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Introduction
Since 2007, CASE has set out to create a uniform and functional national curriculum for secondary agricultural education that provides a high level of educational experiences to enhance the rigor and relevance of agriculture, food, and natural resources (AFNR) subject matter (Janson, 2013). The National Research Agenda of the AAAE has set priorities to have efficient and effective agricultural education programs and to make decisions involving new technologies, practices and products (Doerfert, 2011). However, some of the best laid intentions struggle with execution. Participants of CASE come into an institute with expectations and preconceived notions of the experience. It is up to the CASE Lead Teachers to fulfill those expectations and go beyond the preconceived notions. Another task that falls on the Lead Teachers is taking inventory of the reality of each participant as teachers. For those who have ever been involved in the education system of America, it is obvious that materials and opportunities vary from one region to another, just as much as the people within those regions. Therefore, the participants are inclined to teach at a disadvantage because some of their students will never be able to completely implement CASE to its full potential. Although CASE has a comprehensive and effective curriculum, participants face barriers which keep them from reaching full implementation. 

Theoretical Framework
CASE has based its philosophy of education on two specific works, “How People Learn” (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000) and “Understanding by Design” (Wiggins &McTighe, 2005). The first work “defines the audience of learners and epistemological considerations that CASE writers use to reach learners in an effective manner” (Jansen, 2010, p. 1). “The second text provides the road map used by CASE writers as they design specific lessons of instruction” (Jansen, 2010, p. 1). When the two methods are combined, they reflect the theory of constructivism. The CASE lesson development philosophy states that, “the strategies CASE uses include activities, projects, and problems crafted to address the cognitive, psychomotor, and affective domains of learners” (Jansen, 2010, p. 1). Constructivism “emphasizes the active role of the learner in building understanding and making sense of information” (Woolfolk, 2011, p. 376). Thus this theory implies that learning is an active process and the learner should actively construct or create their own subjective representations of objective reality. Ultimately, students have to be motivated to immerse themselves in their education and effective teaching means that students are allowed to learn and practice skills in a realistic setting. 

When a learning environment based on the constructivist theory and the CASE model are available and accessible to the student, there can be a lot of progress with developing future scientists, technologists, engineers, and mathematicians (STEM). It is becoming an overwhelming initiative across the country to include STEM education in every school. Georgia, for example, has created a “STEM Georgia” organization in order to give students more opportunities to excel in those areas of interest. CASE is an avenue through which STEM works well. STEM education requires “a curriculum utilizing science inquiryfor lesson foundation and concepts are taught using activity, project, and problem base instructional strategies” (CASE, 2013). In referring to what CASE curriculum is based on, it offers the environment needed to execute STEM education. 

These issues were incorporated into this study through the questions which covered the topics of incorporating the material and barriers that prevented educators from fully incorporating the curriculum. 

Methodology
This was a multimethod study using both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The target population for the study were CASE participants, both returning and new, who attended the session held at the University of [STATE] July 21, 2013 through August 1, 2013. The entire group of participants completed the questionnaire (N=21). Those who were returning participants had one questionnaire version while the new participants had another version. The returning version had twelve questions and the new version had eleven questions. Both versions included questions that were open ended focusing on the barriers and challenges the participants face in implementing CASE. The results of the questionnaires were used to find themes. 

Findings
Regarding the participants willingness to incorporate CASE into their class curriculum, there were a range of responses. The returning students had higher percentages of their time that they would devote to the CASE curriculum. All responses ranged between seventy and ninety percent. However, the new students’ responses were much more variable. The lowest percentage was sixteen and a half percent and the highest was one-hundred percent. Although the proportion of time that would be devoted to CASE being incorporated in the classroom curriculum was variable from one participant to another, the reasons for their answers reflected a similar theme: time and money. Each participant has a limited time to teach their students a subject, thus a CASE curriculum may not be used to its highest potential due to these time constraints. Cost of technology and other materials to perform the CASE activities and projects also is a limiting factor for many participants. They recognize there is no funding available to maintain these needed materials and thus realize that CASE in their classroom will not but be fully employed.

The demographics of the participants were very different between the returning and new students. Most of the returning students were female, while the fourteen new students were evenly divided between male and female. The returning students had an average age of 29 years of age, while the new students’ average age was 32 years of age, three years older. 



Implications
Overall, it seems that CASE participants enjoy learning from the CASE curriculum during the session for themselves. However, they struggle to transfer the same level of knowledge and enjoyment into their own classrooms and to their own students. It can be seen that this is not due to the teacher, but the limitations posed by their administration and other previous time agreements. A noted implication of this study may be that there should be a section of CASE curriculum devoted to being a resource for participants to find financial support to buy necessary materials. A list of grants and other funding would offer a resolution to a common limitation. 
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