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Key Stakeholders


Helen Ginn is the instructional designer around whom this case revolves. She is the owner of Galloway Consulting, and has extensive experience as an instructional design consultant. Helen has been hired by Angel Investors, a venture capital firm, to consult on their newest potential investment. Angel investors has approached Auto Safety, a company that trains teenagers in driver safety strategies, with an offer to invest a significant amount of money in exchange for part ownership—along with a plan for massive expansion.


Simon Deland is the contact at Angel Investors that is responsible for maintaining the quality of the existing course throughout expansion. He has hired Helen to work with himself and Auto Safety to effectively expand the programming. They will be working hand-in-hand with John Oliver, the current sole owner and founder of Auto Safety, and Marcos Costa, the longtime operations manager and instructor trainer at Auto Safety.


Helen is tasked with analyzing and making recommendations with regards to moving the classroom session of the driver training to an online delivery. She has also been asked to analyze the current program evaluation to determine if any changes are needed. Her recommendations will need to account for all of the stakeholders—including the primary and secondary audiences. This particular driver-training course is aimed at new, teenage drivers as the primary audience, but also includes parents as their secondary audience. Parents take part in the training and evaluation so that they can act as guides while the new drivers continue to practice their new skills.

Stakeholder Primary Concerns


Helen Ginn, as the lead instructional design consultant on this case, has the primary concern of keeping her client, Angel Investors, happy. She can do this by taking into account the concerns of each of the stakeholders, while prioritizing Angel Investors’ bottom line. The primary concerns of the other stakeholders are slightly more varied. 


Simon, and his colleagues at Angel Investors, are primarily concerned with expanding the number of locations and clinics that Auto Safety can run, while maximizing profit and maintaining or improving quality.


John and Marcos at Auto Safety are primarily concerned with their own brand and workload. John, as the owner and founder, is very concerned with the image and credibility of the company and its product. He is assured that the program is highly effective, and is opposed to any large change in the strategy. Marcos is also concerned with the effectiveness of the program and the credibility of the company, but sees things differently than John. Marcos is concerned with keeping the brand current and efficient, and clearly has an eye towards the future, and how to effectively scale their operation up.


The primary and secondary audiences have similar concerns in this case. Both want to come away with increased skills behind the wheel, and for the new drivers to be more confident and knowledgeable. The secondary audience, the parents, is mostly concerned with their children being safe while driving. For that reason, they want the course to be effective and thorough. The primary audience, the new, teenage drivers, also want to come away with skills and knowledge but are also concerned with making the course less boring, and more current. 

Key Instructional Design Challenges


The most pressing instructional design challenge is determining how to effectively translate successful in-person training, to an online delivery model. The program in question already operates with a high success rate, and much of the material and strategies being used can be maintained across platforms; so, the implementation of the training is going to be the primary focus. Of course, there will be aspects of all stages involved in any major changes made to the program, but from a client perspective, we are primarily dealing with changes in implementation. One of the case-specific constraints noted by Auto Safety was the strategy for answering questions and explaining complex topics, in the absence of a physical instructor in a classroom setting. Auto Safety was also concerned that participants would not engage with or pay attention to an online program. The reluctance of the owner to make any changes to the program is certainly a constraint in and of itself. Another concern, brought about by Angel Investors, is the cost and scalability of the online program. It will be important to keep the costs of developing this program low, so that they don’t offset the savings from instructor time and training.


Another key instructional design challenge is related to the other aspect of Helen’s undertaking—the evaluation. The key design challenge here will be expanding the evaluation beyond the reaction and learning levels. It will also be important to gather and analyze information that will help make meaningful changes to the course. Moving the in-class portion of the training online might assist in keeping in touch with the participants, to complete a more thorough evaluation. Due to the short time frame of the course and the particulars of the subject matter, it can be difficult to gather third level evaluation data. The subject matter aims at preventing accidents, and teaching skills that are meant to become second nature. If the program was effective, the participant might not even be aware that it worked. It may prove difficult to get a large enough response from a group of teenagers, long after the training has been completed. It will take some creativity to avoid these constraints.

Priorities and Reasoning


The first priority of this case is finding a way to move the classroom portion of the training online, in a way that satisfies all of the stakeholders. The course is successful by many measures, and the biggest issue at stake here is scalability. Finding a way to scale up this program without losing any of the effectiveness or credibility of the program is top priority. The next issue to consider, with regard to this design challenge is convincing the current owner that it can be done without any negative effects. Helen is in a difficult situation, in which she needs to mediate the desires of two merging entities, while creating a high-level online training program. John Oliver seems to be somewhat stuck in his ways, but his right-hand-man seems more open to change. It will be important to get everyone on board before any large changes are proposed. Finally, it will be necessary to keep costs low, in order for this investment to be profitable. Helen and Simon seem to think that moving the program online will save significant costs, so this constraint is a lower priority.


Creating recommendations for the evaluation process seems to be a lower priority on Helen’s task list. Most of the time in preliminary meetings was spent addressing the content of the courses, the delivery system, and the method of expansion. The only time the evaluations were mentioned was to discuss some of the data collected, which was somewhat lacking. It will be important to gather slightly more in-depth information at the first two levels of evaluation, and to strive to collect level three data as well. The biggest constraint for this challenge will be getting a high enough response rate. High school students have a lot on their plates, and a feedback survey for a driver training taken months ago might not register very high on their priority list. If the students can be reached, it will be important to ask the right questions. Students might not have even noticed that the skills they learned in their driver training have been helping them navigate the roads safely. Designing effective questions, and collecting data that can be used to meaningfully alter the training, will be particularly difficult in this case, but very important to the continued success of the program.

Readings and Experiences


This week’s readings focused on the value of driver safety training (Mayhew & Simpson, 2002) and on the effective evaluation of distance learning programs (Galloway, 2005). The former article implied that many of the common driver safety training courses are actually not as effective as they would have you believe. Many of the suggestions made in the article (Mayhew & Simpson, 2002) were already in use in the Auto Safety model, which lead me to believe the claims made by Oliver in the case. Giving the learners extra practice behind the wheel and aiming to increase their understanding of the physical and psychomotor reactions involved in driving a car are both in line with the articles recommendations. Using parents as guides, and imparting them with the knowledge needed to continue the training will ensure that learners are supported in using their new skills. These positives mostly applied to the live-action behind the wheel session of the training though. The article also noted the importance of keeping the training current, relevant, and specifically aimed at youth and their unique challenges. By these standards, the in-class session of the training leaves some things to be desired.


The second article (Galloway, 2005) focuses on how to evaluate the effectiveness of a distance learning program, especially with regard to the Kirkpatrick four-level evaluation method. While this article was aimed primarily at corporate trainings, it did encourage me to look at the evaluation material presented to Helen in this case, and react to their lack of depth, and the preponderance of level one data collected, and the sharp drop off experienced thereafter.


My personal experience with high school students has taught me that it can be difficult to get a high percentage of responders to a feedback survey—or, when you do, you end up with many feedback forms that don’t contain valid information. Sending individual emails and having students do the feedback surveys separately, with a potential reward for the completion of the form, seems to cut down on blank or nonsense responses.

Reasonable Solutions


Assuming that Angel Investors will not budge on their plan to take the classroom session of the program online, there are a couple of reasonable solutions that will appease the stakeholders. 


The first solution is to create an online platform that allows for active discussions, and is facilitated by an online instructor. This strategy represents the most direct movement from the in-person approach to the online approach. An instructor would still be “present” in each clinic to answer questions and provide further explanation, but they could do so from the convenience of their own home, which would save on travel and lodging expenses. Instructors would still need to be present for the behind-the-wheel portion of the instruction, so it would still be necessary to find instructors that lived in the same area, but the time and travel requirements would be less demanding.


It will be important to create a prototype of this online program and get it into the hands of the current ownership. Creating a prototype may help gain buy-in, especially when they are encouraged to provide feedback.  By using many of the strategies and materials that have already proven successful, Helen should be able to keep costs low, by only making the necessary changes to an already successful training. This option has the advantage of scaffolding on the prior training, but it will be necessary to make changes to keep up-to-date. Those changes are where the cost and confusion will come.


The second option would be to create an online training that was detailed enough that participants could find answers to any of the questions they might have without having to ask an instructor. This program would have a minimum requirement, determined by the students’ ability to answer content comprehension questions throughout the process. There would be short modules with questions after each one to assure that the student can carry on from one module to the next.


This structure has been used for many different types of training, but isn’t seen in the driving training niche. This method would include enough information that no one could question the thoroughness of the instruction. By cutting back on the resources spent on instructors, more could be put towards developing up-to-date media, and keeping the platform running smoothly and looking nice.


The costs of creating the program would be higher at the outset, but it is a long-term investment that has the potential to pay out big time, when large numbers of students are taking the course all over the country at different times throughout the week—and then seeking out an in-person driving unit to take. John at Auto Safety may not approve of this idea though. He seems rather set in his idea that an instructor is necessary for this course.

Final Recommendation


My final recommendation is to use an online structure that utilizes an instructor. One instructor could conduct multiple strands of the online course, and have an in-person driving section of the clinic that moves from place to place in their region. This structure makes use of the best parts of the existing training, while cutting down on travel and lodging expenses, and allowing for trainers to be more efficient. Before, it would have been impossible for one instructor to teach two strands in one week, now, an instructor could do classroom sessions online Thursday and Friday, and do in person sessions Saturday and Sunday at two different locations. With the money saved by more effectively using the time of the instructors, up-to-date materials could be made intermittently, keeping the training fresh and current.


I think that this course of action will please all of the stakeholders involved. Parents and kids can still learn the information together, and participate in the driving aspect together, but they don’t need to travel to the location for the classroom session. Auto Safety will still have a highly effective training program to be evaluated, and Angel Investors will be able to scale this model all across the country, with relatively low costs. Helen will be successful with this model if she is able to address the pieces of the instruction that are outdated, and prove that delivering the instruction online is just as effective, or more so, than the traditional classroom approach. She can prove this by delivering a more effective evaluation at the conclusion of the training. 
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