative eLearning Development with SAM 

When designing this learning object, I followed SAM due to its agile system and its 

prevalence in the eLearning development industry. In this formative evaluation, I will move my 

design proof through the “Iterative development phase”. According to Dick, Carey & Carey 

(2015), when designing the formative evaluation, “phase of the evaluation (one-to-one, small 

group or field trial), learning & performance context, and the nature of the information” (p.287) 

shall be considered.  

Marie Baehr from Elmhurst College (2004) states that the first step of evaluation should 

be “defining the parameters of the evaluation.” (p.1) According to Barhr, the evaluator should 
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first determine the need for the evaluation, thus placing a framework for the design process. 

During the Action Mapping stage of  the Composing Professional Emails learning object, I have 

identified the need for such training to address international students’ specific needs in becoming 

more academically strong and confident. However, research indicates that no existing training 

has been initiated by the Academic Writing Center or International Student office at the 

University level. (AWC, 2019) Through coursework, I have not yet implemented the lesson with 

the target audience or completed a content check from the SMEs. Therefore, there is a clear need 

for formative evaluation to measure the usability and effectiveness of the Learning Object (LO) 

among the target audience.  

The second set of parameters to be defined prior to evaluation is the use for the results of 

the evaluation and indicators for decision making in the following revision. (Baehr, 2004, p. 1) 

In this case, the results of Composing Professional Emails learning object evaluation will be 

used to locate errors and flaws in usability, design decisions, and to offer suggestions of 

improvements for the next revision.  

Lastly, a set of guidelines should be developed for the evaluator to follow during each 

phase of the evaluation. Since I will be conducting one-on-one trials with instructional designers 

and the SMEs as well as field trials under the learning context, please refer to appendix I - III for 

detailed guidelines for evaluation implementation. Baehr (2014) stated that it is also important to 

“check for reliability, and lists of needed and not acceptable quality criteria” from the 

participants in each phase. (p.2) 
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Evaluation Instruments 

The second step for the evaluation methodology process (Baehr, 2004) states the need to 

determine the method you will use to complete the evaluation process. For the learning object 

that I am evaluating, there will be four instruments following each round of evaluation.  

The first instrument will be an Instructional Design Peer Usability Evaluation Worksheet 

(See Appendix I). Nine elements are being assessed through this usability evaluation, including 

navigation, objectives, activities, assessments, accessibility, interactivity, graphics, design, and 

communication. Three instructional designers (including IDT graduate student) will be 

participating in this peer review. Each will be scheduled for a 30-60 minutes web-conference 

meeting to review the learning object, filling out the peer review worksheet, then supporting their 

feedback in a conversation-style presentation. Depending on the participants’ availability, the 

instructional designers can be scheduled for a small group review session or individual session. 

Prior to the peer review session, the Composing Professional Emails Learning Object and the 

peer review worksheet will be sent through a web link on my portfolio via email. The web link 

will consist of a brief overview of the LO, problem identification, action mapping, high fidelity 

prototype and the current version of the articulate storyline lesson. Participants will first review 

the background and design process of the artifact, then click through the LO. Participants may 

ask any clarifying question while reviewing the learning object and take additional notes when 

filling out the worksheet questions. In the end, the reviewer will submit their completed 

worksheet and walk through their suggestions.  

https://www.linkedin.com/in/purui-liu-5795097a
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The second instrument will be a Subject Matter Expert Evaluation Questionnaire Likert 

scale and open-ended questions. Unlike peer evaluation, the SMEs evaluation focuses on the 

drafting of learning objectives, learning examples, assessments, production quality and 

appropriateness of the course design. In this second round of evaluation, there will be two 

selected SMEs take the role in reviewing the material selection, learning object, practice 

activities, and potential learning results of this LO. Similar to the first round of on-to-one 

evaluation, each SME will be scheduled for a 30-60 minutes web-conference meeting to review 

the learning object, filling out the SME evaluation worksheet, then supporting their feedback in a 

conversation-style presentation. Depending on the participants’ availability, the SME can be 

scheduled for a small group review session or individual session. Prior to the review session, the 

Composing Professional Emails Learning Object and the peer review worksheet will be sent 

through a web link on my portfolio via email. The web link will consist of a brief overview of 

the LO, problem identification, action mapping, high fidelity prototype and the current version of 

the articulate storyline lesson. Participants will first review the background and design process of 

the artifact, then click through the LO. The SMEs may ask any clarifying question while 

reviewing the learning object and take additional notes when filling out the worksheet questions. 

In the end, the reviewer will submit their completed worksheet and walk through their 

suggestions.  

The third evaluation instrument will be divided into two parts. Part 1: the pre-test 

questionnaire and module assessments; and part 2: the satisfaction survey from the target 

audience. Both instruments will be used by the third category of evaluation participants: a group 

https://www.linkedin.com/in/purui-liu-5795097a
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selected from volunteering international students. The pre-test questionnaire will consider the 

experience of the user in several scenarios with composing professional emails on campus. It is 

projected to include several frequency questions and confidence level questions in the form of 

multiple-choice, true/false and optional open-ended short answer questions. Following the 

completion of the questionnaire, learners will be given instructions on how to access the 

self-paced training course and what to expect once they have completed the Composing 

Professional Emails training. The module assessment is designed as a knowledge check within 

the lesson. Upon completion of the first half of the lesson, learners will be directed to a 

real-world simulation of email writing. Four different scenarios will be described to learners 

before they proceed to write the email and compare their answers with an example. Learner’s 

performance in this in-module practice will be used as supplementing data when measuring 

learner growth against the pre-test survey.  

Lastly, the learner satisfaction questionnaire survey will ask for their views and opinions 

regarding the completion of the tasks on a list Likert scale questions and open-ended questions 

on how effective they think about the lesson. [In progress] Finally, the learners will be asked to 

provide insight into any potentially experienced bug or hardship while using the technology 

artifact through an open response question. 

Sampling Methodology 

Participants of the evaluation have been selected based on their expertise with 

instructional design knowledge, professional email writing skills and specific needs for the 
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training artifact in writing emails. To properly evaluate the learning object, the three 

classifications of evaluators were Instructional Designers, SMEs and targeted learners 

(End-users). 

The Instructional Designers (Peer Reviewer)  

The peer reviewers are critical to the usability testing of the artifact in that they will seek 

to uncover issues in design, development, continuity, navigation, and accessibility. When 

selecting my peer reviewers, I will be looking for participants with adequate  field experience in 

instructional design and higher education eLearning development. There will be three 

instructional designers from the IDT program at UC College of Education and instructional 

designers working at University of Washington Cultivate Learning Program. The IDT classmates 

will review the usability of the artifact while the professional ID will focus more on the design 

process and functionality of the learning object.  

The Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) 

The Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) will evaluate the selected materials and specific 

content of the learning object from a technical stance. The ideal candidates are experienced 

tutors from the UC Academic Writing Center (AWC). With the given design process of the 

learning object, they will provide feedback on the appropriateness of the content for general 

international students and the accuracy of the learning materials (professional emails format) in 

addition to cross-checking the revisions made from instructional design peer evaluation on 

navigation, objectives, activities, assessments, accessibility, interactivity, graphics, design, and 
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communication. The number of participants will be two to three depending on availability of the 

AWC tutors.  

End-Users (Targeted Audience) 

The target audience will be selected through networking and volunteers from an 

international student mailing list. Despite the fact that the evaluation instrument for this phase is 

named “Field Trial”, any targeted learners signed up to participate in this evaluation will be 

receiving the learning object individually with a brief introduction. The total number of  learners 

in the field trial will be around 8-12. Depending on the number of participants signing up, I will 

be selecting higher achieving learners and lower achieving learners depending on survey/pre-test 

results regarding email writing.  

Analysis Procedure 

The learning object being evaluated, Composing Professional Emails, is a 

self-instructional lesson. Therefore, the data collection and analysis should serve as since the 

main goal of this learning object evaluation is to spot flaws and errors in the lesson and improve 

user satisfaction. The data analysis will take place in the following procedure.  

One-to-one usability testing from peer instructional designer  

The purpose of this usability testing is to identify any faulty instructional analysis 

including goal analysis, learning analysis (learning entry skills, learner characteristics, etc.), 

judgement about entry skills of learners in the target population, any inadequate information 
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presentation and examples during the learning activities, and all errors regarding the words and 

grammatical aspects. (Dick, Carey & Carey, 2015, p. 302) 

The peer evaluation worksheet (See Appendix I) includes nine categories of questions to 

be evaluated. Under each category, there are 2-4 measurable and clear-stated sentences 

describing one aspect of the learning object. Both quantitative (5 degree Likert scale rating 

system ) and qualitative results (specific feedback and suggestions for each category) will be 

collected under each category. To take the first section ‘Navigation’ as an example in the 

questionnaire data analysis. To measure the navigation of this learning object, instructional 

designer peers will rate their agreement to the following three statements: 1. Learners have a 

clear sense of how to navigate the learning object. 2. Navigation is consistent. 3. Where 

appropriate, learners have the freedom to choose their own path. Following these three Likert 

scale questions the peer reviewer will be prompt to provide their feedback for navigation 

improvement in the open-ended question section. Both the quantitative questionnaires (strongly 

agree-5 to strongly disagree-1) 

One-to-one reviewing from SMEs 

 During all three phases of evaluation, evaluators will utilize a rating scale to provide 

their feedback about the learning object based on the Likert scale rating system. The data from 

each question on the rating scale will be averaged to show the score for each category.  

Quantitative data will also be analyzed from student grades. Each student completes three 

similar assignments in which writing learning objectives are embedded in the assignments. 

Scores received in the section on writing learning objectives will be reviewed for two of the three 
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assignments (the third assignment falls outside the evaluation data collection window). Average 

scores for Assignment 1 will be compared with average scores from Assignment 2 to see if the 

students are improving on the skill. While there will also be feedback from the course instructors 

on the assignments, I feel reviewing the scores will give some insight into whether or not the 

eLearning course is helping to improve the students’ skills. 

End-user testing from Target Audience 

The final round of testing of this learning object will be directed to targeted learners. The 

analysis will be conducted from three sources of data collection: a pre-test survey on what 

learners think of their ability to write professional emails, assessment results in the learning 

object and the data from satisfaction survey. [(See Appendix IV) Survey, Questionnaires are in 

progress]  

Revision Consideration 

All revisions will be made based on data collected from the three phases of evaluation. 

However, Dick, Carey & Carey (2015) indicate that when making a decision about what to do 

with a particular unit of instruction, the designer can make tentative changes based on previous 

rounds of evaluation then remove the changes in the next round (p.301). 

Positive feedback is not helpful for product revision because little inference can be made 

based on these “Strongly agree” check marks. According to Dick, Carey & Carey (2015), 

positive feedback only indicates that the current version of the product is “ effective with the 

selected learners who used the materials” (p.300). 
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When drafting evaluation questions and communicating with the participants, I will 

monitor feedback and ask further clarifying questions to guarantee more reliable results.  
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Timeline 

Date (2020) Topic Artifact Deliverable 

01/13 - 01/26 Evaluation Plan Evaluation Plan Initial Draft 

01/13 - 02/05 Evaluation Plan Data Collection Worksheets  

01/27 - 02/02 Evaluation Plan  Evaluation Plan Peer Review 

02/03 - 02/09 Evaluation Plan Evaluation Plan Final Revision 

01/13 - 04/05 Portfolio Completion Portfolio Building (On-going) 

02/03 - 02/09 Data Collection & Analysis One-to-one ID Peer Review 

02/10 - 02/16  Data Collection & Analysis Data Analysis -1 

02/03 - 02/23  Artifact Revision Revision -1 & 3 

02/03 - 02/09 Data Collection & Analysis One-to-one SMEs review 

02/10 - 02/16 Data Collection & Analysis Data Analysis -2 

02/10 - 02/23 Artifact Revision Revision -2 

02/10 - 02/16 Data Collection & Analysis Focus Group Target Audience Review 

02/17 - 02/23 Data Collection & Analysis Data Analysis -3 

02/17 - 03/29 Artifact Revision Artifact Final Revision 

02/24 - 03/01 Evaluation Report  Evaluation Report Draft 

03/02 - 03/08 Evaluation Report  Evaluation Report Peer Review 

03/09 - 03/15 Evaluation Report  Evaluation Report Final Revision 

03/30 - 04/05 Portfolio Completion Portfolio Revision 

04/15 Defense Webinar Presentation & Defense  
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Conclusion 

Dick, Carey & Carey’s Systematic Instructional Design (2015) emphasized the necessity 

of gathering data from members of the target population (learners and SMEs) as the formative 

evaluation regarding “the use and effectiveness” of the learning materials and using such 

information to revise current design to achieve more effective learning goals. (p. 302 ) After 

careful research in methodology and needs for this Storyline learning object, a three-phase 

review and evaluation plan was developed to test the usability, learning materials, and learner 

satisfaction of the design. For the purpose of this artifact presented in my portfolio as a 

summative project of my program, I have included two rounds of evaluation from the peer 

instructional designers (to provide speciality on the authoring tools and instructional design) as 

well as the Subject Matter Experts because even though the formative evaluation process under 

Dick, Carey & Carey model focuses on the “acquisition of data from the learners”, according to 

Dick, Carey & Carey (2015, p. 287-288), the SMEs are recommended to “comment on the 

accuracy and currency of the instruction” and provide a fresh point of view outside of the 

development team.  
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Appendix I 

Learning Object Peer Review Worksheet [Instructional Designer] 
 

Name of Peer Reviewer : _______________________________________________________ 

Introduction: This Learning object is developed with Articulate storyline 3. It serves as part of a 

series of incoming international student training courses to help them ease their first few weeks 

to a U.S. campus. The learning goal for this learning object is to teach international students with 

non-English backgrounds to be confident about drafting professional emails in various academic 

situations on campus. 

 

Directions: Under each heading, you are presented with a prompt and a list of the following 

responses Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), Strongly Disagree (SD), and Not 

Applicable (NA). Select the degree to which you agree or disagree for each prompt by typing an 

“X” next to your selection. 

Navigation SA A D SD NA 

1. Learners have a clear sense of how to navigate the 
learning object. 

     

2. Navigation is consistent.      

3. Where appropriate, learners have the freedom to choose 
their own path. 

     

Feedback for Navigation improvement: 
 

Objectives SA A D SD NA 

4. The learning object has objectives/outcomes that are 
measurable. 
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5. The learning object has objectives/outcomes that are 
clearly stated. 

     

Feedback for Objectives improvement: 

 
 

Activity SA A D SD NA 

6. The learning object activities align with learning 
objectives. 

     

7. The learning object activities are appropriate for learners.      

8. The learning object activities provide opportunities to 
apply new knowledge to real world situations. 

     

9. The learning object activities give learners low-stakes 
opportunities to practice what they will do in the assessment. 

     

Feedback for Activities improvement: 

 
 

Assessment(s) SA A D SD NA 

10. Learning object assessment(s) align with learning 
objectives.  

     

11. Learning object assessment(s) ask learners to 
demonstrate mastery. 

     

12. Clear directions for assessment(s) are provided.      

Feedback for Assessment(s) improvement: 

 

Accessibility SA A D SD NA 
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13. Learning object uses a clear format for text      

14. Learning object uses clear pictures and graphics       

15. Learning object uses an accessible layout and design 
(colors)  

     

16. Learning object content is close-captioned or text 
equivalent  

     

Feedback for Accessibility improvement: 

 

 Interactivity SA A D SD NA 

17. The learning object requires the learner to interact with 
the content in a meaningful way. 

     

18. The learning object requires the learner to interact with 
the content in a way that is likely to result in the learner 
meeting the objectives.  

     

Feedback for Interactivity improvement: 

 

Graphics (images, charts, illustrations) SA A D SD NA 

19. Graphics are engaging.       

20. Graphics are relevant.       

21. Graphics complement the learning object content.      

Feedback for Graphics improvement: 

 

Design (Colors, fonts, layout) SA A D SD NA 
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22. The design (colors, fonts, layout) of the learning object 
appears professional. 

     

23. The design (colors, fonts, layout) of the learning object is 
consistent. 

     

24. The design (colors, fonts, layout) of the learning object is 
well suited to its content. 

     

Feedback for Design (colors, fonts, layout) improvement: 

 

Communication SA A D SD NA 

25. Grammar and spelling are flawless.      

26. The flow provides a logical pathway of ideas.      

27. The style is consistent and engaging throughout.      

Feedback for Communication improvement: 

 

 

Additional Feedback to the overall design of this Learning Object: 
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Appendix II 

Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) Evaluation Worksheet [Academic Writing Center] 
 

Name of Subject Matter Expert:___________________________ 

Directions: Please review the learning object on writing professional emails from the subject 

matter perspectives. Under each heading, you are presented with a prompt and a list of 

the following responses Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), Strongly Disagree 

(SD), and Not Applicable (NA). Select the degree to which you agree or disagree for each 

prompt by typing an “X” under your selection. 

Questions SA A D SD NA 

1. The learning objective is presented clearly and concisely.      

2. The Learning object (LO) is engaging.      

3. The LO’s content helps achieve the learning objective.      

4. The example exercises are relevant to the learning 
objective. 

     

5. The learning object is free from typos, misspelled words 
or grammatical errors. 

     

6. The learning object is easy to navigate.      

7. The content is arranged in a clear and logical way.      

8. The quality of the overall visual design was pleasing.      

9. The quality of the audio was good.      

10. All of the buttons and links worked properly.      

11. The lesson engages students in critical and abstract 
thinking. 

     

12. The design is clear and consistent with appropriate 
directions. 
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13. The timing and pace of the course is appropriate.      

14. The content follow the objectives.      

15. Rate your overall impression with the course.      

Open-ended Questions 

1. After reviewing the Composing professional Email Learning Object (LO), what are your 

overall thoughts?  

 

 

 

2. What improvements could be made to help the learner achieve the content of the course? 

 

 

 

3. Did you encounter any technical problems in the course?  If so, what were the problems? 

 

 

 

4. Please list any additional feedback you would like to provide.  
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Adapted from Pappas (2013), Legault (2018), and Laskaris (2015) 
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Appendix III 

End-User Pre-Survey Questionnaires [Target Learners] 
Name:___________________________ 

Directions: As an international student, how are you feeling about composing professional 

emails with you professors, classmates, departments staff, or in a work environment? 

Share your experience by responding Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), 

Strongly Disagree (SD), and Not Applicable (NA) to each statement below. Select the 

degree to which you agree or disagree for each prompt by typing an “X” under your 

selection. 

Questions SA A D SD NA 

1. I feel more comfortable communicating through text than 
email.  

     

2. I get nervous when I have to email my professor.      

3. I don’t know what is a subject line and what to put as 
subject line. 

     

4. I don’t know the best way to greet and address the person I 
am writing to. 

     

5. I have missed opportunities because of not responding to 
others' emails. 

     

6. I am confused by greetings and closing greetings 
sometimes. 

     

7. I am afraid my email is too long /short      

8. I was told that I am not polite enough when writing 
emails. 

     

9. I want to learn useful tips about writing professional 
emails. 

     

10. I think writing professional emails is important in my 
university.  
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11. I always proofread my emails before sending.      

12. I don’t know how to write a professional signature in my 
email 

     

13. I need a writing coach to give feedback on my writings.       

14. I think there should be more international student 
workshops on campus. 

     

Open-ended question: What do you wish to learn from composing professional email 

courses?  
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Appendix IV 

 
End-User Satisfaction Questionnaires [Target Learners] 

 
Name:___________________________ 

Directions: Upon completing the learning object on writing professional emails, you will be 

reflecting on how you enjoyed learning this content. Under each heading, you are 

presented with a prompt and a list of the following responses Strongly Agree (SA), Agree 

(A), Disagree (D), Strongly Disagree (SD), and Not Applicable (NA). Select the degree to 

which you agree or disagree for each prompt by typing an “X” under your selection. 

Questions SA A D SD NA 

1. The learning objective is presented clearly and concisely.      

2. The Learning object (LO) is engaging.      

3. The LO’s content helps me achieve the learning objective.      

4. The example exercises are relevant to the learning 
objective. 

     

5. The learning object is easy to navigate.      

6. The content is arranged in a clear and logical way.      

7. The quality of the overall visual design was pleasing.      

8. The quality of the audio was good.      

9. All of the buttons and links worked properly.      

10. The timing and pace of the course is appropriate.      

11. The learning materials are relevant to my experience.      

12. I am confident about writing professional emails to my 
professors. 
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13. I am confident about writing professional emails in a 
work environment.  

     

14. I will refer to this training resources when I have 
difficulty writing a professional email. 

     

15. I think this course will be beneficial for other 
international students as well.  

     

Open-ended Questions 

1. After learning the Composing professional Email Learning Object (LO), what are your 

overall thoughts?  

 

 

 

2. What do you like about this learning experience? 

 

 

2. What are your suggestions for improvements to this learning object? 

 

 

3. Did you encounter any technical problems in the course?  If so, what were the problems? 
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4. Please list any additional feedback you would like to provide.  

 

 

5. What other types of training/ support do you wish to receive as an international student?  
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Revision Notes 
 

Based on the peer feedback, Dr.Seo’s specific comments and the evaluation plan rubric, I 

made the following revision changes to the paper: 

Generally, the majority of my peer reviewers’ feedback focuses on the English grammar 

as well as correct APA formatting. I have carefully reviewed the writing of my evaluation plan 

and accepted most of the suggestions/ change the phrasing of the sentences in paragraphs. The 

main issue of my writing is the inconsistency in punctuation, headings and subheadings, italics 

and capitalization for titles. I also had a few sentences that are considered repetitive or run-on. 

Therefore, I chopped off a great amount of  unnecessary filler words and broke long sentences 

into shorter and more concise sentences that are easier for understanding.  

Per the recommendation of Dr. Seo, I added more supporting literature to the evaluation 

methodology section to present stronger arguments for the evaluation decisions. I took a more 

careful review of the evaluation plan rubric and targeted specifically on the replicability of the 

evaluation plan. I added a more step-by-step procedure in the evaluation instruments section. I 

changed the tone of describing the evaluationation in general to a more accurate and more 

specific way.  

Another important revision I made is the transitioning between paragraphs. As Dr. Seo 

suggested, I rethink the purpose of my evaluation which is to spot and usability and design flaws 

to the targeted use to achieve that learning goal. I re-read each paragraph to the make sure they 

all align with the goal of the plan and took way sentences that are not supporting this goal.  

 


