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This design case presents an early career designer’s reflection 
on the design and design narrative from an asynchronous 
video tutorial, reflecting on the unexpected obstacles of the 
process and unintended consequences of certain design 
decisions. The first author designed a tutorial for a non-ac-
ademic department of a large southeastern university. The 
first author was an early career instructional designer at 
the time of this design. She shares insights that she gained 
through this design process, reflecting on developing 
communication strategies for working with the client and 
other stakeholders, as well as the critical moments where she 
might have avoided design failures. The second author men-
tored her and supported the design case’s development. He 
has included reflection notes in the article in key locations 
where common challenges to writing the case appeared. 
This design case details how assumptions and infrequent 
communication, or communication that lacked vital details, 
impacted the design process. It offers readers pivotal 
discoveries that figured prominently in the final design and 
compelled the designer to reflect on how the design came 
to be as it was. The case aims to share the precedent embod-
ied in the design (Howard et al., 2012). This case is presented 
not to generalize about all cases but rather to offer readers 
the opportunity to find their own utility in the narrative and 
reflections. We hope that sharing this experience of reflect-
ing on design inspires creativity in overcoming challenges to 
communication and collaboration.

Makhosazana L. Lunga is a Ph.D. candidate in Learning 
Design and Technology at the University of Tennessee College of 
Education, Health, and Human Sciences. She studies how culture 
influences the use of instructional technology in higher education. 

Craig D. Howard is an Associate Professor of Education at 
International Christian University in Mitaka, Tokyo. He studies 
instructional communications, especially surrounding the design 
of instruction and how we document and disseminate design 
knowledge via instructional design cases. 

INTRODUCTION
This design case shares the process and product of creating 
an asynchronous video tutorial. Particular attention is paid 
to the design failures experienced by the designer and their 
reflections on how they could have avoided those failures 
at critical moments when designing. The complexities of 
the designers’ design process, and insights from working 
with different stakeholders, suggested to us that strategies 
for generating healthier collaborations might emerge from 
reading this case. We envision rich collaborations might 
result in fewer unforeseen process obstacles and unintended 
consequences of design decisions. We intend this case to 
encourage awareness of the designer’s communication and 
mindfulness of assumptions stakeholders and designers 
might bring to the design process. Fostering collaborative 
relationships between instructional designers and those with 
a stake in their work may be easier said than done. We place 
this design narrative here to help support sustainable design 
practices.

We organized this case around a description of the design, 
and its context, design process, constraints, and failures. The 
context includes a background of the asynchronous video 
tutorial and project stakeholders. The design process includ-
ed a kickoff client meeting, several early design decisions 
that the designer did not question, and the instructor/peer 
communication that shaped the design of the asynchronous 
tutorial. Simultaneous and overlapping iterations combined 
to create an iterative strategy. The designer’s assumptions, 
choices, the Universal Design for Learning (UDL) problem 
frame, and assumptions regarding the limits of users’ 
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cognitive load functioned as constraints to designing. Both 
process and product failures became more visible through 
developing the case. Failures in the design process became 
apparent upon reflecting on the asynchronous communica-
tion with the client. Unforeseen obstacles, or process failures, 
emerged through reflection, reminding us to be mindful of 
how assumptions and infrequent communication influence 
the multi-faceted design process. Reflection included a 
eureka moment that inspired us to write the case.

We tell the case from two vantage points. The designers’ 
perspective as an early career instructional designer and the 
mentors’ perspective as support for the writing and develop-
ment of the case, scaffolding the process through revisions 
and a structured approach to eliciting design knowledge 
(Howard & Baaki, 2021; Howard & Das 2019; Howard et al., 
2016). We have employed a rhetorical wayfinder to help 
readers consume the case and appreciate this dynamic. The 
first person singular “I” is used to refer to the designer, while 
the voice of the reflection notes is the mentor.

THE DESIGN
I designed an asynchronous video tutorial for the Facility 
Services Department (FSD), a non-academic department 
that oversees physical plant and campus-based utilities. 
The client dictated that the tutorial have three different 
sequences of content. These were determined by user roles: 
customer, supervisor, or craftsperson.

Although I was unfamiliar with the organization’s integrated 
work management system software, I envisioned that the 
tutorial would be self-paced, and password protected. It 
would provide step-by-step guidelines to instruct users 
on managing their respective duties, such as processing 
detailed reports, real-time work order updates, and dispatch 
tasks.

I designed the tutorial as planned, however, it was ultimately 
not adopted by FSD nor experienced by intended users. 
I provide a detailed account throughout the case of the 
unexpected challenges I encountered while designing the 
tutorial.

CONTEXT OF THE DESIGN
In the 2019 Summer semester, I enrolled in a fully online, 
eleven-week graduate practicum. The course allowed 
students to meet with the instructor and each other both 
synchronously and asynchronously at alternating weeks 
during the semester. The goal was to train early instructional 
designers to develop online training or resource material for 
real-world clients. 

Mentor Reflection #1

In crafting this design case, everything seemed like 
essential information at first. However, extraneous 
information can become noise or distracting in a design 
case. The tension the designer and I faced was allowing 
for enough detail to build trust with the reader without 
giving the reader information they do not need to 
understand the case. Extensive deliberations regarding 
the minutia of content in the case were added and 
then removed. Often the reviewers’ comments became 
the arbiters of the decision-making process. Writers of 
design cases may struggle with determining essential 
information from noise. Supportive reviewers can 
make or break a case because their questions provide 
the reader’s perspective, clueing the author-designer 
in about what information is essential and what is 
distracting. 

Completing the activities and assignments enabled students 
to explore their identity as professionals through interac-
tion with clients and earn graduate credit in instructional 
technology while applying relevant content pedagogy. 

The practicum targeted authentic experiences of working 
with campus-based clients to develop learning solutions. 
The instructor pre-negotiated aspects of the project with 
the client before the project’s onset. Some of the negotiated 
aspects included project scope, clients’ preferred training 
software, and learning management systems (LMS). The 
instructor of the graduate practicum grouped students into 
small groups for collaboration as part of the course. Peer 
collaborators consisted of groups of three or four students 
who met regularly to provide support, share resources, and 
discuss techniques and tactics applied to their respective 
projects. I worked with three peer collaborators. 

A week before the course started, students were required to 
introduce themselves, peruse a project list with descriptions, 
and select their top three choices for the project they wished 
to work on for the duration of the practicum. The instructor 
then assigned students based on learner preferences. In the 
first class, the instructor walked students through course ex-
pectations and the different types of clients they had allotted 
for the course. The instructor also restated the advantages 
of working with peer collaborators and navigating a shared 
folder. The shared folder was accessible to all students with 
project-related resources, such as source materials, project 
planning documents, final project rubric, examples of online 
tutorial modules, upcoming instructor-student consultation 
hours, and peer collaborators by group name. 

The subsequent five weeks consisted of synchronous 
sessions where the instructor reiterated teaching points and 
collaborated with clients. For example, they emphasized the 
importance of building client trust, following through with 
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details from planning documentation, using appropriate 
software, and communicating often and clearly. Students 
completed actual design work asynchronously as course 
time was reserved for these discussions. The instructor 
took on a consultant role in the live, synchronous sessions 
and assisted with student-client interaction and practicum 
management. Further, the instructor expected students to 
communicate directly with the client. The instructor ensured 
that we met clients’ individual needs by requiring that the 
submitted prototypes reflected the planned solutions. Other 
components that aligned with client needs included design, 
development, and evaluation plans. 

My client preferred an asynchronous tutorial because of the 
inherent advantages of asynchronous training—i.e., users’ 
ability to learn at their own time and pace. This tutorial 
aimed to support software implementation on campus.

The client set certain constraints from the beginning. These 
included password protection for the entire tutorial and 
three main user roles: customer, supervisor, or craftsperson. 
Customers were the different university departments 
that the office served. The system would request and 
activate work orders and review all billed and closed 
work. Craftspersons and supervisors were employees. The 

craftsperson uses the system to check items in the work 
management section, locate work-order reports, and request 
time off (among other things). The supervisor uses the sys-
tem for labor management, work management, and parts/
material management. These were the content and structur-
al parameters set forth prior to the onset of the design.

The practicum instructor specified that the client had 
selected certain digital tools before the project’s onset. These 
client preferences were outlined in a Project Description. 
Figure 1 details the client’s choices and assumptions as 
expressed through the Project Description, with preselected 
constraints highlighted in red text and explained in pullouts. 
Specifically, the choice of screen recording software and the 
three roles were already detailed in the original documents 
before I started. The Project Description suggested pivotal 
design decisions, which I put in motion without question. 
The document also included the client’s tutorial objectives 
respective to user roles.

The context of the case foreshadowed tensions inherent in 
well-intended scaffolds. These tensions only came to light 
through reflection on the case and drove our desire to share 
our insights. In the following sections, I share my reflection 
on my design process, epistemic assumptions (Moallem, 

 

Project Description 
An FSD module will be created using screen capture features in the video editing and 
screen recording software program. The module will provide an overview of what the 
training system is used for in FSD. This will include: 
 
 

 
• What the work management system is, and what is it used for 
• General use features that will be true for all users (such as determining when a 

menu has multiple screens, time-out features, how to search/select, how to use 
a wildcard in the search, etc.)  

 

• Role-based system – what you can do is based on what your role is defined as 
(home screens for each with descriptions will be shown). The focus will be placed on 
the three primary roles: 

a) Craftsperson – touching on menu options to request time off, review items in 
the Work Management section, find Space Reports for work orders 

b) Supervisor – touching on the items in the Labor Management, Work 
Management, Purchase Documents, Parts/Materials Management, and 
Personnel (specifically Performance Review sections). 

c) Customer - touching on the items in the Work Management screen first and 
the top three items in the Space Reports section. 

Figure 1: A Project Description depicted a general explanation of the project and is placed here to show 
how tool choice embedded in the document unwittingly presumed a design strategy.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The screen capture and features 
preferred by the client was listed in 
the project description 

The role-based 
system and role 
description 
clearly 
articulated. 

The tutorial is phrased as “module,” 
feeding my assumption that it will be part 
of a larger learning curriculum. "module." 

A brief description 
of the work 
management 
system helped me 
gain a better 
understanding of 
why FSD relies on 
it. 

I used general use features to draw a visual image of 
how the tutorial will look and feel before getting access 
to the software vendor. 

FIGURE 1. A Project Description depicted a general explanation of the project and is placed here to show how tool choice embedded in 
the document unwittingly presumed a design strategy
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1998) of the scaffolds, design judgment (Boling et al., 2017), 
and the decisions that had a bearing on the final product.

THE DESIGN PROCESS
Six process narratives constitute the design process. The 
six narratives are arranged in loose chronological order but 
titled thematically. The themes for the narratives emerged 
through reflection on the case. The narratives overlap 
significantly in certain areas. We explain how the project 
started with a kickoff meeting and then interrogate pivotal 
early design decisions. After that, we deal with communi-
cation practices that played into why the case was written. 
To conclude the design process section, we look at some 
overlapping iterations and two phases of designing. These 
iterations cover the significant design moves that impacted 
the whole design. 

The Kickoff Client Meeting

I met the client in person to establish rapport and better 
understand the project scope. During the meeting, the client 
demonstrated the system, and noted the three roles target-
ed for the training and their relative details (i.e., customer, 
supervisor, and craftsperson). The client explained that the 
training had to be password protected per the institution’s 
guidelines. 

The meeting helped me set expectations for the design. I 
felt these expectations were generally typical, except that 
hosting the tutorial on the campus LMS site seemed odd. I 
felt that we communicated all expectations in this meeting. 
Engaging in this face-to-face conversation with the client 
helped me better understand the project’s objective. The 
objective was to design a tutorial that would be easily 
accessible and user-friendly. 

Given that the three employee roles had different system 
views and actions, the single tutorial video (in MP4) needed 
to include: 

•	 An introduction section for each role.

•	 Wayfinding where to access information relevant to the 
respective job title.

•	 Instruction on how to navigate multiple screens.

•	 Wayfinding to the help button.

•	 User support regarding the system’s time-out feature (i.e., 
automatic logout).

•	 A concluding review section for each role.

Further, I gained insight into users’ characteristics (i.e., 
language proficiency, education levels, gender, etc.). These 
users included a mix of genders across different age groups, 
economic, educational, cultural, and social backgrounds. 

Users had access to the tutorial modules via electronic 
devices (i.e., mobile, desktop, or laptop). 

As I perused my meeting notes at the end of the meeting, I 
was confident that I had sufficient information that I needed 
to jump-start the project. In addition to my meeting notes, 
I developed a mental image of typical users, including the 
tutorial’s potential features, project goals, client needs, and a 
general timeline. The client provided an alternative contact 
person to answer any urgent questions about the project 
should they be out of town. Hence, I understood the project 
to include four stakeholders besides myself. I briefly outline 
their roles:

•	 The instructor who negotiated project terms with the 
client, facilitating and guiding the design process for 
each assigned project.

•	 The peer collaborators who held each other accountable, 
asking questions that enhanced our design decisions and 
exchanging ideas.

•	 The client who relayed information about the project and 
provided design and construction input.

•	 The client media developer who assembled my project’s 
final product under the client’s supervision.

I directly communicated with three of the four stakeholders: 
the client, instructor, and peer collaborators. Thus, the design 
experience was scaffolded with multiple support structures 
to facilitate progress. The good intentions of those who were 
to scaffold the experience and structure the development 
process may have contributed to my assumptions that 
everything would go as planned. This sense of security may 
have played into periodic communications that inspired 
the writing of this design case. I convinced myself I would 
be able to share my design process and thinking with 
all stakeholders during the video tutorial development. I 
perceived their role to be beyond collaborators - they were 
my accountability allies.

With so much preparation and attention to setting up the 
project, I felt nothing could go wrong. I assumed that the 
media developer would test the final product with the client. 
We did not discuss the launch of the completed tutorial, nor 
did I question the client about the end product. I assumed 
that the client would conduct necessary modifications to the 
final tutorial and then integrate the developed content into 
the FSD training system. 

After this first meeting, the client and I detailed tools that 
we would use to create the tutorial and to communicate. 
The client and I decided to communicate electronically 
through a collaboratively edited and shared word-processing 
document (Google Docs), which allowed attachments and 
associated files. 
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Mentor Reflection #2

Authentic artifacts from the design process were plen-
tiful. Makhosazana had documented the entire process 
as she was designing. However, linking each artifact to 
the case was a challenge because the foci of the case 
came to the fore through revision after the initial draft. 
Reviewers asked, “Why do we need to see this? Why do 
we need to know this?” One reviewer used the term 
foreshadowing, which led to significant improvements. 
By placing foreshowing sentences and phrases in early 
locations of the case, we were able to hint at the intend-
ed purpose of certain artifacts, and with these additions, 
we felt the insights that we wanted to share would be 
more accessible.

Google Docs facilitated communication well. The collabo-
rative tool helped us list the project description, objectives, 
design actions, and ad-hoc questions in a shared space. 
However, we did not have an agreement that explicitly 
stated the frequency with which we were to communicate. 
The product had milestones that, in my reflection, suggested 
to me the communication points. Communication points 
went unstated. Additionally, we did not question the choice 
of using Google Docs to accomplish the task. Nor did I ques-
tion how we could integrate the different employee roles 
and job specifications in the tutorial’s design. I presumed 
that I needed to find a resolution and then report back to all 
stakeholders.

At the end of the meeting, we exchanged cellphone 
numbers for emergencies. I followed up with an email later 
that day thanking the client for meeting with me. I outlined 
vital items discussed in the meeting. The email included the 
link to the shared digital document, the work management 
system software link that I needed to access to create the 
tutorial, the project agreement document, and items that I 
promised to send to the client (as per the dates outlined on 
the timeline sheet). The follow-up email aimed at reminding 
the client of the action items discussed in our meeting and 
functioned as a document that we could use to hold each 
other accountable.

After this meeting, I felt confident that I understood what 
the project entailed, had confidence in my skills, and leaned 
on the theoretical knowledge I had acquired from previous 
Instructional Systems Design, Design Thinking & Theory, and 
Accessibility-related courses to design the tutorial. 

While this single face-to-face meeting enabled me to 
understand project needs, I overlooked the importance of 
detailing the communication frequency. I outlined when, 
how, and where we were to communicate with the client, 
but I feel the designed tutorial might have significantly 
benefitted from more detail and more frequent interactions. 

In retrospect, how often we were to connect should have 
been included. 

Early Design Decisions Went Unquestioned

I designed the tutorial intending to facilitate content and 
concept assimilation via a brief explanation of the system 
features. I provided instructions that redirected users to 
the respective role page. The user could follow along in 
the software or access the system via links and guidelines. 
However, in writing this case, and after a year of reflection 
and exposure to other strategies, the linear design I selected 
feels less user-centered than I had imagined it before.

My decision to lead users from one section to the next while 
learning about the system and basic navigation guidelines 
went unquestioned. Additionally, no one tested the tutorial 
at these initial stages. Testing the designed product during 
the design process is a well-known strategy in product 
development and would have helped me understand users’ 
experiences, demands, and preferences more precisely. I 
neglected essential analysis and moved too quickly into 
a problem frame that failed to reveal elegant solutions. In 
hindsight, I never questioned the definition of the problem 
that was handed to me, and in failing to do so, limited my 
solutions. Better empathizing with users via small-scale 
testing or check-ins with the client might have questioned 
the assumptions I brought to these early decisions. The 
unquestioned assumptions resulted in judgment calls I did 
not recognize I was making and allowed infrequent commu-
nication with the client to go unchecked. In retrospect, my 
haste in meeting the project’s completion deadline added to 
my inhibition about reaching out to talk about complications 
arising in the design process. 

I needed to expedite the production timeline because the 
content was not falling into place as neatly as expected, so 
I quickly incorporated the required design specifications 
into the tutorial. The tutorial was required to comply with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act Standards for Accessible 
Design (ADA) because the client was a public institution. 
The tutorial needed to factor in demographic traits (i.e., age, 
race, English proficiency, cultural differences, etc.). I selected 
Universal Design for Learning (UDL) guidelines for this 
process, i.e., color contrast, text size, and captioning (I explain 
in detail the UDL framework in the UDL Problem Frame sec-
tion). In retrospect, clearly, coursework was influencing my 
selections and reasoning. Previous coursework emphasized 
the importance of being mindful when selecting technolo-
gy, prioritizing user needs, and raising awareness of design’s 
iterative nature to efficiently support learning for a specific 
target audience in any design process. I felt confident that 
I had created a user-friendly product and had applied my 
academic learning in instructional design. 
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Mentor Reflection #3

My process in supporting the development of the case 
was often drawing connections between the design-
er’s lived experiences of the design process and the 
vocabulary practicing designers use to express them-
selves. Terms such as defining the problem, problem 
framing, empathizing with users, design scaffolds, and 
analysis are often introduced in academic programs, 
but only in an abstract sense. Authentic understandings 
require a different kind of engagement. Recognizing 
that one’s selection of a specific problem frame led 
directly to certain design decisions, and not to others, is 
design learning that is typically out of reach in academic 
coursework. The process of writing the case allowed 
me to identify and point out authentic moments where 
the designer reflected on specific practices, supporting 
awareness of how their decisions, or lack of reflection 
during the act of designing in certain locations in the 
design process, led their design to where it eventually 
went. With this kind of reflection, there is also the 
potential for the designer to view all their previous 
design decisions as inadequate, which I do not believe is 
the case at all. A sudden feeling that every decision was 
a poor one is a phenomenon practicing designers know 
intuitively, and scholars have documented it before. 
This is what lies behind seemingly enigmatic sayings we 
might hear from expert designers such as those called 
out in studies of design learning, “If you don’t look back 
at your designs in ten years and cringe a little, you’re 
doing it wrong” (Howard & Benedicks, 2020, p. 456). 

Instructor and Peer Communication

The design scaffolds that I experienced provided a false 
sense of security surrounding my decisions in the early 
design stages. With all the course-based checkpoints and 
support, I became ambivalent about the design process 
before my discussion with peers and the instructor. Although 
I had previously acquired a theoretical understanding from 
previous courses on the design process and principles that I 
could implement to enhance user experience, I failed to rec-
ognize the importance of reflection on the design process. 
This failure to stop, think and reflect on my decision-making 
impacted the designed product and myself, the designer. 
Had I been more open with my communications with peers 
and my instructor about doubts, fears, or concerns, my 
process might have come out quite differently. 

As part of the course activities, I discussed the meeting with 
peers and the instructor. I made weekly reflective entries in 
my project document. I detailed my weekly actions in those 
entries and reflected on my planned activities to help move 
the project forward. The entries also included my first client 
meeting proceedings and overall impressions. For example, 
in my week one project document, June 5, 2019, I noted 

all the activities I engaged in, I posted all my entries on the 
course discussion board two to three days before our regular 
meeting and collaborative sessions. My instructor and peers 
could access these posts via the institution’s LMS.

In the moment of designing, I found this practice worth-
while. Although I wrote out my project entries in bullet 
form, I saw these entries as sounding boards throughout the 
semester. I was reflecting deeper on my role, expectations, 
and weekly goals. Writing them in short form helped me to 
narrow down my ideas and better organize them. I was also 
able to articulate them to all stakeholders. I implemented 
changes based on my peer’s and instructor’s feedback. 
Consequently, using these project documents during the 
design process eased my communication with the two 
stakeholders. In reflecting, I saw traces of content I learned 
from previous courses in my entries and my struggle with 
ensuring that I successfully incorporated the UDL framework 
to make the tutorial accessible to all users. 

Unintentionally, I communicated much more regularly with 
my instructor and peers than with the client. In hindsight, 
had I voiced to the instructor and peers the presumptions I 
held about the project, I would have been more aware of the 
need to communicate with the client frequently.

Simultaneous and Overlapping Iterations 

My process incorporated two phases, each with iterations 
on various components. I designed the asynchronous 
experience with content collection and assembly in mind in 
phase one. Iterations sometimes overlapped in assembling 
the content among the different roles. This first phase was 
flexible and formative. The second phase included a more 
fixed and finished product to present to the client.

In Phase I, I relied too heavily on textual communication 
surrounding my design. I started by outlining my design 
process: I first analyzed the task by doing four things: 

•	 internet search

•	 storyboard with client walkthrough

•	 storyboard revisions based on an internet search

•	 additional storyboard iterations 

I did not calculate any deeper connection or reconnection 
into my process with the client at this stage. Instead, I 
launched the first iteration of the design based on the proj-
ect description within the first two weeks after meeting with 
the client. I developed a draft storyboard that detailed the 
content as per my understanding of the project scope. Using 
pen and paper, I drafted the storyboard, questions, and brief 
explanations of what I perceived my role and expectations 
were. Doing so helped me be less anxious about the task 
at hand and my ability to meet client needs. I detail these 
activities in a subsection that follows to provide the reader 
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with the tasks and strategy I followed. After the Phase I 
subsection, I detail Phase II, which I summarize here.

Phase II consisted of developing the tutorial more concretely. 
This phase involved final storyboard development and 
production via a digital editing tool. Once I clarified the 
project objective, roles, and expectations, I positioned myself 
to compose a clear storyboard. I felt that a clear storyboard 
would explicitly communicate my design process to the 
client, instructor, and peers. 

The academic course that housed the practicum experience 
may have needed to scaffold learners through the design 
process, but at the same time, it may have also introduced 
distracting guidance and a false sense of security. This is not 
to say the context was insufficient for design learning; it was 
more than sufficient. Instead, the scaffolds embedded in the 
context of the learning task, such as the shared document 
(see Figures 2 and 3), created a sense that adequate commu-
nications were taking place when they were not. I provide 
these details in a closer look at Phase I. 

Phase I

I set to work by gathering information. Given that I was 
unaccustomed to the organization’s integrated work 
management system software, I conducted a basic elec-
tronic search to inform myself how and why employees use 
the software I was to explain. The client needed to use this 
particular software system because of previous decisions to 
use it to report work orders. The client also gave me access 
to the software vendor to understand how employees nav-
igate it to complete tasks. Orienting myself about the work 
management system software helped me understand why 
it was chosen in the first place and recognize what value it 
brought to the organization and its stakeholders. Informing 
myself in this way also made more concrete some of the 
elements I had discussed with the client in our face-to-face 
meeting. I relied on the kickoff meetings’ notes to ensure 
that this information gathering would result in a design that 
accomplished the client’s goals. 

I continued working independently. I followed the search 
and system software testing process with the storyboard 
outline that incorporated conversations from the design 
meeting with the client. Employees used the system 
software to optimize their work order reporting system. 
That included efficiently providing status updates tracking 
supplies and labor attached to respective projects. I then 

annotated the outline with details and considerations based 
on my understanding of how the system operates and how 
users can better understand the instructions displayed on 
the storyboard (see Figure 2).

Figure 2 demonstrates the beginning of the phase I iteration, 
specifically, how the information would be displayed on the 
screen, including the graphical content. I included observa-
tional notes, design decisions, justifications, and the steps 
that were taken based on my evaluation of the planned 
content.

I felt confident sharing this storyboard with all stakeholders 
asynchronously via our shared Google Doc. I thought that all 
would understand the ideas I communicated using the sto-
ryboard. Hence, upon completion, I sent this storyboard ver-
sion 1 to the client to solicit feedback (see Figure 3). Figure 
3 displays input and recommendations made by the client. 
The client diligently answered all questions that I posed in 
storyboard version 1. I conducted all communication on an 
electronic copy which was easily accessible to the client and 
the instructor. I felt this type and amount of communication 
were sufficient to ensure a successful design.

I then revised the storyboard based on client feedback. I 
focused on shortening the tutorial drafted narration. Upon 
completion, I sent the third version of the storyboard to the 
course instructor and client to review and approve. Before 
approval, my instructor needed to check if added content 
was easy to follow and ensure I had included adequate 
hyperlinks and visual examples.

The client then annotated the developed storyboard, 
and the instructor commented on the digital tools. These 
actions resulted in a more detailed storyboard that included: 
instructions on which words needed to be highlighted, 
when to have the NEXT button or BACK button, and when 
to PAUSE the module. It also consisted of screen numbers, 
text that I would have included on the screen, narration that 
will appear on the screen, screencast actions, effects/graphic 
descriptions, additional notes, and links/videos. The final 
storyboard is depicted in Figure 4.

Unlike previous storyboards, the final storyboard included 
relevant information for the target users. Adding these 
details simplified the design process. I condensed ideas, 
incorporated them into the design, and identified potential 
design flaws. Additionally, the
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Storyboard _Version 1 
Introduction/OVERVIEW  
Notes for all: Prompt learners to pause the screen so they can follow along (point to 
pause button) 

 
Figure 2: Storyboard version 1 with the first authors’ reflective comments based on her evaluation of 
content that would be included in the tutorial. 
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FIGURE 2. Storyboard version 1 with the first authors’ reflective comments based on her evaluation of content that was going to be 
included in the tutorial.

 

 Story Board V2 

 
Figure 3: Second storyboard depicting my questions to the client and her responses. I made comments 
as I evaluated the content before sending the draft to the SME. The SME answered the questions and 
made suggestions on future changes that I can implement 
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FIGURE 3. Second storyboard depicting my questions to the client and her responses.
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storyboard had information on what type of transition slide 
to move from one module to the next, along with types of 
printing and download icons for those interested in reading 
the material in their native language or preferred reading 
the material on paper. Adding these details was intended 
to support user engagement with the content and provide 
what I perceived to be a learner-centered learning environ-
ment. Upon approval, I began crafting the tutorial using a 
digital editing tool.

The three storyboard artifacts (see Figures 2, 3, and 4) 
illustrate the design process that I followed. This design 
process enabled me to move to the second development 
phase. I intended to meet users’ needs and strengthen client 
relations and other stakeholders. I first crafted and then later 
reviewed my ideas and understanding of the project while 
incorporating all the feedback I had received into the design 
process. 

The storyboard artifacts show how exclusively I relied on this 
form of textual communication. Although all storyboards 
were accessible to all stakeholders, I took for granted 

common misinterpretations that could occur because of the 
nature in which we were conversing. I believed that it was 
an acceptable way to relay information about the progress 
of this project to all stakeholders. I assumed that the client 
understood my questions. I took their responses at face 
value. I did not schedule a meeting (face-to-face or virtual) to 
clarify the clients’ comments. 

Phase II

The second phase could have easily been broken into five 
development stages that spanned well past the projected 
timeline and left me frustrated that the final product would 
never live up to expectations. Throughout Phase II, I contin-
ued to make minor changes to the storyboard to have an 
overall simplified tutorial for the learner. Considering the dif-
ferent reading levels, I further simplified the vocabulary and 
tone. Doing so ensured that all users (i.e., first and second 
language speakers) could follow along. I added annotations 
that enabled clicking and dragging and the Back and Next 
buttons. These changes supported comfortable navigation 
from one module to the following module (see Figure 5).

Screen 
# 

Text on  
Screen 

Narration 
Will also appear on 

screen (as cc) and also 
be a downloadable 

transcript 

Screen cast 
Action and 

Effects 

Graphic Description/ Links/ 
Video 

Notes 

1  Welcome to the 
Tutorial! 

This tutorial is 
designed to give you 
an overview of how 
to navigate the 
system. 

• understand what 
is the SYSTEM 
and why it is 
used. 

• how to navigate 
your job-specific 
page. 

  

INTRODUCTION:  
<What is this tutorial 
about & how-to 
login/logout> 
 
Welcome to the Tutorial! 
This tutorial is designed 
to give you an overview 
of how to navigate the 
system. 
Upon completing this 
tutorial (pause), you will 
be able to (pause)   

Each bullet point 
fades in and out 
when narrated. At 
the end of screen 1, 
student asked to 
select “Next” . 10 
seconds screen 
pause then 
automatically 
shifted/faded to 
screen 2  
Click NEXT 
 
 
Each bullet point 
fades in and out 
when narrated 
Words will be 
bolded for emphasis. 
At the end of screen 
2, student asked to 
select “Next” 10 
seconds screen 
pause then 
automatically 
shifted/faded to 
screen 3. 
Screen 2 fades to 
screen 3 showing 
login customer 
guide page.  

   Show (FS-
UTADMIN) login 
and UT SYSTEM 
login screen with 
no 
username/passwor
d  

Figure 4: Final storyboard approved by the client and instructor. The final story board was more detailed. 
It included screen numbers, text that would be included on the screen, including a downloadable 
transcript, screencast actions and effects/graphic descriptions as well as, additional notes, and 
links/videos. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Explicit directions 
on how to move 
from one module to 
the next. 

Specific instructions on 
which words to place 
emphasis on by using 
bold text. Grabs user 
attention. 

FIGURE 4. Final storyboard approved by the client and instructor. It includes explanations of essential design moves that impacted the 
final tutorial design.
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Additionally, I thought about ways to create an accessible 
tutorial that presented the information to meet various 
user preferences. I referred to content from coursework and 
the Universal for Design (UDL) principles to keep students 
motivated. 

To implement these, I used several tactics, including changes 
to the font and color. For example, I included white back-
ground and black color font because it guaranteed that 
color-blind individuals would also find it accessible.

I provided additional manuals requested by the client as a 
downloadable link instead of screen capture 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: To the left, the introduction to the tutorial screen with white background and large black font. To 
the right, module one introductory page showing how to navigate the module. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Customer module illustrating a downloadable user guide that the client requested. 

Module 5a: Customer -Work 
Management  

User Guide URL 
https//workmanagement/guides 

BACK NEXT 

SME printable user guides and a PAUSE 
button for easy material access and 
navigation 

PAUSE 

Work Management 
System 

Overview  
Tutorial 

Module 1: 

Work Management System Overview Tutorial 

• To understand what the work 
management system is and why is is 
used. 

• How to design job specific job 

 BACK NEXT 

NEXT and BACK buttons 
included on each page for 
easy navigation 

FIGURE 5. To the left, introduction to the tutorial screen with white background and large black font. To the right, module one 
introductory page showing how to navigate the module.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: To the left, the introduction to the tutorial screen with white background and large black font. To 
the right, module one introductory page showing how to navigate the module. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Customer module illustrating a downloadable user guide that the client requested. 
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Overview  
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Module 1: 

Work Management System Overview Tutorial 

• To understand what the work 
management system is and why is is 
used. 

• How to design job specific job 
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NEXT and BACK buttons 
included on each page for 
easy navigation 

FIGURE 6. Customer module illustrating a downloadable user guide that the client requested.
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Mentor Reflection #4

Inherent in this project, like many others, was limited access to the person evaluating the design’s success. This driving 
tension was part of what drew me to want to be a part of exploring this design case. Unlike a case study that would focus 
on the experience of all those involved, Makhosazana grounded her insights in the design and design process, and she 
felt that this tension could not be appreciated outside of a close reading of the design narrative. Nevertheless, the tension 
the designer has uncovered here is common in almost all projects. There is limited access to the SME, the client, or a 
specific important stakeholder, yet the success of the project hinges on satisfying that person’s vision of what is and is not 
a successful design. In the context of design learning, simply telling an early designer that this tension exists does little for 
them. An understanding must be grounded in an experience of the design, even if that experience is vicarious. The early 
designer may know the phenomenon from coursework and still feel frustrated because the tension for them has become 
real and immediate, regardless of how well informed they might have been or how common the tension is. I am yet to 
encounter any materials that adequately provide something more than pat answers in this regard. I lauded Makhosazana’s 
desire to tackle the tension through the kind of reflection that makes a design case worth reading. Articulating this 
tension figured significantly in inspiring the case.

images so that the target user could easily retrieve them. To 
access this information, I instructed the user to pause the 
video. Doing so was intended to support a self-pacing of the 
tutorial and support a more comfortable learning experience 
(see Figure 6).

I intended the PAUSE button to support users who needed 
more time to follow along. All images and illustrations used 
in the tutorial were taken directly from the work manage-
ment system software. Using these items was meant to lend 
greater authenticity to the learning experience in hopes 
that users could quickly and easily transfer their learning to 
day-to-day work-related activities.

The more (minor) changes I made, the further away I 
moved from meeting deadlines. As a result, I had to adjust 
the timeline. I ended up making a series of minor changes 
without consulting with the client at all, nor the instructor 
or peers. My decisions progressively heightened a disasso-
ciation between the product and the design specifications 
that seemed to be changing as the design manifested from 
ideas to reality. In the following sections, I provide a synopsis 
of the unforeseen obstacles in-process and unintended 
consequences of the designed product. They all stemmed 
from assumptions. 

CONSTRAINTS 
While we typically envision constraints as externally im-
posed, I am driven to share constraints that I fabricated 
for myself through my design process. I assumed they 
were necessary, though, on reflection, I question those 
assumptions. Scholars have advocated that careful sampling, 
expression, reflection, and assessment are essential for a 
rigorous case. Boling and Smith (2012) stated that “designers 
need to interrogate experiences derived from their designs 
by effectively envisioning the conditions and decisions that 
brought them into existence” (p. 50). Through interrogating 
my decision-making process, I came to understand that the 
most significant constraints in the project were self-imposed. 

I share three crucial constraints that I generated through my 
assumptions about designing the tutorial.

Collaborative Practices

My past experiences in group projects using digital tools 
drove my collaborative practice but also contributed 
to assumptions I held about how collaboration works 
with a new client. I selected Google Docs to facilitate the 
communication, and communications with the client 
remained almost completely asynchronous through the 
design process. In choosing the tool, I did not consider other 
options that might meet the client’s preferences or better 
support stakeholder participation in the design process. This 
unquestioned decision introduced unforeseen obstacles to 
completing the design. Since I did not revisit tool selection, 
constraints appeared around collaboration with the client, 
which led to five rounds of development in Phase II and a 
rush to the deadline.

The same instrument that had facilitated discussions with 
my classmates had worked to mask miscommunication with 
the new client. As a graduate student, I collaborated with 
peers on different assignments. In most cases, we adhered 
to a written group policy that emphasized honest, open 
communication and aligned our work to the project goals. 
Typically, collaboration was in regularly scheduled face-to-
face meetings, but there was also a significant amount of 
asynchronous collaboration. We accomplished most works 
using a limited set of collaboration tools. I found these tools 
usable and easily accessible. However, I had not used digital 
tools in a professional setting. My “precedent design experi-
ence” (Lachheb & Boling, 2021, p. 1) influenced my choice of 
collaborative tools and assumed practices that surrounded 
them. When designing the asynchronous tutorial, I was a 
novice at using the same tools as someone unacculturated 
to my academic program. My assumption that communica-
tion conventions would carry over to the new context was 
wrong. In the new context, the client employed the tools 
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differently. I did not notice the difference while I was busy 
designing. 

The number of iterations that followed the asynchronous 
approach to storyboard development was a self-imposed 
process failure. Instead of changing the storyboard and 
assuming stakeholders’ expectations, I could have proactively 
sought ways to communicate directly and immediately 
around multiple issues at play, rather than tackling individual 
ones as they arose. The computer-mediated practices acted 
as a throttle to the design, slowing progress by introduc-
ing hurdles one by one. Relying on the shared project 
documents to be the arbiter of the design constrained my 
progress, and most painfully, this choice was self-imposed. 
Reaching out would have ensured that my actions aligned 
with expectations. Also, my limited experience using digital 
tools should not have intimidated me. I could have used the 
design of the asynchronous tutorial project to build on my 
skillset instead of being apprehensive. I unwittingly imposed 
this constraint by relying on the digital tool to guide the 
design process.

Selecting the asynchronous collaborative tool also enabled 
apprehensions to contact the client. I could avoid reaching 
out to the client by tying my work to the outline in the story-
board on the Google Doc. This practice created a more com-
plex design process and introduced project delays. Working 
with the client and meeting their expectation meant being 
conscientious of their time, which made me apprehensive 
about asking for meetings. So, I made changes without con-
sultation. I sent the client a generic email notifying them of 
the change in timeline and the milestones that the timeline 
would impact. I failed to ask for their suggestions on how we 
could work together in ensuring that I met the milestones 
mentioned above. I convinced myself that implementing the 
changes aligned with our initial meeting discussions and the 
result would be fine. Thus, I avoided detailed communica-
tions that might extend the project timeline. Unbeknownst 
to me, these practices closed alternatives to the shared 
documents and inhibited crucial changes from taking place. 
Even though I could have negotiated the delay points in 
development with my classmates and instructor, I still felt 
pressured to complete all milestones before the end of the 
semester—we were already at week nine of the eleven-week 
course. I was not close to completing the project, and the 
digital documents allowed for a justifiable escape.

My UDL Problem Frame

Assuming a UDL problem frame functioned to constrain 
design progress and divert attention from the client’s 
objectives. In hindsight, previous academic coursework may 
have pre-assembled my problem frame. I assumed that the 
tutorial needed to adhere to Universal Design for Learning 
(UDL) principles, but these were not the primary concern 
of the stakeholders. UDL was one of the concepts taught 

in a previous course. It seemed appropriate to apply to this 
project because it enabled me to employ strategies that 
catered to diverse learners, improved accessibility to the 
tutorial, and enhanced user retention. Following this line of 
reasoning, designing according to UDL became a problem 
frame I brought to the design. So, I emphasized designing 
a self-paced, convenient, asynchronous tutorial that flexibly 
catered to diverse user needs while simultaneously meeting 
stakeholders’ requirements. I added all sorts of UDL com-
ponents to the storyboard. However, editing to support 
UDL with the tools we had chosen was formidably difficult. 
I struggled to incorporate all my aspirations, and the same 
aspirations generated design tensions (i.e., maintaining a 
balance between adding UDL-related features, incorporat-
ing consistency in the tutorial’s design, and retaining user 
navigation while ensuring all elements worked together to 
meet clients’ needs and expectations). 

For example, while struggling to include UDL affordances 
in one location, parallel item placement was knocked off in 
another, resulting in inconsistent locations of items in the 
interface. My instructor noted, “I think some of your repeat, 
pause, and next buttons were in the same area but not in 
the exact same locations.”

The aspirations to accomplish UDL features under this 
timeline left me with an aesthetic that I was less than proud 
of. I felt that learners would not engage with the content be-
cause of usability-related issues related to UDL and because 
some requirements were themselves not UDL compliant. For 
example, I incorporated the university logo in the introduc-
tion slide for a branded motif in bright orange, but the bright 
orange did not comply with the UDL color guide. I felt that 
the design potentially discriminated against certain users but 
had not found a solution in time.

Of course, failures are interconnected. Had I communicated 
with the client in more fruitful ways, I could have perhaps 
realized other pressing elements to focus on, which might 
have resulted in fewer delays and more solutions. In hind-
sight, ensuring that the tutorial was accessible to all users 
was not a primary design specification, and UDL aspirations 
functioned to obfuscate work towards the preferred qualities 
of the design. 

Users’ Cognitive Load

I assumed that users had a limited cognitive load that forced 
a reduction of the amount of information included in the 
tutorial. Although I had a heightened awareness of the need 
for a functional, usable, and flexible tutorial, I found it difficult 
to estimate how much extra content I could leave to satisfy 
the client. My goal was to have learners connect with the 
material and walk away feeling that they had learned some-
thing that applied in their day-to-day work-related activities, 
yet I struggled with knowing how much was too much. For 
example, for the supervisor role tutorial, I was torn between 
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providing a basic outline of how to perform reviews versus 
giving details on why it is essential to conduct user reviews 
correctly in the first place. Peer meetings helped me make 
complex decisions to cut material, but I cannot overstate just 
how constraining the tutorial’s linear nature was. I found few 
design solutions that reasonably allowed people to opt-out 
of information, and more importantly, I struggled to identify 
which content was essential, which was good to have, and 
which was nice to have. 

Similar to the other constraints, this constraint was self-im-
posed. In reflecting on my actions, I realized that although I 
was aware of project needs, I could have cross-checked with 
the client to see which content aligned with the project’s 
overall needs. The client had a better awareness of what 
users needed instead of what they might want to know, and 
they could have given advice that might have led to making 
content selections more quickly.

DESIGN FAILURES
In our discussions surrounding reflections on this design, 
we recognized how this case shared insights with others. 
Stefaniak et al. (2018) highlighted the importance of being in 
accord with all stakeholders and the derived benefits of hav-
ing open and transparent communication channels during 
the design process. Stefaniak et al. (2018) further noted that 
time limitations, unclear communication platforms, expecta-
tions, and unclear roles hinder designers. The primary design 
failure was one of process, impoverished communication 
with the client. Lean communications resulted in a product 
that did not meet the client’s expectations 

I failed to provide the client with material to review regularly, 
even though I kept sporadic contact with them. Throughout 
the semester, I simply asked for clarifications where needed. 
As the design process evolved, I did not recognize the value 
attached to frequently communicating with the client. I went 
along the design process and made changes to the design. 
However, I neglected to solicit approval from the client. More 
transparency with my design process and progress might 
have allowed the client to add crucial insights at critical mo-
ments to improve the final design. This might have resulted 
in the creation of a more refined tutorial. In their evaluation, 
the client noted:

She [the designer] created a timeline… but I did not realize 
how tight it was going to be. I did not get to review any of 
the final product other than voiceover before today, and 
I would have liked to have seen one section of transitions 
prior to the final product because there will be things that 
we have to change.

I am aware that I have uncovered a common process 
failure among instructional designs. Unexpected discord 
with stakeholders’ concerns, even unspoken, can lead to 

unforeseen obstacles to a design process. This same tension 
may lurk in other cases and simply goes unvoiced.

Despite my attention to diversity, an unintended oversight 
was compatibility with other devices. Compatibility issues 
snuck past my awareness and leaked into the final product. 
I now question if I could have avoided those with richer and 
more detailed client-designer communication. 

A peer noted that the design failed to accommodate 
different devices:

The instruction to hold control/command (for mac) and 
click on the link to be redirected automatically did not work 
in module 1…. I was unable to hold control/command (for 
mac) and click on the link to be redirected automatically… 
it did not work

The comment points to the importance of designing a 
tutorial that considers the users’ ability to connect to the 
material using various technologies. The compatibility of 
devices to the final design obviously hindered the utility of 
the final product, but I thought I had accounted for this with 
my attention to UDL documentation and checklists (Cast, 
2018). For early designers erring on the side of over-commu-
nicating rather than under-communicating may be the safer 
option. 

Part of what brought us to document these design failures 
was the veneer of elegance in designing that is conveyed 
in cases we had read. For an early designer, reading design 
cases conjures up the notion that other designers deal 
with technological challenges with relative ease. For ex-
ample, Gibbons and O’Neal (2014) describe technological 
challenges from the mid-1970s as minor obstacles. They 
noted that “computers of the day were large and expensive. 
A main-frame computer required special air-conditioned 
facilities and a team of trained technicians, programmers, 
and operators. Input-output systems were primitive” (p. 1). 
However, despite the inflated costs associated with creating 
instruction for these technologies, they made instruction 
with future users in mind. They took into consideration the 
quality and sustainability of present-day systems as well 
as emerging technologies that were “rapidly changing the 
definition of the computer from monolithic and self-con-
tained to smaller and modular” (p. 2). For an early designer, 
studies such as Gibbons and O’Neal’s (2014) description 
might be taken at face value but perhaps should not be. 
One might assume their reflection suggests that they deftly 
paid a significant amount of attention to the technological 
affordances of the tools in play at the time and could predict 
what was to come. However, after this experience, I am more 
inclined to believe that nuanced knowledge from years of 
experience told these advanced designers just what to pay 
attention to, and intuition was more prominent than they 
portray in their case.
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Paying attention to the affordances that would have an 
impact and ignoring those that would not have required 
considerable experience and engagement with users and 
other stakeholders. Designers such as Gibbons and O’Neal 
(2014) must have ensured all stakeholders were on board 
with the proposed design process. By resolving the distinct 
parts of the design in stakeholders’ minds, they claimed that 
they “work(ed) toward a shared design vision” (p. 12) that en-
abled them to meet their goals. The ease of the phrase hides 
the difficulty of the task. In retrospect, had my collaboration 
been more detailed and engaged in my process, I believe 
there would have been fewer unforeseen consequences of 
design choices.

Mentor Reflection #5

There has long been discussion at IJDL about whether 
designs for university credit were worthy of a case. A 
similar discussion revolves around cases of designs 
that never manifested into the world. This case fits 
both categories and in so, makes an argument that 
such cases do have something to offer. In both cases 
that have not manifested and those created for credit, 
the value of the case comes from its utility for other 
designers. Makhosazana’s audience here is quite clear; 
she is speaking to other early designers. However, I saw 
value in her discussion for design educators as well. 
Design cases are one designer speaking to another, 
thus cases written by advanced designers may present 
narratives that are deceivingly smooth. This case makes 
an argument that the elegance of the design does not 
dictate the utility of the case. The value of the designers’ 
reflection is rooted in her intended audience, and her 
cognizance of the struggles they might encounter. 
Without cases like this, we reasoned, it might be easy 
to misinterpret cases written by advanced designers as 
guidelines for the performance we should expect from 
early designers. 

CONCLUSION
I shared this case because it brings a first-hand witness to the 
importance of detailed and rich communication channels. 
However, through this reflection process, I recognize how 
assumptions (Moallem, 1998), infrequent communication 
with the client, and previous course experiences influenced 
and shaped the final designed product. The importance of 
evaluating assumptions and the impact assumptions have 
on molding the design process, and product came front and 
center through the reflections required to truly interrogate 
the design. 

In my process of designing, I discovered just how vital 
collaboration with different stakeholders is to the success 
of designing my asynchronous tutorial. The unavoidable 
yet necessary iterations that this tutorial underwent point 

to the importance of being flexible and open-minded. 
I hope that I have offered some evidence that suggests 
flexibility and open-mindedness can enable an early career 
instructional designer to build good rapport and trust with 
respective stakeholders. Doing so might afford a richness of 
communication that would otherwise be unable to attain. 
I could have built that rapport, but, in hindsight, I did not 
explore many options. Any choice that might have given the 
client a sense of ownership, for example, weekly or bi-weekly 
updates to the client, more inclusive meetings, an alternate 
channel of communication, etc., might have improved client 
satisfaction.

This case suggests that circumstances beyond my initial vi-
sion shaped the final product and were ultimately necessary 
for the design to be successful. One year after the drafted 
tutorial prototype, I consulted with the client to determine 
what changes were made. The client noted that new screen 
captures needed to be added to the modules due to the 
organization’s work management software system upgrade. 
However, the storyboard script was left unchanged. The 
client further noted that the Covid-19 pandemic unlocked 
new vacancies, which caused an increase in the number 
of tutorials created for their users. While my design disap-
peared, specific components managed to live on. For as 
much as we begin anew, every design is a redesign in one 
way or another (Howard & Baaki 2021).

I do not view the redesign of my work as a failure, however. 
Carroll (2021) made the point quite succinctly, “designs dis-
appear almost immediately” (p. 237). There are infrastructures 
that surround designs that make designs no longer useful or 
change what is expected of the design itself (Carroll, 2021). 
Recognizing that changes are to come might have lessened 
the pressure to get it perfect the first time around and 
shifted my emphasis to developing sustainable component 
parts. Part of my reflection, in this case, pointed me toward 
seeing the design as a link in a chain of development rather 
than a permanent and final product. 
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