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Case Study # 1: Online Learning Director 

Author: Dr. Z, New Jersey City University 

 

Sections Criteria 

Overview Outline: South Run State College (SRSC) is a broad inner-city state 

institution that have an enrollment of 6500 undergraduate students and 

2000 graduate students. SRSC is experiencing financial difficulties and 

state-funding activities and agencies have been deteriorating for higher 

education. As a result, SRSC increased tuition and student fees which 

cause a decline in enrollment. In addition, the few college online and/or 

hybrid courses have received the worst student evaluations. The two 

present employees from the Office of Online Learning help faculty use the 

course management system; however, they are unable to do the 

instructional design. To increase enrollment, the Provost wants most 

courses and programs online by employing a company to deliver those 

courses.   

 

Current situation: A Director for Online Learning has been hired by the 

Provost. The Provost wants to know the plan for improving students’ 

enrollment, online courses and programs, funding, and the school’s 

mission such as educational intellectual, cultural, socio-economic, and 

physical environment of the surrounding urban region and beyond. 

Needs Analysis SRSC has been experiencing financial difficulties and state support has 

been declined for higher education causing a decline in enrollment and an 

increase in tuition. A needs analysis has been implemented to clarify the 

instructional needs to be developed. Therefore, Morrison, Ross, and Kemp 

(2006) approach needs analysis called needs assessments will be used 

because it identifies the needs relevant, critical needs, sets priorities, and 

provides baseline data (Morrison et al, 2006, p.36; Brown & Green, 2016, 

p.49).  Needs assessments will have the following four phases: 

 

Phase I: Planning. 
The planning phase will have the following audiences: teachers, students, 

administrators, and Provost of SRSC and other universities to help 

increase student enrollment. The data collection will be through survey 

questionnaires, interviews, and group meeting to determine the reason for 

the low enrollment, how to improve the Online Learning process, and how 

to reinstate the state fund. 

 

Phase II: Collecting data. 
The quantitative data collection will be survey questionnaires for both 

students and teachers will identify individual perspective on previous 
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Online courses. In addition, the information gathered from other 

successful universities will benefit on improving SRSC courses. The 

qualitative data collection will be the interviews and group meeting. The 

group meeting will be only for the teachers and administrators to have a 

clear perspective for the report. 

 

Phase III. Analyzing the data. 
The data analysis is an identification of needs to improve students’ 

enrollment and reinstate state funding. The feedbacks from the data 

collections will identify those needs as normative, comparative, felt, 

expressed, anticipated, and critical incident (Brown & Green, 2016, p.50). 

 

Phase IV: Gathering a final report.    

The final report will summarize the purpose, process, and results in both 

quantitative and qualitative formats. Recommendations will be provided to 

improve the report for more positive evaluations from students. 

Professional development will be established as part of the group meeting 

and training for Online Learning courses. 

Task Analysis The task analysis for SRSC can be accomplished by the professional 

development and training for the Online Learning courses. Teachers need 

to be properly trained to serve various student body for the online 

community. Jonassen et al. (1999) defined task analysis as a “process of 

analyzing and articulating the kind of learning that you expect the learners 

to know how to perform” (Jonassen et al., 1999, p.3; Brown & Green, 

2016, p.61). Teachers training can lead to positive evaluation and 

improvement in the development of the school. 

Learner 

Analysis 

The audiences are the undergraduate and graduate students who will take 

the Online Learning courses. In addition, teachers and the Provost of the 

college are the stakeholders. According to Mager (1988) analyzing the 

targeted audience can be determined by understanding its attitudes toward 

course attendance, educational background, reading ability, and specific 

prerequisite (Mager, 1988; Brown & Green, 2016, p.78-79).  

Goals/Objectives The main goal is to increase student enrollment so that state funding can 

continue.  

 

The objectives are students will be able to be more engaged, motivated, 

and encourage in taking online courses. Students will recognize the 

importance to taking online classes. Faculties will be trained to improve 

the online courses. States funding will be reinstated in the school so that 

more courses can be implemented. 
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The expected change will be an overall increase in enrollment and online 

courses. The economic cost will be to keep the cost of online courses 

constant, instead of increasing tuition and student fees.  

 

 

Case Study #2: Paul Seymour, Assistant Professor: A Dilemma Case in Teaching 

Author: Clyde Freeman Herreid, Department of Biological Sciences, University at Buffalo 

 

Sections Criteria 

Overview Paul Seymour, a Ph.D. graduate of Duke University is now a new 

Assistant Professor at the State University from Chicago. He loves 

teaching and enjoy explaining things. He received good reviews and 

compliments on his presentations. However, Dr. Paul Seymour introduced 

a new teaching method called collaborative learning designed by his 

postdoc mentor, Dr. Mary Craxton that students did not like. In addition, 

he did not take enough time to prepare for the new method on his 

Molecular Evolution class for 40 juniors students, most of them were pre-

med students who barely pass organic chemistry and were looking forward 

to the excruciating MCATS. As a result, unsatisfied reaction of students 

gave him poor student evaluations about his new teaching methods. The 

students disliked and were not used to working together as a group, having 

class discussion, and doing group projects, tests, or case studies. Dr. 

Seymour’s colleagues and chairperson, Professor David Montague were 

aware of his teaching situation. The situation made Dr. Paul Seymour felt 

depressed and was not able to do much grant writing.  

 

Current situation: Dr. Paul Seymour chose to begin his new semester 

with a new teaching method called collaborative learning, an experimental 

teaching method, designed by his postdoc mentor Dr. Mary Craxton. As a 

result, his students’ evaluation was unsatisfactory; their reaction was 

unpleasant and disliked his new teaching methods. This situation was 

noticed by other faculty members and the chairperson. 

Needs Analysis Dr. Paul Seymour’s new teaching methods was explained in the beginning 

of the courses so that students understand the process. Based on his 

course, 50% of the course would be individual work and 50% group 

scores, with peer evaluation being part of the grade. Allison Rossett 

(1995) needs assessment will gather information to make “data driven and 

responsive recommendation” (p.184) on how to resolve the students’ 

problem on the new teaching methods and improve the analysis 

performance of the method (Rossett, 1995, Brown & Green, 2016, 
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p.51).  Rossett (1995) needs analysis approach will be conducted by using 

the following five steps process: 

 

Step One: Determine purposes based on initiators. 
The performance problem was based on the “new stuff” that Dr. Paul 

Seymour introduced to the student, which is a new teaching method called 

“collaborative learning”. The new method was based on his postdoc 

mentor, Dr. Mary Craxton’s strategy to allow students to work together as 

a group project, discussion, and participation. 

 

Step Two: Identify sources. 
The source of the problem is that the new teaching methods were not 

properly studied before implementing them in his school. In addition, 

students did not understood the instruction properly. Therefore, Dr. 

Seymour needs to re-analyze the grading criteria and ask students’ input 

on how to improve on using collaborative learning. Students’ engagement 

is necessary. Paul should use that process to accomplish his grant writing. 

 

Step Three:  Select tools. 
Data collection such as interviews, questionnaires, and classroom 

observation will be gathered to improve on the methods. Observing other 

faculty members will allow Dr. Seymour to create his own method to help 

his students in the future. 

 

Step Four: Conduct the needs assessment in stages. 
The needs assessment is necessary for additional information from the 

person who first created the method, Dr. Mary Craxton. Dr. Seymour 

needs to gather more information from her previous study and result to 

determine if the methods are worth pursuing. In addition, the chairperson 

can observe Dr. Seymour’s class to see if there is an improvement in his 

method. 

 

Step Five: Use findings for decision making. 
A possible solution to help Dr. Seymour is to change his course rule so 

that students can engage and understand the material from his own lecture. 

The new criteria should be 25% based on class discussion involving the 

teacher, 40% on group activities, and 35% on individual work. Dr. 

Seymour needs to lecture or explain the materials before students can be 

put in group.   

 

Task Analysis The task that needs to be accomplish or perform by Dr. Seymour is 

changing his grading criteria and learn more about the new teaching 

method from Dr. Mary Craxton. In addition, Jonassen et al. five strategies 

for task analysis: inventorying tasks, describing tasks, selecting tasks, 

sequencing tasks and tasks components, and analyzing tasks and content 
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level are necessary for Dr. Seymour (Jonassen et al., 1999; Brown & 

Green, 2016, p.62).  Furthermore, classroom observation will be necessary 

for a successful teaching to have better evaluation. 

Learner 

Analysis 

The audiences are the students in the Molecular Evolution class at the 

State University of Chicago. The stakeholders are the other faculty 

members and the chairperson.  Dick, Carey, and Carey (2011) information 

for learner analysis can be implemented to understand students’ attitudes 

toward the new teaching methods. Students’ attitudes toward the content, 

academic motivation, educational and ability levels, and attitudes toward 

group activities are crucial for successfully understanding the class (Dick 

et al, 2011; Brown & Green, 2016, p.80).  Dr. Seymour can engage 

students as well as motivate them in understanding Molecular Evolution 

so that they would not stress about the MCATS. 

Goals/Objectives The main goal will be to encourage and engage students in using the new 

teaching method as well as refining the grading criteria. 

 

The objectives will be to observe other instructors in their classroom and 

receiving the feedback from the chairperson’s observation. Dr. Seymour 

will be able to have more lecture so that students can understand the 

collaborative learning methods. Students’ feedback and positive 

evaluation will help determine the development of the methods. 

 

The expected changes are that students and faculties will accept the new 

teaching method, collaborative learning method. The grading criteria will 

progress to comfort students on the upcoming MCATS. Students’ 

evaluation and motivation to learn will be growing. 

 

The expected economic costs will be hiring a training and professional 

developer. The most important benefit is that students will enjoy taking 

the course with the new teaching method. 
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