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Abstract 

A terminal outcome for Instructional Design Technology (IDT) Master of Education 

degree program is to demonstrate excelled competency through a Master’s Project course, and 

associated presentation with defense of an artifact created by the master’s candidate through the 

IDT curriculum. Therefore, in order to comply with the requirements of this outcome, I’ve 

elected to ratify and present a technology artifact created as part of my studies in the Universal 

Design for Learning course (IDT 7110), led by Dr. Janet Zydney in the fall of 2017. This artifact 

was created in Articulate Storyline 3 and hosted through a secured media server on the 

University of Cincinnati intranet, and used in a variety of online and face to face courses through 

the College of Allied Health Sciences, where I am employed as the senior instructional designer. 
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Introduction 

The College of Allied Health Sciences (CAHS) Self-Paced Kaltura training is a stand-

alone training course for Kaltura – an enterprise video recording and repository tool used by 

faculty, staff, and students in the University of Cincinnati (UC) ecosystem. As a requirement for 

the Master’s of Instructional Design Technology project course (IDT 8130), the CAHS Self-

Paced Kaltura Training technology artifact was evaluated as part of an iterative instructional 

design model based on the ADDIE Model of instructional design. This evaluation served as the 

primary mechanism for planning revisions, as part of the Evaluation stage of the ADDIE Model, 

for the technology artifact by collecting, interpreting, and synthesizing data. Spread over two 

phases of evaluation, the technology artifact was evaluated through usability testing (phase one) 

and a field trial (phase two). 

The artifact was originally launched in the fall of 2016 as part of an initiative in the 

Center for Educational Technology and Instructional Support (CETIS) to on-board and train 

faculty how to use Kaltura. Since then, the artifact was revitalized using a Universal Design for 

Learning (UDL) model to incorporate elements of learner choice of acquisition modalities, 

accessibility, and knowledge checks – which the initial 2016 version lacked.  However, the 

artifact quickly became obsolete as a result of upgrades to the Kaltura interface. So, the 

preceding evaluation plan sought to 1) inform revisions to upgrade the user interface, 2) verify 

accuracy and functioning of acquisition and assessment tools in the training, and 3) validate the 

training course’s instructional alignment. 
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Instructional Design Models 

As described in the project’s evaluation plan document, “the formative process of 

evaluation for a technology artifact seeks to assess the project’s activities…” these activities can 

include the project goals, outcomes, audience, and scope. Additionally, the evaluation targeted 

the collection and synthesis of data in order to plan the summative process of amending the 

artifact, in preparation for the artifact’s presentation and associated defense as the final project 

for IDT 8130. The instructional design model followed for this evaluation was the ADDIE 

Model of Instructional Design.  

The ADDIE Model is an iterative design model that guides the process for creating and 

modifying a learning experience. According to Steven McGriff (2000), it is the evaluation phase 

of the ADDIE Model that seeks to uncover the “effectiveness and efficiency of instruction” and 

can be completed in both a formative or summative fashion. That in mind, the technology artifact 

evaluation picked up the ADDIE Model during the evaluation phase and is now cycling back to 

Analysis for further design and development modifications. This fits perfectly with the 

evaluation modalities that were chosen for the technology artifact – usability testing and a field 

trial. The usability testing was chosen to evaluate the efficiency of instruction through a 

formative lens, while the field trial, with an associate pre and post experience quiz, was chosen 

to glean the effectiveness of the learning experience through a summative lens. 

Learning Theories 

The CAHS Self-Paced Kaltura training technology artifact uses a learner-choice style 

navigation method to aid the learners in meeting the prescribed learning outcomes while 

supporting their individualized learner driven goals. Each of the four courses within the training 

is broken down into three mediums for acquiring the lesson content. The “Tell Me” option is 
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designed to accommodate learners who would prefer to read or have read to them a text-based 

explanation of the lesson content. The “Show Me” option uses videos to showcase the lesson 

content, and the “Let Me Try” option is designed as an active learning experience, using guided 

simulations to walk the learner through the lesson content. Learners can maneuver through one 

or all of these options as each option expresses the same content. This design was chosen as a 

way to offer multiple modalities of expression of the learning content (Meyer, Rose, and Gorden, 

2014).  

Universal Design for Learning (UDL) was also a cornerstone approach for the 

development of the technology artifact. This learning theory was an interictal part of both the 

design and development of the artifact, as well as the evaluation. Using the Universal Design for 

Learning Guidelines (CAST, 2011), checkpoints were integrated into the development checklist 

as well as the usability testing, in conjunction with a modified Open SUNY COTE Quality 

Review (OSCQR) Self-Assessment rubric, version 3.1. These helped to verify elements of 

accessibility, alignment, and UDL standards for learning acquisition. 

Data Analysis and Results 

Usability Testing 

Analysis 

The usability testing phase allowed subject matter expert users the opportunity to test the 

technology artifact in order to produce a list of potential interface and contextual errors, usage 

and navigational issues, and instructional mis-alignment (Roy, 2013).  

Results of the usability testing were collected using a paid and modified version of the 

OSCQR Rubric. Four individuals – two instructional designers, and two Kaltura experts – were 
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given access to the technology artifact and asked to evaluate the artifact’s objectives, 

assessments, alignment, course navigation, and course flow; while also paying close attention to 

the overall accessibility of the course, including closed captions, tab order, and potential visual 

barriers. 

Feedback gathered from the usability testing phase showed that approximately 15% of 

the learning resources (e.g. help guides, videos, simulations, and assessments) were out of date. 

This was due to the May, 2019 update to the Kaltura interface. This was a known obstacle and 

revisions of the artifact, in preparation to rectify these out of date resources, began three weeks 

prior to the usability testing. Unfortunately, all of the revisions could not be completed in time, 

thus leaving 15% of the learning resources in their out of date state. Revisions continue and will 

be completed prior to the field trial beginning on October 14th, 2019.  

Other key high-level results of the Usability Testing phase included an 87% pass rate of 

all assessments (Knowledge Checks), nine major revisions, thirteen minor revisions, four 

correlating “Nice to Have” revisions, and seven non-correlating, or one-off, “Nice to Have” 

revisions. 

Results 

There were five major areas of recommended improvement based on the four received 

OSCQR Rubric evaluations (see Figure 1, p6) [appendix i - v.]: Item 2.11 – Requisite skills for 

using technology tools are clearly stated and supported with resources, item 2.14 – Course 

includes links to privacy policies for technology tools, item 3.17 – Large blocks of information 

are divided into manageable sections with ample white space around and between the blocks, 

item 3.26 – Table header rows and columns are assigned, and item 5.50 – Learners have multiple 
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opportunities to provide descripted feedback on course design, course content, course 

experiences, and ease of online technology. 

 

Figure 1. 

 

Specific major revisions included one navigational error on the main dashboard that 

caused the dropdown video instruction window to remain on top and not close when exited. 

Navigation changes between lessons 2.1 and 2.2. This inconsistency caused confusion among the 

usability testers. Three buttons did not work, found in lesson 1.1, 3.2 knowledge check, and the 

lesson 2.2 audio instructions. Three dead links found in lesson help guides 1.1, 1.2, and 3.1. 

Finally, the course certificate of completion would not print as a full page. 
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Specific minor revisions included misspellings, aesthetic inconsistencies such as color 

and font, inconsistent executable triggers (some buttons would light up or change color when 

clicked to denote activity, others would not), close caption font was too small and needs a font 

size increase, and the tab order in three different areas was out of order. Correlating nice to have 

revisions included upgrading the overall size/formfactor of the interface from 4:3 to 16:9, 

integrating assessment remedial feedback with opportunities to review where in the course 

resources correct answers could be found, and upgrading the video resolution quality of screen 

recordings from 720p to 1080p. 

Finally, the usability testing validated that the closed captions, readable text, contrast 

ratio, and tab order were sufficient in meeting accessibility standards. Feedback also showed that 

the artifact has a well-designed interface, clear expectations and learning goals, and multiple 

modalities for learner acquisition, which aligns with needs of universal design. This feedback, 

along with successful completion of all major and minor revisions, assures a successful field trial 

in the second phase of evaluation. 

Field Trial 

The Field Trial phase for this artifact took place in a live, Fall 2019 college course in the 

College of Allied Health Sciences. Thirty-five students from the “PT 8080 Intro to Examination” 

course were asked to complete, in-sequence, a pre-training assessment, the CAHS Self-paced 

Kaltura training technology artifact, and a post-assessment. 

Analysis 

The pre-assessment [see appendix xvi] asked a total of ten questions about Kaltura. 

Participants were not given any feedback relative to their answers being correct or incorrect in 

the pre-assessment. This would give a baseline formative understanding of what participants 
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knew about Kaltura prior to completing the online self-paced training technology artifact. Once 

users completed the pre-assessment, they were given access to the artifact and asked to complete 

the training. Once the users completed the training, they were given access to the post-

assessment [see appendix xxii]. The post assessment asked the exact same ten questions found in 

the pre-assessment, and conclusions about the effectiveness of the artifact were developed based 

on individual user performance between the pre and post assessments. Once the users in the PT 

course completed all three elements in the field trial, they were given access to their Midterm 

assignment which required the use of Kaltura. 

Results 

Pre-assessment scores. The field trial student users had an average overall score of 

64.69% for the pre-assessment [see figure 2.1, appendix xiv.]. These scores were not given to the 

students and did not count toward their final grade in the PT 8080 course. These scores were 

simply collected and hidden from student view.  

CAHS Self-Paced Kaltura Training. Of the thirty-five field trial student users in the 

PT8080 course, a total of thirty-three successfully completed the training (technology artifact) 

and were granted access to the post-assessment, and subsequently their midterm project. Two 

students elected to not continue participating in the field trial, and were omitted from the overall 

results and given immediate access to their midterm project. One student did not successfully 

complete the training due to technology issues; this student was also omitted from the overall 

results and given alternative training materials provided by IT@UC, then given access to their 

midterm project.   

Post-assessment Scores. Students who completed the CAHS Self-paced training 

technology artifact had an overall average score of 89.06% for the post-assessment [see figure 
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2.2, appendix xv]. This comparison between the average pass rates of the pre and post 

assessments prove the relevance and overall success of knowledge acquisition for the artifact. 

However, as I will discuss in the recommendations, below, the information could be presented in 

a different way; keeping elements the field testers liked and removing the barriers that were 

revealed through the field trial. 

Recommendations 

Usability Testing Recommendations 

Requisite skills for using technology tools are clearly stated and supported with 

resources. Depending on the venue and use case, this item can be addressed by speaking to the 

required skills in the hosted location of the training. For example, if the artifact was a 

requirement for a course (e.g. online, on-ground), the information relative to the required 

requisite technology skills needed for using the artifact could be listed with the artifact in an 

online item found in the LMS, or in the course syllabus. However, a resources section was added 

to the artifact with an area covering “Required Technology and Skills”. 

Course includes links to privacy policies for technology tools. Kaltura is a third-party 

vendor and has published privacy policies for their tool. This information was collected and 

added to the artifact’s new resources section. Additionally, because the tool was created and 

published through Articulate Storyline and then hosted on a UC Media Server, privacy policies 

for both technologies have also been added to the artifact’s resources section. 

Large blocks of information are divided into manageable sections with ample white 

space around and between the blocks. Many of the help guides and text areas were over 

crowded with images and text. For this reason, and because of the existing need to update the 
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outdated course material, all of the help guides and text-based instructions have been updated to 

be more succinct and digestible to the learner, and to give ample whitespace. 

Table header rows and columns are assigned. There are two areas of concern for this 

revision item. First, the main navigational dashboard for the course is a two-column, two-row, 

table. For this, I’ve added header rows and assigned columns to work in conjunction with the tab 

order for accessibility. Likewise, several of the help guide resources had embedded tables. These 

too were updated with header rows and assigned to their respective columns. 

Learners have multiple opportunities to provide descriptive feedback on course 

design, course content, course experiences and ease of technology. A link to a course survey 

has been added to the resources section. This link directs the learner to a RedCap online survey 

and covers, through the use of Likert scale style questions, the course design and content, the 

learner’s overall experiences, ease of technology, and an open response section for 

improvements and general feedback.  

Field Testing Recommendations 

Students were given the opportunity to provide anecdotal feedback relative their 

experience, the ease of use, navigational flow, relevance, and general comments at the 

conclusion of the field trial. Of these, three trends were identified.  

“User Choice” was confusing. The first trend, mentioned by twenty-eight users, was 

that the “user choice” aspect of the artifact was confusing. They would have preferred to have 

the materials presented in a sequential, building-block style modality rather than being allowed 

to begin with any section they would like. One user said “the layout was smart but I got confused 

after clicking on a section I wasn’t ready for and had to go back.” (student field trial tester 
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twelve, 2019 {name and other confidential information relative to student field trial testers have 

been replaced with numerical identifiers in accordance with FERPA student privacy 

regulations}.)  

Active learning and role-playing scenarios were helpful. The second trend identified 

through comments was that the use of active learning and role-playing scenarios was helpful in 

finding relevance and generating engagement. However, they would have preferred that training 

be integrated directly into their live course rather than a stand-alone artifact they had to access 

outside of their course environment in Canvas. To that end, and with other feedback provided, I 

am considering moving the course out of Storyline and creating a Canvas module that can be 

uploaded to the “Canvas Commons” and then embedded in any course using the Canvas LMS 

platform. 

The artifact has several minor glitches. The third trend, and potentially the most 

impactful in defining my recommendations section of this report, was that of the technology 

getting in the way. Students said that the course was enjoyable and helpful – which is 

represented by the final data – but that it was “clunky” or “glitchy” in many areas. This was hard 

feedback to hear. Especially with the understanding that this training was designed to help these 

field testers complete a very high stakes midterm project. 
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Reflection 

The evaluation process has confirmed my belief in the need for beta testing any tool or 

resource, and to remain humble, positive, and take feedback as simply feedback. It is difficult, at 

times, to hear hard or seemingly harsh feedback about a product that required months to develop, 

years to hone, and weeks to update, modify, and refresh. But nothing is ever perfect for the 

human experience; mainly because we all experience things differently. This is especially 

evident and required for the framework behind Universal Design. Learners each bring their own 

unique perspectives, needs, and learning preferences, and catering to these is essential to ensure 

proper learner acquisition for all end users. Additionally, technology changes and advances. In 

the case of this technology artifact, what was originally created and launched three years ago has 

since been made obsolete. This said, the continued need for an iterative design model like the 

ADDIE Model is necessary for any learning experience to remain valid. 

In the case of the CAHS Self-Paced Training Technology artifact, I am returning to the 

Analysis phase of ADDIE. Using results from the usability testing and field testing, I will be 

exploring the opportunity to grow beyond the artifact’s current barriers, while keeping successful 

learning experiences, and potentially reaching a wider audience by converting the Storyline 

infrastructure to a Canvas course that could be uploaded to the public Canvas Commons for 

integration with any course, regardless of institution, using the Canvas LMS platform. 
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Appendix 

Instructional Design Usability Testing Participant 1 
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Instructional Design Usability Testing Participant 2 
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SME Usability Testing Questions 

Your Name: Christian Drennen 

Name of Artifact: College of Allied Health, Self-paced Kaltura Training – Phase 1 Beta 

Media Format: CBT Course 

Subject Matter: University of Cincinnati Video Tool Kaltura 

Intended Audience: Faculty, Staff, and Students in the College of Allied Health Sciences 

Instructions: The scope of this evaluation encompasses one part of the live beta-version for the artifact. 

Please answer the following questions based on your experiences and interactions with only the 

Homepage and the “Tell Me” section of the “Kaltura Basics” course - including the three lessons, help-

guide resources, and the Knowledge Check activity, and instructions.  See images below:  

  

Homepage Kaltura Basics Course 

Tell Me Section Lessons 1 – 3 & Knowledge Check 

http://cahsmedia2.uc.edu/host/Kaltura%20Training/1_Beta_Version/story_html5.html
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Usability Questions 

Ease of Use 

Rate the following statements on a scale of 1 – 5, 5 being strongly agree. 

Navigation of the course is intuitive and can be accomplished even without direct instructions. 

 

 

 

 

Buttons, links, or interactive objects work and are responsive to user interaction. 

 

 

 

User Satisfaction 

Rate the following statements on a scale of 1 – 5, 5 being strongly agree. 

Course offers access to a variety of engaging resources that facilitate knowledge acquisition of content, 

and support learning and engagement. 

 

 

 

Course provides activities that emulate real world applications of the content, such as experiential 

learning, case studies, and problem-based activities. 

 

 

 

Ease of Finding Information 

Rate the following statements on a scale of 1 – 5, 5 being strongly agree. 

Instructions are provided and easy to understand 
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Course objectives/outcomes are clearly defined, measurable, and aligned to learning activities and 

assessments. 

 

 

 

Visual Design 

Rate the following statements on a scale of 1 – 5, 5 being strongly agree. 

There is enough contrast between text and background for the content to be easily viewed.  

 

 

 

Color palette is pleasing to the eye and not distracting from the course content. 

 

 

 

Navigational Flow 

Rate the following statements on a scale of 1 – 5, 5 being strongly agree. 

The course has a logical, consistent, and uncluttered layout, and transitions seamlessly to new areas / 

sections of the course. 

 

 

 

The design of the course and it’s layout aids in the facilitation of learning. 
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Additional Comments 

Please provide any additional comments or feedback in the box provided below. 
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SME Usability Results 
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Field Trial Results – Figure 2.1 
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Field Trial Results – Figure 2.2 
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Field Trial Pre-Assessment 
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Field Trial Post-Assessment 
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Revision Notes 

 

In comparison to my first version uploaded for peer review, I added all of the field trial 

results and information about what happened during the field trial. Additionally, I corrected 

some spelling errors and expanded on ideas in the recommendations and reflection sections at the 

recommendation of my peers. I also completed the appendix by adding all of the relevant testing 

data, samples, and figures. 


