Plan for Revision
Mark Rash | markrash@vt.edu | February 27, 2011
The following table summarizes the strengths and opportunities of my portfolio with regard to the five stated criteria. It also describes the revisions that I plan to make to enhance my portfolio.
Comments & Revisions Column – In the last column, I provide (in bold text) a summary of the revisions I plan to make based on the feedback received. In some instances, I provide (in regular text) a response to the feedback indicating why I may choose not to make the suggested revisions.
	Criteria
	Strengths
	Opportunities
	Comments & Revisions

	Navigation
	It is very easy to navigate to all the pages of the portfolio
Overall the site is easy to navigate and easy to use.
Option for tab top or link on homepage (which I think is really great!)

Easy to access both from the homepage and from any other page in the site

Site is easy to navigate. It is clear how to get to each page and easy to access any topic from any other page.
	For consistency within the portfolio, I’d include the "back to top" option at the bottom of the page so the user has the option like the other pages and sections
Overall, great navigation! I would, however, change the way the AECT "initial" and "advanced" links open on each page. They do not open in a new window (as all other links and files do in the rest of the portfolio). I’d change that for consistency and ease of using the portfolio.
	To make the Resources page consistent with the rest of the portfolio, I will add “Back to top” links to this page.
I will update the AECT initial and advanced standards links to have them open in a new window as all the other links in the portfolio do. This will make things more consistent for the user.

	Functionality
	All of the links work properly. All of the artifacts open easily.
All files opened and functioned for me
All of the content works properly
	Yes - all files opened, but the PDFs that use a different font (such as the file "Evaluation of Virtual OfficeMax"), cause an error the first time opened with Adobe. I can open it on a 2nd time (this happened with a file earlier in the portfolio, too. --it s possible that it is a problem with my Adobe, but if others users have an issue, too..you might need to change the files)
All of the content loads, except the “Mapping of Instructional Objectives to Learning Objects.” This Excel 2007 doc doesn’t open consistently – sometimes it tries to open as a zip file and doesn’t open in Excel. This issue appears in IE8, but may not be an issue in other browsers. 
Links that are intended to open to a specific page of a PDF are not doing so – this may be due to the URL not including the secure (https) protocol.

All of the content loads properly throughout the site. Most links open in a new window as expected, but a couple links open in the same window – suggest making this consistent throughout the site. Also most pages have a “Back to top” link – for consistency this should be used on every page.
	Unable to replicate the font problem mentioned by one evaluator – I think this may be an issue with the evaluator’s computer, although I will continue to investigate to ensure there are no issues to resolve.
I will correct all of the links to point to the secure server. I believe this will resolve the issue with the Excel 2007 file opening improperly and the PDF files not opening to the appropriate page. If this does not correct the Excel issue, I will attempt to save it in the older format to see if this resolves the issue.

I will also verify that every link opens in a new window to ensure the behavior is consistent. I will ensure that every page has at least one “Back to top” link.

	Relevance
	All of the artifacts included are directly related to component and the subdomains are identified.
Overall the artifacts are clearly identified for each area.

Yes, all files are examples of developed items.

All of the content is relevant for the component and sub-domain identified.

Overall, yes a great job!

All of the links are resources that could be useful to others in the field


	Overall, yes, great job! However, I would consider the excel file "Mapping of Instructional Objectives" to be more "management" (even though the actual topic of the file is a design issue). If this file is meant to be part of the design page, possibly include the reason why it should be on this page instead.
The file "Telecommunications and Distance Learning" might fit better under media utilization, and I think the file "Quality and Credibility" would be a better match on the evaluations page
Even if the project log fits under more than 1 subsection, it’s redundant to link it twice.

I see the "quality and credibility" paper is included again (I’d leave it in this section and remove it from the other)

The link to the article "Color-coded" does not include the main page of the article. For citation purposes, I think you need to include the author(s). If you can t find the actual article page to include in the PDF, then I d list the reference in APA format

Yes, the content relates to reflection. However, I thought that there should be a reflection written for each section of the portfolio (giving explanation on the files and reflecting on each particular section).
	The “Mapping of Instructional Objectives” file was used both in terms of management and to give the entire Instructional Systems Design process, so I don’t see a need to move it. It applies to both areas, so it is included in both areas.
I feel the “Telecom and Distance Learning” file fits in its current location and the text provided explains why it is included there.

I think the “Quality and Credibility” doc is also in its proper place to ensure that only credible websites are utilized (relevant for media utilization)
If an artifact fits within more than one domain, I feel it should be included with an explanation of how it is relevant. I think sufficient explanation is provided, so I do not plan to change this.

The link to the “color coded” article is the file provided in the program.
A reflection is provided at the top of the page for each section, so I don’t see a need for revision here.

	Content
	Adequate content is provided for the component and for each subdomain.
Overall there is sufficient content for each component.

Excellent examples on this section [Development], good job on all of them!
Yes, great list of evaluations! Good job!

[Research] Actually more than adequate I think.

Sufficient content is included for each sub-domain and overall for the component; reflections are included in addition to the definition
	I see that the file for mapping is here, too. I don’t think it needs to be linked twice in the portfolio, especially since there is more than adequate information on the design page.
I don t think it s necessary to have so much information on this page, I d reduce the number of files and just choose the ones that you think best represent your research skills

I would change the way in which the "Collection of Web Resources" is listed. To keep the resources listed in the same manner, I’d list each site individually instead of linking the file.
I’m not sure if directions on the assignment were followed [for Reflections].

I’d recommend only including each file one time in the portfolio, and possibly reduce the amount of files on the research page

A couple of pages in the portfolio link to additional resources (like the Richard Mayer book and info about ASSURE) – should those be included as links on the Resources page?
	If an artifact applies to more than one domain, I plan to include it more than once in the portfolio. However, I agree that it’s redundant to include the same artifact on the same page just because it applies to more than one sub-domain on that page. As such, I will review each page and remove any duplicate entries that may have been included because they apply to more than one sub-domain. An example is the project log included both in 4.1 & 4.2.
There are no specific requirements on the amount of material for the ITMA Domains. Since all of the items are relevant, I do not see a need to remove any artifacts from Research.

The “Collection of Web Resources” was an assignment and thus it is presented as a single artifact in its original form.

On the Resources page, I will add links to the additional resources identified throughout the portfolio (things like the Richard Mayer book, info about the ASSURE model, etc).

	Appearance
	The text is clear and easy to read. Appropriate font size and nice color combination.
The overall appearance of the portfolio is very pleasing and adheres to basic design principles.
Same font, colors, etc. Colors are pleasing. 

Only relevant graphics are included; layout is efficient; text is clear and legible

Site is visually pleasing and maintains a consistent design throughout. No spelling/grammar errors or design issues encountered.
	The last item under the AECT is not bold like the other points.
For a more professional look to go along with the look and feel of the rest of the portfolio, I’d probably change the flowers at the top of the screen to a different type of image. 

It does seem to be text-heavy (possibly reduce that), and I’d recommend adding some graphics.
	The last bullet point on the Evaluation page is not bolded because it is not a link (it is not represented in the portfolio). 
I disagree with regard to changing the image of the flowers. I do not see that the image reduces the professionalism of the site and they are only included as part of the design. 

I do not plan to add any more graphics unless they are relevant to the site content.

I feel all of the text is needed to properly reflect on each component, define each domain and sub-domain, and describe how each artifact fits within its designated area. I do not plan to make any adjustments here just for the sake of reducing the amount of text; however I plan to read through the text again and determine if any edits can be made to make it more succinct.


