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Lesson Progress Reporting

Developing Training and Support Systebi®Ranline

FINAL DESIGN REPORT

gt —

Reading First is a focused nationwide effort to enable all students to become successful early readers.

(U.S. Department of Education, 2004)

INTRODUCTION

Background

“Oregon Reading First is a state initiative funded by the Federal Government as part of the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Through this initiative, Oregon schools will receive support
and professional development to help schools achieve the goal of all children being readers by the
end of third grade. Through the use of scientifically-based reading research, we expect to meet
the needs of each reader and to prevent children from reading difficulties” (Oregon Reading
First, 2002). One of the tools designed by Oregon Reading First (ORF) to support their teachers
is called Lesson Progress Reporting (LPR). Itis a method for tracking information about small
reading groups, and reporting that information to help stakeholders evaluate progress and make

necessary programmatic changes. Schools have the option to use a website called LPR onlineo

facilitate this tracking and reporting process.
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As of yet, Oregon Reading First (ORF) has devoted very few resources to support LPR on
linetraining. Training has consisted of a one-hour videoconference each fall to discuss the cur-
rent system with the reading coaches who coordinate teachers at each participating school. Each
reading coach is then responsible for training and supporting their teachers in the use of LPR
onlinewhile technical and user support is addressed on an individual basis via email and phone
conversations. The coordinators of ORF want to make it possible for training materials to be
available to schools and teachers who choose to use the system without having participated in a
videoconference. Furthermore, a stated goal of the ORF initiative is to develop a sustainable sys-
tem for improving early reading outcomes beyond the life of the initiative. Because of these con-
siderations, I will be investigating a range of instructional strategies that will fit into the current

structure of ORF, but will also work for schools who don’t participate in the initiative.

Project Description

My project will focus on the development of training materials to support schools to use the
LPR onlinglhis design document will outline the analysis that was done including: performance
analysis, needs assessment, learner analysis, context analysis, and task analysis. Through the
process of analysis I have identified the instructional objectives that will shape the design of this
project. I have also included a narrative and mock-ups to illustrate the development process. Ad-
ditionally, a description of how these LPR onlin@aterials should be implemented and evaluated
is included. In conclusion, I will share my reflections of the design process and the implications

for developing and implementing this plan.

This project is of particular interest to me for several reasons. First, [ have been directly in-
volved in the development of the LPR onlin@roject since it’s inception and I am interested in its
continued improvement. Because | am the primary developer on the project, I have unique
knowledge and perspective about the capabilities and limitations of this tool. Second, I am very
interested in practicing the Instructional Systems Design approach as a primary goal of this pro-
ject, and my choice of topic will allow me to stay focused on that goal. Finally, I am interested in
the adoption of practices and diffusion of innovations in schools. Although the design constraints
placed on this project do not allow me to address these issues directly, it is my hope that teachers

who are well trained at using LPR onlineiill have an easier time adopting the practice of Lesson

Progress Reporting.
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ANALYSIS

Performance Analysis

Much of my Performance Analysis has been completed over the course of the past year in the
form of stakeholder interviews and performance data analysis. During the development phase of
LPR onlind was in direct contact with several of the pilot testers who provided extensive feed-
back via phone conversations and email. Through my conversations with the coordinators of
Oregon Reading First (ORF), I have been able to discern their expectations for teacher perform-
ance with respect to Lesson Progress Reports (LPRs). I'have also analyzed random samples of

LPR onlinecports to look for potential performance gaps.

My Performance Analysis has led me to conclude that there are two primary areas of concern.
First, there are a subset of performance issues that relate to technical problems with the website.
These bugs, glitches, or inconsistencies in interface design are being addressed as they are re-
ported. Second, the analysis of sample reports in combination with the types of questions and

problems expressed by the reading coaches and teachers make it clear that confusion and/or lack
of understanding about certain features of the website have lead to slow and inaccurate report-
ing. The amount of time it takes teachers to report, the inaccuracy of reports, and the frustration

that follows are the performance gaps that I will seek to clarify in the Training Needs Assessment.

Training N eeds Assessment

To better understand the needs for training to address performance problems in Lesson Pro-
gress Reporting (LPR), I plan to perform a more detailed investigation of the needs and expecta-
tions of teachers, reading coaches, and Oregon Reading First (ORF) coordinators. I will also
perform more detailed analysis of the data collected using LPR onlinén the attempt to identify

common patterns and trends in performance.

Interviews

I plan on conducting structured interviews with a selection of teachers, reading coaches, and
ORF coordinators. Iwill use a selection of open-ended questions followed by follow-up ques-

tions to identify and classify performance issues and performance expectations.
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Focus Groups

[ will solicit receptive reading coaches to use some of their planning time to ask their teach-

ers targeted questions about their training needs and concerns.

Data Analysis

[ will perform a detailed review of completed Lesson Progress Reports using LPR onlineo

identify and classify performance issues.

Training Needs

Although the training needs assessment is incomplete, initial findings suggest that training
will be needed for both new teachers and existing teachers. The highest priority for any training
is that it be brief and available when needed according to a consensus of teachers, reading
coaches, and coordinators. The amount of time available for training teachers is extremely lim-
ited, and teachers have expressed the desire for training that coincides with their first reporting
period. Teachers who have used LPR onlinén the past have reported that they believe training

can be less than one hour, but that reminders and extra help is needed on an ongoing basis.

Learner Anal ysis

Learners

Teachers and reading coaches who participate in the Oregon Reading First Initiative are

from approximately fifty schools throughout the state of Oregon.

Entry Behaviors

Teachers and reading coaches have already demonstrated basic computer skills as a function

of their participation in Oregon Reading First.

Prior Knowledge of Topic Area

All teachers have had training on how to report lesson progress (LPRs), however only a few

of them have been involved in the testing and development of LPR online
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Attitudes toward Content and Potential Delivery System

It will be important for the instruction to demonstrate the benefits of using LPR onlinén
comparison to other ways of reporting in order to shape the attitudes and willingness of teachers.
I plan to investigate through the use of interviews, the best structure and delivery systems for the

content.

Group Characteristics

Even though all of the teachers have basic computer skills, I will need to assess their willing-
ness to adopt new technical skills and learning styles. I plan to do this as part of the interview and

focus groups.

Context Anal ysis

Support

Within the structure of the Oregon Reading First Initiative, there are several layers of sup-
port for teachers to successfully complete Lesson Progress Reports including: reading coaches,
regional coordinators, and technical support staff. That said, these teachers have immense de-
mands placed on their time as a result of their participation in this project. Lesson Progress Re-
ports are only one small aspect of their participation and therefore there is very little time de-

voted to training teachers to use the LPR onlineool.

Physical and Social Aspects

There is a lot of variability in the physical and social dynamics that each teacher experiences
depending upon their reaching coach and fellow teachers. The motivation of teachers to provide
the best possible instruction and learning experience for their students seems to be the overrid-
ing characteristic that is expressed by all. If teachers believe that an instructional practice, tool,
or technique will help them to better meet the needs of their students, they seem willing to make

the necessary changes.
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Relevance of Skills to Workplace

Th constraint of time may be a barrier for some teachers due to the demands of Oregon
Reading First. They may de-prioritize Lesson Progress Reporting, if using the LPR onlinekes

them too much time or if they are not convinced of its” benefits to their instructional practices.

Instructional Context

[ expect the instructional context to mirror certain aspects of the performance context. De-
pending on the school, teachers will learn at computers in small groups or individually, which is

typically how they will perform.

Instructional Goal

The instructional goal for this project is:

* Oregon Reading First teachers will be able to create Lesson Progress Reports using
LPR onlingéhat are an accurate reflect of the reading instruction that takes place within

their classroom.

Data Gat hering Instruments

Interview Questions

For regional coordinators:

1. What have been the major concerns you have received regarding the LPR onling
2. What are the major benefits you hope to teachers gain from using the LPR onling

3. Whatare your primary concerns about teachers using the LPR onling

For reading coaches (in addition to the questions above):
1. How do you disseminate information to your teachers?

2. Do you see itas part of your role to train your teachers, or is it the responsibility of

Oregon Reading First?

3. Howmuch time (high, low, average) do teachers spend on Lesson Progress Report-

ing atyour school?
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Focus Groups

Select reading coaches will organize focus groups to ask the following questions:
1. Whatare your concerns about using the LPR onling

2. What problems, if any, have you had using LPR onlinén the past?
3. How much time do you expect to spend on Lesson Progress Reporting per month?

4. What about Lesson Progress Reporting do you find helpful in making grouping de-

cisions and changing instructional practices?

5. What benefits do you see in using LPR onlinénstead of typing up or writing up re-

ports by hand?

Data Analysis

I will be looking for data anomalies like duplicate reports, incomplete reports, and reports

that fall outside the range of “average” reports after determining exactly what “average” means.

Task Analysis

Subject Mater Experts

As the developer of the LPR online, I will utilize my expert knowledge about the websites’
capabilities and functions to assist my Task Analysis. have also enlisted two reading coaches
and two coordinators of Oregon Reading First (ORF) to provide feedback and additional assur-
ance that all of the tasks required for Lesson Progress Reporting using LPR online are accurately
represented and addressed in my analysis. The two reading coaches I spoke to gave detailed ac-
counts of their observations of how teachers use LPR online and the areas teachers find most

confusing.

Document Analysis and Research

Although Lesson Progress Reporting using LPR onling a unique, and highly specific task,

I have been able to identify similar web based tools for educators to assist me in my task analysis.

My review of training materials from DIBELS online (http://dibels.uoregon.edu) has been par-

ticularly helpful.
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Entry Behaviors

Teachers will need to demonstrate basic computer literacy, ability to navigate the internet,
ability to send and receive email, and the ability to print Acrobat PDF documents. Reading
coaches at each school will need to ensure that their teachers understand how the Lesson Pro-

gress Reports are to be used for making instructional decisions.

Task Analysis Diagrams
The first step I took in developing a task analysis for LPR onlinevas to identify all of the key

components of the website and how they related to each other. Figure 1. on page 12 is a concept
map of Lesson Progress Reporting using LPR onling€lhis map is a visual representation of all

website components and their relationships.

Based on my analysis, [ was able to determine that to use LPR onlingeachers need to un-
derstand four processes: accessing LPR onlingupdating user information, creating small read-
ing groups, and creating lesson progress reports. Updating user information has three main sub-
tasks: change password, enter email address, and assign DIBELS alias. Creating small reading
groups has two sub-tasks: add students, and remove students. Most of teachers time will be spent
creating Lesson Progress Reports. The process of creating Lesson Progress Reports has been
broken into five subprocesses: enter dates for report, enter reading program information, enter
in-program test results, enter additional comments, and print reports. Two of those processes
have sub-tasks: enter reading program information and enter in-program tests. Enter reading
program information’s sub-tasks include: enter last completed lesson, enter number of lessons
completed, enter number of days of instruction, and enter average time per day of instruction.
Enter in-program test results’ sub-tasks include: enter test scores, and enter test outcomes. All

of these processes and tasks are outlined in the Task Analysis Diagram, Figure 2 on page 13.
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Concept Map for LPR online
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Conclusions

Although analysis has yet to be completed, for the purposes of this design document certain
conclusions have been made based on initial findings. Several important themes arose based on
the analysis performed. The predominate theme was that of simplicity. As the instructional de-
signer, [ started this process with the expectation of creating the “perfect”, highly technical solu-
tion to train teachers to use LPR onlind was struck almost immediately by the overwhelming
desire from teachers, coaches, and reading coordinators to avoid creating instruction that would
require any significant changes in how teachers currently operated. Teachers who had used the
system previously expressed confidence that although a training gap did exist, only remedial
training was required and that training should be embedded in their practice of Lesson Progress
Reporting. Furthermore, the reality of limited time and budget for the development of materials
was a concern expressed by reading coordinators. For these reason, I have scaled the design

plans to fit with these priorities.
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DESIGN

Instructional Objectiv es

The first step toward designing an effective solution to address the stated instructional goal is
to define clear and measurable instructional objectives. As a result of the analysis of my project,

the instructional objectives will be based on performance gains in the following areas:

Access LPR online/Update User Information

Teachers will be able to login to LPR onlinend know how to change their password,

enter an email address, and assign themselves a DIBELS alias.

Create Small Reading Groups

Teachers will be able to create small reading groups and move students in and out of

those groups.

Create Lesson Progress Reports

Define Report

Teacher will be able to enter beginning and ending dates for a given reporting period.

Enter Reading Program Information

Teacher will be able to add reading program information to a group report including: last
lesson completed by group, the number of lessons completed during the reporting pe-

riod, number of instructional days, and average time spent in each program per day.

Enter In-Program Test Results
Teacher will be able to enter individual student test scores and testing outcomes for

groups of students..

Enter Additional Comments

Teacher will be able to enter additional comments about the group’s progress that are

not otherwise reflected in the report.

Print Reports
Teacher will be able to print group and summary reports.
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Instructional Sequencing Strategies

Formal group instruction and the self-paced online learning modules will follow the same
general sequence except that group instruction will allow for synchronous discussion and feed-
back. The sequence of instruction is topical in nature, but is also based on a global order of op-
erations. Although certain tasks don’t absolute need to follow a certain order, a local order for

these tasks was identified during task analysis and it will be modeled in the instruction.

Sequence of Instruction

. Navigating LPR online

2. Managing Teacher Access Account
Small Reading Groups
Reporting Lesson Progress

Reporting In-Program Tests

S L

Printing Reports

7. Making Instructional Decisions

Instructional Strategies and A ctivities

Because of the unique demands of each school that participates in Oregon Reading First,
both formal group instruction and individualized, self-paced instruction will be utilized. Formal
group instruction will be provided to all reading coaches during their annual Institute on Begin-
ning Reading. At that time they will be given the training and provided with the materials for
training their school’s teachers. Schools may also choose to allow their teachers to use the self-

paced online learning modules that will be available from LPR online

While participating in Reading First, heavy demands are placed on teachers to account for
their efforts and track the progress of their students. Therefore their time is immensely valuable
and they will need instruction that can be directly related to their experiences. Although partici-
pating teachers seem to prefer formalized instruction, in practice they also seem to have a strong
need for Just in Time instruction. For these reasons, the instruction will be a combination of
Computer Assisted Instruction (Cotton, 1991), Just in Time Training (Davis etal., 2003), An-

chored Instruction (Foster, 2004), and Coaching (Marin, 2004).
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Computer Assisted Instruction

Even when instruction is performed in a coach lead small group, the instruction will be com-

puter assisted through the use of Macromedia Captivate (www.adobe.com/products/captivate/)

videos and interactive simulations (Cotton, 199r).

Just in Time Training

The help system will be built in to LPR onlineo provide teachers with assistance and expla-

nations as they create Lesson Progress Reports (Davis et al, 2003).

Anchored Instruction

The use of vignettes and interactive simulations will be used to as ways to anchor the teachers

instruction to their practice (Foster, 2004).

Coaching

Coaching is already a major component of the Reading First model. The ORF coaches are
well suited and well positioned to provide modeling and scaffolding for teachers as they learn to

use LPR onlinéMarin, 2004).

Instructional Media & Deliv ery Me thods

All training and support materials for LPR onlin&ill be available from the website. Based
on a survey of reading coaches, the preferred method for primary instruction is coach lead small
group instruction. To accommodate the needs of a wide variety of schools and participating
teachers, instruction can also be delivered as self-paced individual instruction. Teachers will
need the use of a computer and Internet access to follow videos created with Macromedia Capti-
vate. Teachers will then be ready to set up their own reading groups and begin Lesson Progress
Reporting. Teachers will also be given access to moderated online discussion forum to allow

teachers to ask questions and provide each other feedback.
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DEVELOPMENT & IMPLEMENTATION

Development

Development of the training and support materials for LPR onlin&iill begin during June,

2006 and be completed in August, 2006. Because the resources for this project are limited, [
will be the only person, except for subject matter experts and user testers, who will be involved in

the development of materials. The tasks associated with this project are as follows:

Tasks

1. Develop step by step instructional modules based on the Instructional Sequence
2. Record Video Clips that illustrate elements of the instructional modules

3. Link text based instructions and video clips to LPR online

Implementation

Plan

The implementation plan for training and support materials for LPR onlin&ill include a se-
ries of steps. First, reading coaches will be training how to use LPR onlin@sing the designed
materials. Coaches will also be given the opportunity to provide feedback and request clarifica-
tions to the training. Because coaches don’t typically create Lesson Progress Reports, they will
be asked to create hypothetical reports using data from their schools. Otherwise, training of
coaches and teachers should not vary dramatically. Next, reading coaches will schedule meetings
with their grade-level teachers to begin the process of Lesson Progress Reporting. At that time,

each coach will train their teachers how to use LPR online

Expected Issues and Considerations

I expect variations in how individual coaches implement training at their schools, As the pro-
jectis evaluated, it will be interesting to see if this makes teachers more or less effective at learn-
ing how to use LPR onlin@ithin their particular school. As the designer of LPR onlind also
expect that bugs or ambiguities within the system will also cause problems for users. Teachers

and coaches will have technical support from the Oregon Reading First Center (ORFC) to help
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them resolve any problems that do come up. I expect other concerns and issues related to the

implementation of training to be revealed as part of the evaluation. As has been done in the past,
these issues will be discussed at the ORFC and adaptations to the training or LPR onlingystem

itself may be required.
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EVALUATION

Evaluation Plan Ov erview

The training materials developed to support the use of LPR onlindy Oregon Reading First
teachers will be evaluated in terms of teacher satisfaction with the use of LPR onlineraining and
teacher’s ability to effectively create Lesson Progress Reports. The development of training ma-
terials will be shaped through a process of formative evaluation that includes expert review and
user testing. The completed training and support materials will be subject to summative evalua-
tion including: teacher questionnaires, external review, and performance review summaries. In-
formation obtained from the summative evaluation will be used to assess the impact instruction

has on teachers’ performance using LPR online

Formative Evaluation

Expert Review

During the development phase of this project experts from the Oregon Reading First Center
and subject schools will review and provide feedback for all training and support materials. Co-
ordinators of the Oregon Reading First initiative, Carrie Thomas-Beck and Trish Travers will
also provide oversight of the project scope. As coordinators of Cohorts A & B, they directly sup-
port the reading coaches at each of the 52 schools participating in Oregon Reading First. Carrie
Thomas-Beck was instrumental in the development of the Lesson Progress Reporting and will be
relied on to ensure that all training materials accurately reflect this process. Barbara Low, read-
ing coach at Oak Grove Elementary School, has agreed to evaluate materials and provide feed-
back from the coaches perspective. Because coaches will be responsible for using the materials to

train teachers at their schools, her experience as a reading coach will be highly valued.

User Testing

Research assistants and associates from Pacific Institutes for Research and the University of
Oregon’s Institute for the Development of Educational Achievement will comprise a group of
user testers to provide feedback on the development of each sequential module of instruction.
These five researchers are familiar with Lesson Progress Reporting and have experience as class-

room teachers. Because none of them have actually used LPR onlingtis my hope that they will
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be able to provide constructive critiques of the instruction without any bias from previous expe-

rience.

During the month of July, the user testing group will meet four times to receive training and
provide feedback. These sessions will be no longer than 1 hour and will target the following mod-

ules of instruction:

Session 1: Navigating LPR onlinend Managing Teacher Access Accounts
Session 2: Small Reading Groups
Session 3: Creating Lesson Progress Reports, and In-Program Tests

Session 4: Print Reports, and Making Instructional Decisions

To evaluate the effectiveness of the training, at the completion of each training session, user
testers will be tested. User testers will be given a scenario that involves performing the tasks they
have learned up to that point in the training. Users will be evaluated on accuracy and the amount

of time required for completion.

Rationale

The primary goal of training teachers to use LPR onling to ensure that they are all can cre-
ate Lesson Progress Reports that accurately reflect the instruction that occurs in their class-
rooms. A major finding from the learner and context analyses is that teachers’ time is highly re-
stricted. With these considerations in mind, I will rely heavily on the experts I have chosen to
help guide the development of instruction so that it meets teachers’ needs without creating an
undue burden. By training novice users to use LPR onlind will be able to assess how well they
perform each of the tasks and if they can be successfully completed without taking too long. No
clear measure for the amount of time required to complete each task has been established. Feed-

back from user testers and experts will help to make those determinations.
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Summative Evaluation

Teacher Questionnaire

Teachers will be administered a questionnaire after being trained by their coaches to use
LPR onlin€lhis questionnaire should be administered after the teacher successfully completes
their first Lesson Progress Reports using LPR onlin€l’he questionnaire will be brief and will ask
teachers to rate their experience using LPR onlin€l'eachers will be given the opportunity to

provide feedback about LPR onlinend the training they received.

Performance Review Summaries

Reading coaches at each school will be evaluating the Lesson Progress Reports they receive
each month. The evaluation of reports will be based on criteria unique to the needs and curricu-

lum of each school. Coaches will provide monthly qualitative summaries of their findings.

External Review

Members of the Oregon Reading First evaluation team will review the design documents,
training materials, and evaluation data. As professional evaluators, Scott Baker and Hank Fein
will evaluate LPR onlinéncluding all LPR onlineraining and support materials as part of their

comprehensive Oregon Reading First evaluation.

Rationale

The effectiveness of LPR onlineraining will be based in part on how quickly teachers can
become fluent at Lesson Progress Reporting using LPR onlineBecause all schools structure
their reading programs differently, the complexity of reports will vary. Additionally, fluency is
somewhat subjective and dependent on the unique circumstances of each school. Therefore,
teachers’ perceptions of how easy LPR onlings to learn and use will be important to measure
and understand. Coaches’ evaluations of reports will be based on how each school uses the re-
ports to make instructional decisions. This qualitative information will help determine whether
teachers understand how LPR onlin to be used. Finally, having external evaluators review the
process will provide an extra perspective. Functioning as an external check, the external review

will provide a level of validation to the process.
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INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

Prototype instructional materials have been developed for this project. Pages from an earlier
version of presentation materials?f@ronlinéraining are attached below to help clarify how
LPR onlindunctions. The presentation in its eraivdtgototype video captsfer this pre
ject are on the attached compact disc of electronic materials.
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