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Executive Summary

All Children Reading: A Grand Challenge for Development (ACR GCD), established in 2011 as a partnership
between the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), World Vision, and the Australian
Government, advances EdTech innovation and research to improve reading outcomes for marginalized
children in low-resource contexts. In 2020, ACR GCD launched the UnrestrICTed Challenge, a global
competition calling on local and global solvers to provide the best Information and Communications
Technology (ICT) solutions to ensure children with disabilities benefit from language, literacy, and learning
support grounded in Universal Design for Learning (UDL) at home and school.

The Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in Nepal (LEARN) project, implemented by World
Education, Inc., is one of three winners under the UnrestrICTed Challenge and is the only winner in Nepal.
Targeting 200 schools in four provinces, LEARN aimed to improve the reading skills of learners, especially
those with disabilities, by providing a combination of high-tech and low-tech materials with teacher training
focused on inclusive education, UDL, EdTech, and the use of LEARN’s resources in the classroom. World
Education implemented the project from February 2022 to May 2023 in partnership with local organizations
of disabled persons (OPD) and four provincial education training centers (P-ETCs), with the first trainings
and materials distributed in late June 2022.

School-to-School International (STS), ACR GCD’s monitoring, evaluation, research, and learning (MERL)
partner, conducted the LEARN project’s evaluation. In close collaboration with project staff, STS conducted

a baseline and endline evaluation of the same cohort of learners to study LEARN’s effectiveness in achieving
its stated goals and contributions to ACR GCD’s Learning Agenda questions. At baseline in March 2022,

STS established learners’ reading and language levels in Nepali and Nepali Sign Language (NSL) before they
received support from LEARN; surveyed teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, and practices (KAP); and captured
learner demographic information through a learner survey. At endline in March 2023, STS measured learners’
reading and language levels after approximately nine months of exposure to LEARN' and readministered the
teacher and learner surveys.

Notable findings from 44 project schools that had resource classrooms or were special schools assessed at the
endline are presented below. Additional observations from program data related to all 200 project schools are
included as possible.

1 The baseline and endline were 12 months apart, but due to project approval and subsequent start-up delays, initial teacher trainings did not occur until June 2022.
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Key Findings Related to LEARN’S Implementation

« Of the 878 learners with confirmed disabilities in all schools targeted
by the LEARN project,2100 percent received access to the EdTech solutions
according to program data.
However, the percentage of learners who reported using the EdTech in the endline sample varied
dramatically by disability type according to endline evaluation findings. Most (84.5 percent) learners who
are deaf or hard of hearing reported using the EdTech; compared to 50.0 percent of learners who are
blind or have low vision and 26.9 percent of learners with cognitive disabilities reported the same. EdTech
for learners who are blind or have low vision was particularly affected by delays in delivery, and an app
specifically for learners with cognitive disabilities was not finalized until after the endline was conducted.

* Learners who are deaf or hard of hearing are the most satisfied with
the EdTech provided by LEARN.
More than 90 percent of learners who are deaf or hard of hearing reported that they like to use the
EdTech “a little” or “a lot,” compared to just 70.3 percent of learners who are blind or have low vision
and fewer than 46.2 percent of learners with cognitive disabilities. Notably, over half of learners with
cognitive disabilities did not respond to questions about EdTech.

* LEARN provided training on working with learners with disabilities
to at least one teacher at 100 percent of its project schools.?
Training topics included UDL and Nepali Sign Language and lasted between two and 10 days,
depending on the topic.

« Teachers who attended LEARN's trainings were generally satisfied
with the content.
At endline, 94.1 percent of teachers were moderately or very satisfied with LEARN training on the
EdTech, and 96.8 percent were moderately or very satisfied with other LEARN training content.

« Teachers were similarly pleased with the EdTech provided by
the LEARN project.
Just over half of teachers reported they were “moderately satisfied” with LEARN’s EdTech solutions,
and an additional 44.1 percent reported they were “very satisfied” Most teachers agreed or strongly
agreed that they could easily access LEARN’s EdTech toolkit (94.1 percent), could easily use the EdTech
with learners (94.2 percent), and could easily integrate the EdTech into lessons (91.2 percent).

2 In the 200 participating schools, 878 learners had a medically diagnosed disability. However, the project provided support for many more learners that had suspected
but not confirmed disabilities.

3 One teacher who could not attend during the three days of training was provided with two days of refresher training along with virtual and in-person mentoring
support like other teachers.
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Key Findings Related to LEARN’S Impact

« Atendline, 100 percent of teachers used EdTech every week.
Nearly one in three teachers (30.6 percent) reported using LEARN’s EdTech in their lessons with
learners daily, and an additional two-thirds reported using the EdTech in lessons between one and
four times per week. The LEARN EdTech solutions teachers most frequently cited using were digital
books or libraries (76.5 percent), Hamro Ramailo Katha app (41.2 percent), and Nepali Barnamala app
(38.2 percent).# Additionally, classroom observation data indicated that 79.3 percent of teachers used
the EdTech solutions as intended.

« Early grade reading scores statistically significantly improved for learners who
are blind or have low vision between LEARN’s baseline and endline evaluations.
As measured by an adapted braille Nepali-medium Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA), learners
who are blind or have low vision had higher fluency scores and lower zero score percentages on all
subtasks. Specific improvements were correlated to grade level, literate family members, and family
members who assisted with homework. No correlation was found between learners’ scores and the
use of the EdTech in the classroom.

* Learners with cognitive disabilities earned similar reading scores at LEARN's
baseline and endline.
There was no statistically significant increase in fluency scores on EGRA subtasks, and zero scores
remained relatively consistent and high between baseline and endline. A weak positive correlation
(0.34) was found between learners’ listening comprehension scores and their view of how easy it was
to use the EdTech. However, this may be more indicative of learners’ general skills and abilities rather
than the influence of the EdTech.

* Learners who are deaf or hard of hearing saw statistically significant improvements
in language learning and some increases in their EGRA scores between LEARN's
baseline and endline.

The greatest statistically significant change in zero scores for this learner group was in NSL
comprehension declining from 68.9 percent of learners who could not correctly answer a single question
at baseline to only 27.8 percent at endline. This indicates that these learners, who have significant
language acquisition needs, were better able to engage with the assessment’s content at the project’s
endline than its baseline. The highest statistically significant change in literacy skills was on the consonant
identification subtask, where scores for learners who are deaf or hard of hearing increased from

25.5 consonants correct per minute at baseline to 44.6 consonants correct per minute at endline.

« Data from the SAT and OPD interviews indicated that the LEARN model does
have the potential for scaling.
LEARN successfully raised awareness during the project’s implementation and formed critical
networks. To build on this success, LEARN needs resources for teacher trainings, follow-up support,
and a mechanism for continuously updating the EdTech toolkit materials.

4  Hamro Ramailo Katha (“Our fun stories”) is an app developed by OLE Nepal that has stories with letters, words, sentences, pictures, and sound. Nepali Barnamala
(“alphabet”) is an app for learning Nepali vowels, consonants, and matras.
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Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Overall, results from the endline evaluation indicate that LEARN has been well received by partners, teachers,
and learners. LEARN has reached nearly all its intended audience with a solution that teachers universally feel
is easy to access and use in a particularly short period of time (less than 12 months, June 2022 to March 2023).
However, the project has been uneven in its ability to support the needs of learners with disabilities. Learners
who are deaf or hard of hearing report the greatest engagement with the LEARN EdTech toolkit and notable
increases in language acquisition; but their early grade reading scores saw only modest statistically significant
increases from the project’s baseline to endline. Learners who are blind or have low vision saw the greatest
improvement in literacy and reading skills. However, the evaluation found no correlation between these
scores and the use of the EdTech in their classrooms, likely due to issues with EdTech delivery. Learners with
cognitive disabilities reported the lowest levels of satisfaction with LEARN’s EdTech toolkit. They also saw the
least change in their EGRA scores over the project’s implementation period.

Still, the project design put forth by the LEARN project has promise—the project had high participation rates
in its numerous trainings, built a network of solid and critical partnerships between schools and community
actors, and indicates the potential for scalability. Indeed, the Centre for Education and Human Resource
Development (CEHRD)—one of LEARN’s Government of Nepal (GoN) partners—has already adopted one of
LEARN’s modules into its own teacher training curriculum on UDL and EdTech and has plans to integrate it
into the GoN'’s larger customized teacher training package.

STS recommends the following actions moving forward:

* EdTech: Future iterations of the project should prioritize a few EdTech solutions that are most useful
for specific demographics and work with teachers on incorporating those into lesson plans. Teachers
increased their use of computers or tablets, feature phones, and smartphones between baseline and
endline, and LEARN presented teachers with a wide array of resources and increased teachers’ ability to
use the EdTech. This gave teachers many options but may have also made it challenging to know which
resources to use most appropriately. Future iterations of the project should prioritize a few EdTech
solutions that are most useful for specific demographics and work with teachers on incorporating those
into lesson plans.

* Teacher engagement: In the future, EdTech projects might also consider implementing digital
literacy assessments that include practical components for teachers at baseline—for instance,
demonstration of tablet or mobile phone use—to understand their level of comfort and ability to use the
EdTech and tailor their curriculum from that point forward. Teachers seemed to appreciate the content
they learned from the project but needed more support in better integrating EdTech and UDL into their
lessons and tailoring these tools for the specific learners.

* Learning outcomes: Future iterations of the LEARN model should provide targeted teacher training
in using the EdTech to support learners with cognitive disabilities with customized follow-up and
mentorship to teachers. Supporting learners with cognitive disabilities is especially difficult, given that
distractions are a factor, and teachers may need to know how to help learners use resources within the
EdTech toolkit. Although learners who are blind, have low vision, are deaf, or hard of hearing saw some
gains in their EGRA scores between baseline and endline, learners with cognitive disabilities showed no
gains in learning outcomes.

Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in Nepal (LEARN) — Project Evaluation Report
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Introduction

All Children Reading: A Grand Challenge for Development (ACR GCD), established in 2011 as a partnership
between the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), World Vision, and the Australian
Government, advances EdTech innovation and research to improve reading outcomes for marginalized
children in low-resource contexts. ACR GCD is an ongoing series of competitions that leverages science and
technology to source, test, and disseminate scalable solutions to improve the literacy skills of early-grade
learners in developing countries. The global initiative focuses on sourcing new solutions, testing new ideas,
and accelerating and scaling what works.

In 2020, ACR GCD launched the UnrestrICTed Challenge, which sought to scale information and
communication technology (ICT) for education solutions that ensure children with disabilities benefit from
language, literacy, and learning support grounded in Universal Design for Learning (UDL) at home and at
school. The UnrestrICTed Challenge had three focus area-specific goals:

A. Children have access to and engage with ICT solutions, grounded in UDL principles, to develop language
and literacy skills.

B. Teachers are better prepared to nurture language and literacy skills of children with disabilities through
UDL principles and technologies.

C. Parents and communities have an increased understanding of how to support the language and literacy
skills development of children with disabilities and have access to the tools to do so.

ACR GCD made three awards under the UnrestrICTed Challenge to organizations in Nepal,

Papua New Guinea, and Rwanda. ACR GCD selected the Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in
Nepal (LEARN) project, implemented by World Education, Inc., as its grant awardee in Nepal. This report
shares findings from the project evaluation of the LEARN project.

Project Overview

Targeting 200 schools in four provinces, LEARN aimed to improve the language and reading skills of learners,
especially those with disabilities, by providing a combination of high-tech and low-tech materials and training
teachers on inclusive education, UDL, EdTech, and how to use LEARN's resources in the classroom. World
Education implemented the project from February 2022 to May 2023. Originally slated to begin in February
2021, LEARN had to postpone implementation for a year due to delays with the Government of Nepal (GoN)
approving the project.

World Education collaborated with a consortium of various partners and the GoN to implement the project.5
To ensure local support, LEARN partnered with organizations of disabled persons (OPD) and a provincial
education training center (P-ETC) in each of the four project provinces—Bagmati Province, Gandaki
Province, Karnali Province, and Madhesh Province.

5  World Education’s consortium partners included the National Federation of the Deaf Nepal, Action on Disability Rights and Development Nepal, AutismCare
Nepal Society, Independent Living Center — Pokhara, Disable Empowerment Center, Prerana, Nepal Disabled Women Association, Inclusive Development
Partners, and Benetech.
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The project provided various teaching and learning materials to schools, with a principal focus on creating a
digital EdTech toolkit featuring an array of resources—digital books, learning videos, and e-lessons—distributed
via Google Drive and USB flash drives. While LEARN primarily curated existing early grade reading (EGR)
content for the toolkit, LEARN’s partners also supplied new resources for learners with disabilities. These new
resources included a mobile app for learners with neurological disabilities, EdTech assistive devices for learners
who are blind or have low vision, and 35 Nepali Sign Language (NSL) videos for learners who are deaf or hard
of hearing. In addition, LEARN furnished project schools with low-tech resources—including reading cards,
learning manipulatives, books, and assistive devices, such as magnifiers— along with television screens, tablets,
and projectors after determining schools’ needs for materials and technological devices.

Teachers received support from the project on how to use these resources through a series of training
sessions, classroom visits, and virtual communities of practice. LEARN designed an initial five-day training
focused on building teachers’ conceptual knowledge of UDL, EdTech, and inclusive education. The training
also sought to teach them how to incorporate LEARN’s resources in their EGR instruction. Master trainers,
including government trainers and OPD staff, delivered these trainings during the summer of 2022 to 395
teachers at 200 schools. Later, LEARN followed up with two-day refresher trainings in February 2023 for 297
teachers. In addition, LEARN developed and delivered a specialized 10-day training on NSL for 33 teachers
who work with learners who are deaf or hard of hearing in resource classes or special schools. Project staft
supported teachers by providing technical guidance, coaching during classroom visits, and establishing virtual
communities of practice on Facebook and WhatsApp.

LEARN designed its activities with an aim towards scalability, sustainability, and replicability. To that end,
the Centre for Education and Human Resource Development (CEHRD)—one of LEARN’s GoN partners—
adopted the five-day initial teacher training modules into its own teacher training curriculum on UDL and
EdTech. In turn, these will be integrated into the GoN’s larger customized teacher training package.

Despite its successes, LEARN faced numerous challenges in implementation in addition to the one-year delay
in starting activities. First, the project design intentionally included challenging contexts in which there had
been no previous inclusive EGR interventions. The rationale was to learn about what will work for all children
in Nepal and avoid exacerbating existing inequality by only including more accessible schools with existing
resources. This also meant that program schools and teachers likely had very little background and training in
inclusive education and specific accommodations such as inclusive education plans (IEPs). Second, classroom
use of project resources differed based on teachers’ access to ICT equipment and experience and knowledge
of EdTech, in addition to some EdTech being delivered later than others.® For instance, schools in the remote,
mountainous Karnali Province generally had fewer ICT resources. Teachers there could not use the EdTech
consistently due to internet and electricity outages. Teachers in Madhesh Province were generally the most
unfamiliar with using the EdTech, which limited their readiness to bring resources into the classroom. Third,
some schools lacked information technology personnel, which posed problems in addressing teachers’ need
for continuous support and troubleshooting. Other challenges included large class sizes in certain schools,
unavailability of specific learning materials due to non-Unicode fonts, and limited foundational knowledge of
EGR concepts and NSL among some teachers.

LEARN'’s reach was also limited due to several constraints. First, learners used project resources solely in
classrooms as they lacked access to the EdTech at home. Second, teachers did not leverage all the resources
at their disposal until the latter stages of the project due to their limited technical knowledge. For example,
until project staff and partners assisted teachers during classroom visits, some did not know how to use
Chromecast to display apps and digital books on LED screens.

6  For example, DAISY players were ordered from India, and spent many months held at the border in customs before being delivered to classrooms.
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Evaluation Purpose

ACR GCD evaluated LEARN’s effectiveness in achieving its outcomes and impacts as defined by the ACR
GCD Results Framework.” The evaluation’s findings contributed to the project-level outcome and impact
indicators and the ACR GCD Learning Agenda Questions (see Appendix B: ACR GCD Learning Agenda
Questions). In addition to measuring outcomes, the evaluation also examined what worked well within the

project and what did not, intending to enable LEARN to improve its model, achieve its overarching goal, and
improve its scalability. School-to-School International (STS), ACR GCD’s monitoring, evaluation, research,
and learning (MERL) partner, conducted the LEARN project’s evaluation, with close collaboration from
project and consortium partner staff.

Evaluation Implementation Evaluation Questions
Questions The implementation evaluation questions are directly linked to and primarily
LEARN's evaluation answered by the LEARN MEL Plan and indicators, drawing heavily from

questions are grouped program monitoring data. Questions are numbered according to the complete

list, outlined in Appendix C: LEARN Evaluation Questions Mapping:

into two categories—

implementation and . . .
P 1 To what extent did learners receive the intended

impact. To examine the
P dosage of EdTech exposure based on their IEP?

research questions, STS .
and World Education . (2 What were learners’ levels of satisfaction with

collected data twice during
the project. Although the
baseline evaluation originally
had 12 evaluation questions,
the endline evaluation
dropped multiple evaluation
questions due to changes in
project implementation.®

the project’s different EdTech solutions?
d. What do learners believe could be improved about the project’s
EdTech solutions?

b. How well did the project’s EdTech solutions meet learners’ specific needs?

To what extent did teachers receive the intended
dosage of training?

What were teachers’ levels of satisfaction with
the project’s trainings?
a. What do teachers believe could be improved about the trainings?

b. How well did the trainings meet teachers’ specific needs?

What were teachers’ levels of satisfaction with

the process of using IEPs to match learners with

specialized learning materials using EdTech?

d. What do teachers believe could be improved about the process?

b. What were teachers’ levels of satisfaction with the project’s
EdTech solutions?

C. How well did the project’s EdTech solutions meet teachers’ specific needs?

7 Additional detail available in Appendix A: ACR GCD UnrestrICTed Results Framework Indicators and Appendix B: ACR GCD Learning Agenda Questions.

8 Additional detail in A dix C: LEARN Evaluation Questions M:
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Impact Evaluation Questions

Impact evaluation questions focus on measuring higher level outcomes and effects of the LEARN project.
They draw primarily from endline evaluation data collection tools. Numbers correspond to evaluation
questions as outlined at baseline, not all of which are applicable at endline (see Limitations).?

8 Towhat extent did LEARN teachers change their knowledge, attitudes,

and practices on use of EdTech and UDL for learners with disabilities?

d. Did teachers have increased knowledge and improved attitudes on how EdTech can support
learners’ reading and/or language skills development?

b. How and to what extent did teachers utilize project EdTech solutions in their classrooms and
with their learners?

C. Did teachers have increased knowledge and improved attitudes on how UDL principles can support
learners’ reading and/or language skills development?

d. How and to what extent did teachers utilize UDL principles in their classrooms and with their learners?

10 Did LEARN learners’ reading and/or language skills improve from
baseline to endline?
d. What contextual factors—including geographic, demographic, and socioeconomic factors—were associated
with learners’ reading and/or language skills gains?'®

b. To what extent did different EdTech solutions contribute to learners’ reading and/or language skills gains?

11 What contextual factors—including geographic, demographic, and
socioeconomic factors—were associated with beneficiaries’ use or
non-use of the project’s EdTech solutions?

12 How scalable is the LEARN model?

LEARN Program Indicators and ACR GCD Learning Agenda

During the evaluations, STS also collected data to triangulate LEARN program indicators, listed in
Appendix A: ACR GCD UnrestrICTed Results Framework Indicators and Appendix B: ACR GCD
Learning Agenda Questions.

9  Questions 6,7, and 9 (pertaining to primary caregivers) were not included in the endline evaluation questions and thus are not included here.
They can be found in the Limitations section.

10  Contextual factors might include socioeconomic status, location, parents and caregivers’ level of education, or language use at home, among other factors.
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Methodology

The endline evaluation targeted 44 of the 200 schools participating in the program’s interventions. Each
school in the evaluation explicitly served learners with identified disabilities either as a specialty school
or a mainstream school with resource classes."

STS analyzed quantitative, qualitative, and project MEL data to answer LEARN’s evaluation questions (See
Appendix I: LEARN Monitoring & Evaluation Matrix). At baseline, STS established learners’ reading and
language levels before they received support from LEARN; collected data on teachers’ knowledge, attitudes,

and practices (KAP); and captured learner demographic information through a learner survey. At endline,
STS measured learners’ reading and language levels 12 months after the baseline assessment and administered
teacher and learner surveys. STS also examined project monitoring data to further answer implementation
evaluation questions and contextualize impact findings.

Measurement of learning outcomes relied on a census-based longitudinal design—the same respondents
participated in both the baseline in March 2022 and the endline in March 2023, with replacements at endline
for any learners who could not be reassessed from baseline. The purpose of this design is two-fold. First,

a longitudinal design allows for greater analytical power with a smaller sample size. Second, it allows for an
equivalent panel of learners at baseline and endline, as there is substantial demographic and experiential
diversity among learners with disabilities—including in their age, grade, home language exposure, learning
environment, starting learning levels, and classroom learning experience. Because of varying rates of attrition
and replacement, a cross-sectional sample was also included, especially for learners with cognitive disabilities.

Teacher-level outcomes were assessed using a cross-sectional design—an equivalent sample of teachers was
taken at baseline and endline without following up with specific individuals. This approach was taken to link
outcomes of teachers in the same class as learners assessed, as teacher turnover is an important factor in schools.

Sample

The LEARN evaluation sample included learners with identified disabilities—including those who have
cognitive disabilities, are blind or have low vision, or are deaf or hard of hearing—enrolled in mainstream
schools with resource classes or in special schools for learners with disabilities. Therefore, of the 200
project schools, only 44 were included in the evaluation. STS, LEARN, and ACR GCD opted not to include
learners without identified disabilities in the sample population for four reasons: the focus of ACR GCD’s
UnrestrlCTed Challenge; the importance of building the evidence base of learners with disabilities and their
reading skills; the opportunity to build capacity to administer adapted EGRAs; and the evaluation’s limited
resources.”? As possible, this report draws on program monitoring data from all schools to contextualize
evaluation findings.

Within the selected schools, the evaluation aimed to collect data from a census of learners at baseline—that
is, to evaluate every learner within the target grades of Early Childhood Development (ECD), grade 1, grade
2, and grade 3. Because of the predominance of non-graded learners with cognitive disabilities, enumerators

M These 44 schools included 13 special schools solely for learners with disabilities and 31 mainstream schools with designated resource classes for learners with disabilities.
Among the 31 mainstream schools, eight had resource classes for learners with cognitive disabilities, 10 had resource classes for learners who are deaf or hard of hearing,
12 had resources classes for learners who are blind or have low vision, and one school had classes for learners with autism.

12 This is a critical limitation of the evaluation. Learners in the mainstream school system, including those who may have functional difficulties or disabilities and are unidentified,
were excluded from this evaluation.
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were trained to ask the teacher of each cognitive disability resource classroom which learners in ECD to grade
3 were learning to read and which learners in ECD to grade 3 were learning letters. All learners who fit at least
one of the criteria were included in the baseline (see Table 1).

TABLE1
LEARN Baseline Evaluation Sample

Known disability Number Number of Number of Percentage
of learner at baseline® of schools eligible learners | learners assessed of eligible
Cognitive disability 16 88 86 97.7%
Blind or low vision 12 65 58 89.2%
Deaf or hard of hearing® 16 197 104 52.8%
Total 44 350 248 70.9%

a  GoN Flash Reports on Education provide a snapshot of schools and enrollment in Nepal. According to Flash 1 2021-2022, 0.2% of the total student population in basic education (grades 1-5) have some
sort of disability as classified by Nepal’s nine categories of disability: physical, vision, hearing, deaf-blind, voice and speech, mental, intellectual, hemophilia, autism, or multiple disability (CEHRD, 2022).

b The total number of learners assessed at baseline is significantly lower than the target for learners who are deaf or hard of hearing in large part due to one school: Kendriya Bahira Ma V. The head teacher
only allowed data collection for one day; therefore, the enumerator was only able to assess 10 of the 67 learners.

At baseline, seven schools were not able to be visited or assessed due to teacher absenteeism or school closure
due to teacher exams. Therefore, there were 37 schools visited in total. At endline, the evaluation attempted to
reach all schools and learners assessed at baseline, outlined in Table 2. Overall, the endline assessment reached
80.5 percent of the identical learners at baseline, with a much lower proportion of longitudinal learners reached
in the cognitive disability group.™ As a result, this report includes both longitudinal and cross-sectional analyses
around learner outcomes as appropriate given how attrition impacts results (Pan et al., 2020).

TABLE 2
Endline Longitudinal and Replacement Sample

Known disability Number Percentage of Percentage of

of learner at baseline® of schools longitudinal learners | replacement learners
Cogpnitive disability (n=78) 14 68.0% 32.1%

Blind or low vision (n=54) 11 87.0% 13.0%

Deaf or hard of hearing (n=103) 10 87.4% 12.6%

Total (n=235) 359 80.5% 19.2%

a  Atendline, two schools in Province 2 that were visited during baseline were not visited again because they only had one learner assessed at baseline, who had since moved to a different school.

13 Many learners from baseline in the cognitive disability group were absent or had dropped out by endline.
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The sample of teachers at endline mirrored the baseline sample by province (see Table 3). At baseline, 33 teacher
records were collected for analysis, and 27 teacher records were used." At endline, 34 teacher records were
collected and used.

TABLE 3
Teacher Sample, Baseline and Endline, by Province

Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
of teachers of teachers of teachers of teachers
Teacher sample (Bagmati) (Gandaki) (Karnali) (Madhesh) Total
Baseline (n=27) 59.3% 18.5% 11.1% 11.1% 100.0%
Endline (n=34) 52.9% 23.5% 11.8% 11.8% 100.0%
Data Collection Tools

STS used various data collection tools administered across and at different evaluation points for the LEARN
evaluation, as detailed in Table 4.

TABLE 4
Data Collection Tools by Evaluation Point

Baseline tools Endline tools

« Adapted EGRAs + Adapted EGRAs

«+ Learner surveys « Learner surveys

« Teacher surveys + Teacher surveys

+ Scalability assessment tool (self-administered by project) + Scalability assessment tool (self-administered by project)
« OPD partner Key Informant Interviews (KIIs)

Additionally, STS utilized project data collected for all 200 schools through LEARN’s internal MEL system,
as described in Appendix D: LEARN Indicator Reference Sheets. These tools included teacher training

attendance records and classroom observation data. STS used this data to answer evaluation questions as
specified in Appendix I: LEARN Monitoring & Evaluation Matrix.

14 The teacher baseline sample was originally reported as 33 teachers. Two duplicate records and one practice record were identified and later dropped.
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EGRA Tools and Adaptations

STS used existing Nepali-medium EGRAs for the LEARN evaluation. Specifically, STS used the USAID Reading
for All's (R4A) EGRA adaptations for learners with disabilities in grades 1 to 3. Utilizing existing adapted EGRAs
allowed STS and LEARN to build upon the work of R4A and to increase the enumerator capacity to administer
the assessments.

In 2019 and 2020, World Education and Humanity & Inclusion (HI) conducted adaptation workshops with local
stakeholders and OPDs to revise EGRA tools for learners with disabilities—specifically, those who are deaf or
hard of hearing, who are blind or have low vision, and who have intellectual or cognitive disabilities.” Following
the adaptation workshop, R4A finalized a tool for each subgroup of learners with disabilities. These tools have
since been approved for use by the GoN. In 2022, STS built upon the work done on the assessments to date by
standardizing assessment protocols and investing in the recruitment and training of appropriate enumerators.
STS also worked with World Education to develop a scoring protocol for the deaf or hard of hearing subtasks
that allowed for the accurate calculation of both fluency and accuracy scores (Appendix E: Deaf or Hard of

Hearing Scoring). The EGRAs include subtasks in measuring vowel identification, consonant identification,
matra identification,'® familiar word reading (for learners who are deaf or hard of hearing and with cognitive
disabilities only, nonword reading (for learners who are blind or have low vision only), passage reading, reading
comprehension, and listening or NSL comprehension (deaf or hard of hearing group only).

Learner Survey

STS developed a short learner survey, administered to each learner after completing the EGRA. The learner
survey included questions about learners’ family and household members; their levels of literacy and knowledge
of braille or NSL; and their access to, comfort with, and use of technology in general. At endline, the learner
survey included questions about specific technology and apps included in LEARN’s EdTech matrix that learners
might have used.

Teacher Survey

STS developed a teacher survey, administered to one teacher at each school at baseline and endline. The teacher
survey included questions about teachers’ family and household members, their levels of literacy and knowledge
of braille or NSL; their access to, comfort with, and use of technology in general; any previous training they may
have received in teaching learners with disabilities to read; and their knowledge, attitudes, and practices around
EdTech use in the classroom and UDL. At endline, questions were added to triangulate teachers’ participation
in LEARN trainings and their satisfaction with them, as well as their access to and use of technology and apps
included in LEARN’s EdTech matrix.

Scalability Assessment Tool

STS built upon previous scalability work conducted during ACR GCD’s 2014 Grant Competition to develop
a scalability assessment tool (SAT) for the 2020 Grant Competition. The 2020 SAT is a combination of
quantitative measures and qualitative reflections, based in a self-assessment, and grounded in current literature.

15 At baseline, enumerator trainers noted that the R4A braille stimuli used for the blind EGRA was missing a column of items in the familiar word subtask. This column was added
back for LEARN evaluations. Though the projects used the same assessments, comparisons between LEARN and R4A results should be conducted with extreme caution.

16  Matra is a syllable (grapheme) formed by combining a consonant and vowel diacritic.
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The SAT requires that awardees critically examine the maturity of their solutions, intended pathway for scale,
and scalability-enabling conditions across five dimensions: effectiveness; equitability; market demand; financial
sustainability; and transferability. LEARN completed the SAT self-assessment at both baseline and endline

(see Appendix H: Scalability Assessment Tool).

OPD Interviews

To better understand unexpected outcomes of LEARN beyond the ACR results framework, STS created an
interview protocol to be administered with key program OPD stakeholders. The interview protocol collected
data on the partners’ background with the project, their perspectives on project implementation, their
perspectives on the scalability of the project, and successes and challenges related to project outcomes.

Data Collection

Enumerators and Enumerator Training

STS conducted in-person enumerator training for the baseline evaluation in March 2022 and for the endline in
February 2023. LEARN hired eight enumerators at both timepoints, many of whom had R4A data collection
experience. At endline, three of the eight enumerators had also participated in the LEARN baseline, including
one deaf interpreter. Three others had R4A data collection experience. In February 2023, STS led an in-person
five-day training to teach enumerators how to administer the LEARN endline tools and prepare them for data
collection. Three LEARN team members supported STS’s lead facilitators. Enumerators were divided into

two groups: three enumerators focused on the EGRA for learners who are deaf or hard of hearing, and five
enumerators focused on the EGRA for learners who are blind, have low vision, or have cognitive disabilities.
Additionally, one native NSL user from the National Federation of the Deaf Nepal (NDFN) attended all five days
of the training and served as a language expert to advise the deaf or hard of hearing enumerators on correct
NSL. The training included an overview and practice of administering all subtasks in Tangerine®, a software used
to collect EGRA data; and one practice day, in which all enumerators visited a non-sample school to practice
administering the EGRA, learner survey, and teacher survey.

Data Quality Assurance

Throughout data collection, STS and LEARN followed the guidelines laid out in the Early Grade Reading
Assessment (EGRA) Toolkit, Second Edition (RT1 International, 2015) as appropriate. STS and LEARN regularly
uploaded and reviewed data to better manage and track data collection issues and progress. LEARN staff
ensured data collection procedures were followed and submitted daily reports to STS that noted the number
and type of data collected each day and from which schools. STS cross-referenced this information against the
uploaded data using Tangerine® software.

STS’s data analysts then applied disposition codes to categorize the various issues or problems that emerged
during the data collection process. These codes were used in determining cleaning rules that were incorporated
into the database using syntax accordingly. Coding and flagging procedures helped to ensure that the various
and nuanced contexts of data collection at the school level were sufficiently cataloged and considered during the
data cleaning, analysis, and reporting processes.
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Data Cleaning and Analysis

Analysis of quantitative data was performed using Stata version 16. STS cleaned the datasets using a standard
protocol and quality control disposition codes. STS first conducted an analysis of all variables during data
cleaning. STS also created composite scores by combining different variables from datasets that contribute to
similar constructs. STS conducted final analyses to respond to each evaluation question, including a longitudinal
comparison of baseline and endline EGRA scores for learners in each disability group assessed at baseline and a
cross-sectional comparison of mean scores at baseline and endline for each EGRA subtask. Analysts tabulated
responses from the teacher survey and compared responses with baseline results and program monitoring data,
where possible. Statistical comparisons using t-tests and chi2 analysis were made between baseline and endline
for learner samples as well as teachers. Statistical comparisons were not conducted for the longitudinal sample of
learners with cognitive disabilities due to attrition (see Limitations and Table 2 for more).

For the deaf and hard of hearing learners, analysts calculated weights based on learners assessed versus learners
in attendance at baseline.” The same approach was followed at endline for deaf and hard of hearing learners for
consistency. As the study utilized a census approach for the other two learner groups, a weight of 1 was applied
to baseline and endline learners who were blind or low vision or had cognitive disabilities.

17 This is due to one baseline school—Kendriya Bahira Ma V. The head teacher only allowed data collection for one day; therefore, the enumerator was only able to assess
10 of the 67 students.
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Certain limitations should be considered when considering the results of the LEARN endline evaluation.

First, the longitudinal research design posed four main challenges.

* No comparison group: Longitudinal designs often require a comparison group who does not receive
treatment to understand what gains might be expected due to natural progression through schooling as
compared to gains resulting from programming.

* Learning loss due to school breaks: Because the evaluations spanned two academic years, impact
measurement may include learning loss experienced during the school break between academic years.'®

* Evaluation timepoints misaligned with ideal implementation timeline: Because the
evaluation spanned two academic years, this might not be the implementation design that LEARN
would intend to replicate or scale in the future and the impact measurement might not be emblematic
of future implementation.

+ Difficulties tracking learners across academic years: STS faced challenges in tracking
learners across different grades. Because the project spanned multiple academic years, some baseline
grade 3 learners graduated from the project in the second academic year. Attrition affected the group
of learners with cognitive disabilities most severely; thus, longitudinal results are not reported with
statistical significance for this group.

Second, the endline evaluation is limited in its ability to make claims about the causality between outcomes
and the project’s dosage. While data from teacher trainings has been incorporated as much as possible, data
around learner exposure to the EdTech and changes in classroom practices is limited. This is in part due to
the relatively small sample size and the short implementation period of the project, which limited learners’
exposure to EdTech. Because of delays with the GoN, the project had to postpone implementation for a year
before it could begin engaging with stakeholders.

Third, the evaluation focused on learners with identified disabilities in special schools and mainstream
schools with resource centers. Learners in the mainstream school system who may have unidentified
functional difficulties or disabilities were excluded from this assessment, as were mainstream learners without
disabilities. As a result, the evaluation does not study how the LEARN project impacted these learners. This
same limitation applies to conclusions about teachers, as teachers in resource classrooms and special schools
may have a different background and training profile as compared to teachers in mainstream schools.

Fourth, while not necessarily a limitation, an important consideration in the interpretation of findings is
the proportion of learners who responded “don’t know/no response” to learner survey questions. This was
especially true of learners with cognitive disabilities.

18  The baseline in March 2022 took place during an academic year that had been abbreviated (school year 2078 was from mid-June 2021 to Mid-April 2022, for a total of
10 months). The academic year ended soon after the baseline, and the following academic year proceeded as usual (academic calendar year 2079 was from mid-April 2022
to mid-April 2023, for a total of 12 months).
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Finally, as the LEARN project changed throughout implementation, specific interventions received

less emphasis, especially parent and caregiver training. As a result, evaluation questions related to parent
and caregiver training activities have been dropped from the endline evaluation. These questions include
the following:

6 To what extent did parents and caregivers receive the intended dosage
of training?

7 What were parents and caregivers’ levels of satisfaction with the
project’s trainings?
a. What do parents and caregivers believe could be improved about the trainings?

b. How well did the trainings meet parents and caregivers’ specific needs?

8 Towhat extent did LEARN parents and caregivers change their knowledge,

attitudes, and practices on the use of EdTech for learners with disabilities?

d. Did parents and caregivers have increased knowledge and improved attitudes on how EdTech
can support learners’ reading and/or language skills development?

b. Did parents and caregivers have increased knowledge and improved attitudes on how they can
support learners’ reading and/or language skills development?

C. How and to what extent did parents and caregivers utilize project EdTech solutions with their
children at home?
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This section presents findings from endline data collection, beginning by describing the teacher and learner

samples. The report then presents findings from the teacher survey, project data, interviews from OPD
partners, the SAT tool, and finally concludes with EGRA results from learners who are blind and have low
vision, learners with cognitive disabilities, and learners who are deaf or hard of hearing. Implications of these
findings are discussed in more detail in the Evaluation Questions Discussion section.

Endline Sample Description

Teacher Sample

The endline evaluation included a sample of 34 teachers from special schools and resource classrooms.

At endline, 41.2 percent of teachers reported having learners who are deaf or hard of hearing in their classes;
41.2 percent reported having learners who are blind or have low vision; and 52.9 percent reported having
learners with cognitive disabilities in their classrooms. As shown in Figure 1, the endline sample was 70.6
percent women and 29.4 percent men; men comprised a smaller percentage at endline than at baseline.
There were comparable proportions of teachers who identified as someone with a disability at baseline and
endline—most of these individuals served as teachers from special schools.” There were also comparable
proportions at baseline and endline of teachers who speak predominantly Nepali at home (approximately

75 percent) and comparable proportions who use NSL at home (approximately 15 percent).

FIGURE1
Baseline and Endline Teacher Demographics

Male
Female
Disability
Nepali 77.8%
at home
NSL at home
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%
easeine. [
encine |

19 According to the CEHRD 2021-2022 flash report, the share of female teachers in basic education (grades 1-5) is 73.6 percent. No information provided about disability or language of teachers.
However, given that teachers were exclusively from special schools or resource classrooms, it is highly likely that there are far more teachers with disabilities in this sample compared to
mainstream schools. Of the 20.6 percent of teachers in the sample who identified as having a disability, about half identified as having a hearing disability and half identified as having a vision
disability. One teacher indicated they had a physical disability.
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Learner Sample

A total of 235 learners were sampled for endline. Learners identified as having a disability were categorized
into sample groups accordingly: learners who are blind or have low vision (54 learners), learners who are deaf
or hard of hearing (103 learners), and learners with cognitive disabilities (78 learners). Of the 235 learners
evaluated at endline, 190 had also participated in the baseline evaluation.

Learners who are Blind or have Low Vision

The demographics of learners who are blind or have low vision was relatively similar between baseline
and endline, as shown in Figure 2. The percentage of learners who are male and female, whether they
lived at home or in a hostel,?° if their family was also members who were blind or had low vision, and if
their family members knew braille was comparable at both time points. None of these differences were
statistically significant.

FIGURE 2
Demographics of Learners who are Blind or have Low Vision, by Time Point

Male

Female

Live at home
Live in a hostel 75.9% 74.1%

BLV family members

Family knows braille

80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

However, there was a statistically significant difference in the distribution of learners’ grade levels between
baseline and endline, as shown in Table 5. Due to the progression of learners into the next academic year,
there was a higher proportion of grade 4 learners at endline (20.4 percent) compared to baseline (0 percent).

20 Because there are so few schools with resource classes or special schools in Nepal, schools are located far from many children’s homes. Learners reside in hostels
if they do not live near the school.
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TABLE S
Grade Distribution of Learners who are Blind and Low Vision, by Time Point

Baseline (n=58) Endline (n=54)
ECD* 34.5% 24.1%
Grade 1* 29.3% 13.0%
Grade 2* 15.5% 25.9%
Grade 3* 20.7% 16.7%
Grade 4* 0.0% 20.4%

Note: Differences between the entire distribution of learners by grade at baseline and endline are statistically significant at p<0.05 and are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Learners with Cognitive Disabilities

The percentage of male and female learners with cognitive disabilities included in the baseline sample was
similar to that at endline. In addition, whether these learners lived at home or in a hostel, if their family also
had household members who could read Nepali, or had someone at home who could help with homework

remained relatively similar (see Figure 3).

FIGURE 3
Baseline and Endline Demographics, Learners with Cognitive Disabilities

Male 54.7%
Female
Live at home 59.3% 62.8%

Live in a hostel

Someone at home 58.1% 60.3%

can read Nepali

Someone at home
helps with homework

80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
|
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However, there was a statistically significant difference in the distribution of learners’ grade levels between
baseline and endline (see Table 6). A higher proportion of learners were found in grade 1 at endline

(2.3 percent compared to 9.0 percent), and there was a lower proportion of grade 6 learners at endline
(66.7 percent compared to 95.3 percent at baseline).

TABLE 6
Grade Distribution, Learners with Cognitive Disabilities

_ Baseline (n=86) Endline (n=78)

ECD* 1.2% 7.7%
Grade 1* 2.3% 9.0%
Grade 2* 1.2% 2.6%
Grade 3* 0.0% 6.4%
Grade 4* 0.0% 7.7%
Grade 6* 95.3% 66.7%

Note: Differences between the entire distribution of learners by grade at baseline and endline are statistically significant at p<0.05 and are denoted with an asterisk (*).

In addition to grade level, age is an important consideration for learners with cognitive disabilities as many are
often in school beyond traditional grade levels. For example, at endline, 55.1 percent of learners with cognitive
disabilities were between the ages of 14-19, and an additional 2.6 percent were aged 20 and older.

Learners who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

Overall, 90 of the 103 learners who are deaf or hard of hearing were assessed at both baseline and endline.
There were no differences in the proportion of male and female learners, and those who live at home versus
in a hostel between baseline and endline. However, there was a statistically significant increase in the
proportion of learners who are deaf or hard of hearing and have someone at home who can read Nepali,
who help with homework, who have family members who are deaf or hard of hearing, and whose family
members know NSL (see Figure 4). Given the relatively high resampling rate, these significant differences
are likely to be factors of learners’ increased responses rate to these questions rather than actual shifts in
demographics, as the proportion of “don’t know” responses decreased between baseline and endline.
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FIGURE 4
Baseline and Endline Demographics, Learners who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

Male
Female
Live at home

Live in a hostel 83.9% 84.5%

Someone at home
can read Nepali*

Someone at home
helps with homework*

Family members

are DHH*
Family members
know NSL*
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Note: An asterisk (*) indicates that differences between baseline and endline are statistically significant at p<0.05. Baseline _
enaine.

There were also statistically significant differences in the distribution of learners’ grade levels between baseline
and endline (see Table 7). There were fewer ECD and grade 1 learners at endline compared to baseline, but a
higher proportion of grade 4 learners. This may be due to baseline learners progressing through grades over
academic years.

TABLE?7
Grades of Learners who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

_ Baseline (n=284) Endline (n=235)

ECD* 4.8% 2.9%
Grade 1* 23.1% 19.4%
Grade 2* 31.7% 26.2%
Grade 3* 40.4% 39.8%
Grade 4* 0.0% 9.7%

Note: Differences between the entire distribution of learners by grade at baseline and endline are statistically significant at p<0.05 and are denoted with an asterisk (*).
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Endline Data Collection Results

This section presents findings from all endline evaluation and project data collection tools.

Teacher Survey Results

At baseline and endline, teachers were given a teacher survey. Within this survey, teachers were asked
questions about their demographics, pre-service and in-service training in supporting learners with
disabilities; use of technology outside of the classroom; participation and satisfaction with LEARN
trainings; and UDL, individualized education programs (IEPs), and technology and digital literacy.
Teacher demographics have been outlined in the Teacher Sample section.

Pre-Service and In-Service Training

During the survey, teachers were asked about their exposure to pre-service or in-service teacher training on
supporting learners with disabilities, as a measure of exposure to these concepts separately from participating
in the LEARN project. At both baseline and endline, over three quarters of teachers reported having some
sort of in-service training for teaching learners with disabilities EGR concepts. This proportion may be so
high because the project sample specifically included special schools and resource classes. These teachers may
have more exposure to these concepts compared to mainstream teachers. As shown in Figure 5, a statistically
significantly lower proportion of teachers at endline (8.8 percent) reported being trained in teaching braille
than at baseline (29.6 percent).? While the percentage of teachers who reported taking formal lessons or
training in NSL increased, and the percentage of teachers reporting being trained on teaching NSL increased,
neither of these changes were statistically significant.

FIGURE 5
Teachers Reporting Training in Education for Learners with Disabilities

100%
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EGR EGR for learners EGR EGR for learners NSL Braille*
with disabilities with disabilities
Note: An asterisk (*) indicates differences between baseline and endline are significant at p<0.05. Baseline _
enaine. [N

21  Program records indicate that this is likely due to teacher turnover among teachers of learners who are blind or have low vision. Some teachers at baseline were community-hired teachers
who were replaced due to politics.
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Technology Outside the Classroom

At baseline and endline, teachers were asked questions about various technologies to understand general

changes in teacher use of devices. As shown in Figure 6, the use of computers, tablets, mobile feature phones,

and smartphones significantly increased in frequency between baseline and endline.

FIGURE 6

Teacher Use of Technology, Baseline to Endline
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When teachers were asked about their comfort in their personal use of technology, their response rates did

not significantly change from baseline to endline for any technology (see Figure 7).
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FIGURE 7
Teacher Comfort Using Technology, Baseline to Endline
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LEARN Training Participation and Satisfaction

Of the 34 teachers surveyed at endline, 73.5 percent reported attending the three-day teacher training on UDL;?
64.7 percent reported attending the two-days refresher training on UDL; and 17.7 percent reported attending the
10-day NSL training — held specifically for teachers at special school for learners who are deaf. Teachers were also
asked about their satisfaction with the trainings LEARN provided. Most teachers were moderately or very satisfied
with LEARN’s training content and with the EdTech introduced in trainings (see Figure 8).

22 One teacher per school attended the UDL and NSL trainings, thus not all teachers at every school would have attended a LEARN training.
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FIGURE 8
Teacher Reported Satisfaction with LEARN Trainings
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Most teachers agreed that trainings provided information, skills, resources, and support (see Figure 9).
Fewer teachers agreed that trainings provided support.

FIGURE 9
Teachers’ Reported Outcomes with LEARN Trainings
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Qualitative responses from teachers illuminated what kinds of information, skills, resources, and support
participants gained from training. Teachers reported learning new information about UDL, teaching
techniques, inclusive education, IEP use, and teaching with tablets. Teachers referenced learning how to
use games as a teaching method, learning EdTech skills, learning visual and non-visual teaching methods,
preparing lesson plans, learning to teach through technology, and learning braille-related skills. Teachers
listed resources such as teaching materials, playing materials, tablets, LED screens, pen drives, and the
internet as helpful. Teachers shared that support included engagement with and representation of learners
with disabilities, learning to teach from videos, and technology support.

Finally, teachers provided information on how often each week they used the information, skills, resources,
and support gained from LEARN trainings (see Figure 10). Most teachers reported using information, skills,
and resources a few times a week, and more than one-third of teachers reported using these elements in every
lesson in the last week. Only 3.2 percent of teachers reported using the resources learned less than once per
week or never; 6.5 percent reported using the support gained from trainings less than once per week or never.
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FIGURE10
Teachers’ Reported Use of Elements Learned in LEARN Trainings

Information
Skills
X
Resources g 58.1% 38.7%
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Never or less than once a week A few times per week - Every lesson -

UDL, IEPs, and EdTech

Teachers answered a set of KAP questions related to UDL, IEPs, and EdTech. Questions related to teachers’
abilities to provide differentiated instruction and instruction related to the principles of UDL. This includes
allowing learners to express what they know in a variety of ways, teachers presenting information to learners
in various ways, and teachers motivating and engaging learners in multiple forms. As shown in Table 8,
baseline and endline teacher KAP scores were similar for support for learners with disabilities, use of UDL,

[EPs, and technology.

TABLE 8
Teacher Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices Results

e T S T

Knowledge 21 21
Attitude 23 23
Practice 23 23
UDL 2.3 2.3
IEP 2.2 2.2
Technology 2.3 24
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The most common UDL principal teachers cited using in the last five days was various opportunities for
learners to express what they learned (see Figure 11).

FIGURE 11
Teachers’ Reported Use of Universal Design for Learning Practices

100%
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61.8%
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Varied or Different Various Presented A variety of Alternative
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learning strategies motivate and learners to express to learners in strategies for examples when
for a diverse range engage a diverse what they learn a variety of ways my learners learners were
of learners range of learners confused
A statistically significantly higher proportion ' FIGURE 12
of teachers at the endline reported that . Teachers’ Reported Training and Use of
they had received training on using IEPs © Individualized Education Plan, by Time Point

(82.1 percent) than had baseline teachers
(30.8 percent), as seen in Figure 12. This is
likely because the sample targeted resource

class and special school teachers, who were b 82.1%

already more focused on supporting learners .
Used IEP with learners

64.3%

with disabilities. However, the percentage 61.5%
of teachers using IEPs with learners stayed :
approximately the same across time

points. Future iterations of the project 30.8%
might conduct more targeted research into

teachers’ use of IEPs in the classroom over

the course of program implementation.
Endline

The most frequently cited forms of EdTech Baseline

that teachers learned about and used were

Note: An asterisk (*) indicates baseline and endline results are significantly different at p<0.05.

digital books or libraries (see Figure 13).2

23 Hamro Ramailo Katha and Nepali Barnamala are apps that were provided to teachers by LEARN in their EdTech matrix.

Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in Nepal (LEARN) — Project Evaluation Report 33



FIGURE 13
Teachers’ Reported Exposure to and Use of EdTech

EdTech Exposure EdTech Used
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Teachers were also asked about barriers to using the EdTech in the classroom. Teacher responses are outlined
in Figure 14. More than one-third (35.3 percent) of teachers reported that their own lack of tech skills was a
barrier to using the EdTech during lessons; 29.4 percent said it was challenging to integrate the EdTech into
the curriculum; and just over one in four (26.5 percent) teachers said they did not have time during lessons to
integrate the EdTech.

FIGURE 14
Teachers’ Reported Barriers to Using EdTech in Class
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Finally, teachers were asked about EdTech outcomes related to UDL. Nearly all (94.1 percent) teachers agreed

or strongly agreed that they could easily use the EdTech Toolkit (see Figure 15). However, more teachers

disagreed that their learners could use the EdTech toolkit.

FIGURE 15

Teachers’ Reported EdTech Outcomes
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Project Data

For the endline evaluation, LEARN provided STS with teacher training attendance records from all schools,
as well as data from classroom observations conducted in early 2023. All project data and indicators are
summarized in Appendix A: ACR GCD UnrestrICTed Results Framework Indicators.

Throughout the project, 395 teachers received training in UDL, and 33 teachers received training in NSL.
These trainings began in June 2022 and concluded in November (Table 9). Given this, STS estimates that
83.8 percent of teachers trained in July 2022 had been exposed to UDL principles for seven months before
the endline evaluation in February 2023. Teachers trained in NSL had been exposed to NSL training content
for a maximum of five months before the endline data collection.

TABLE 9
Percentage of Teachers Trained in UDL and NSL by Month

Training type K October November
uDpL (n=395) 6.6% 83.8% 4.6% 5.1% : - 100%
NSL (n=31) = = = = 48.4% 51.6% 100%

In early 2023, LEARN conducted 221 classroom observations in 150 schools. These observations collected
data on teachers’ application of UDL principles and the EdTech in the classroom. Of the 221 observations,
73.4 percent occurred in mainstream schools, 18.7 percent in mainstream schools with resource classes,

and 7.9 percent were in special schools. Most observations (54.3 percent) were of grade 1 classes, 21.7
percent were in grade 2 classes, 14.0 percent were in grade 3 classes, and 10.0 percent were in ECD classes.
Figure 16 outlines teachers’ most used forms of the EdTech, the most prevalent of which was a LED screen
(present in 53.0 percent of observations). Overall, LEARN observed 79.3 percent of teachers using the EdTech
as intended in the classroom.?4

24  This was defined as the EdTech being used in at least three of the following ten ways: teacher refers to EdTech toolkit provided; teacher uses technology to present material to learners; teacher
integrated technology into lesson; teacher engaged learners in classroom by using technologies; teacher used technology as a communication tool; technology was accessible for learner use;
learners used technology to learn basic reading skills (eight language components); learners used technology to enhance problem solving or creativity; learner use technology to present their
learnings; learners use technology as intended.
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FIGURE 16
Forms of EdTech Used by Teachers During Classroom Observations
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Partner Interview Results

For endline, STS collected information from four of the LEARN project’s implementing partners—

CIL Pokhara, DEC Surkhet, NDWA Kathmandu, and Prerana Sarlahi. Because of busy schedules during
program close-out, in-person interviews were not possible. Instead, STS requested that partners complete
a document with written responses to interview questions. Responses were provided in English.

Successes

Partners provided their thoughts on the successes of the LEARN project. These included close coordination
with partners, schools, and government at the local level; the introduction of UDL concepts for teachers;
the provision of high-tech and low-tech materials in schools; a new pedagogy that supports learners with
disabilities; opportunities for teacher engagement; and review of demands for continuation or scale-up of

project. One comment encapsulated these themes well:

Wi-Fi connection, high-tech and low-tech materials have been supported in all the schools, and UDL
training has been provided to the schoolteachers, head teachers, SMC, PTA, Ward Chair, etc., which
has made a great contribution to the learning and language skills of the early grade school students
from [grades] I to 3. There is also a regular meeting with the local government and government officials.
There is great support, motivation, and leverage from the schools and local government in the
implementation of the intervention.
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The most frequently referenced successes concerned the close coordination between partners and local
government. Partners indicated frequent joint monitoring visits to schools from both local and provincial
ministry officials. In some cases, this resulted in greater ownership of the project and a deeper understanding
of the importance of inclusive education and UDL concepts by local government officials.

Partners also stressed changes in teachers” approaches to engaging with learners with disabilities resulting
from the UDL trainings. As one partner shared:

Students with learning difficulties can be found in most schools and the teachers face problems in
addressing them. The training has sensitized the teachers on disability and the need of inclusive
education through UDL. The training on UDL has helped the teachers to understand the interest
and abilities of those students and prepare plans to enhance their learning capabilities.

Challenges

Partners indicated challenges with the LEARN project, primarily related to implementation. These
included the lack of appropriate technology or infrastructure for technology; coordination difficulties;
the short duration of the project; challenges for teachers, including increased workload with new
technology; generational difficulties in adapting tech to the classroom; and limited engagement with
school management committees (SMCs) or parent teacher associations (PTAs).

Most infrastructure issues, such as power outages or lack of back-up electricity supplies, were frequent—
and outside the project’s control. However, several partners mentioned that not all content provided to
teachers on a pen drive was compatible with the smart screens provided to classrooms, limiting which
materials teachers could use. In addition, the ability to cast to the smart screen was dependent on internet
availability, which limited the device’s functionality for the classroom. Beyond these issues, one partner
provided a clear example of specific infrastructure considerations and challenges:

We supported the schools by providing Wi-Fi connectivity where there was no internet facility. Later
on, we found that in the rest of the school, there was an internet facility, but the routers were in the
headteacher’s office or in the high classes [upper basic and secondary school]. We installed Smart TV
(screens) in the early grades, but later on, we found that the internet did not reach the classes where we
installed Smart TV. So later on, we again supported secondary routers in the schools.

Many partners mentioned coordination difficulties related to starting the project at the end of COVID
restrictions, with severe delays due to seeking approval from the Social Welfare Council (SWC). Others also
mentioned that “there was no coordination between technical and implementing partners until mid-term,
making implementation challenging. These challenges resulted in an abbreviated implementation period.
Partners pointed out that this made introducing UDL concepts into teaching methods difficult. Partners
viewed these as complex ideas that were often new to teachers, who need extended support to integrate
them into their lessons.

Recommendations

When asked for recommendations, partners provided several suggestions for improving the LEARN project
in the future. These included increased time for teacher training; closer coordination with stakeholders;
extending of the project duration to three or five years; expanding the project implementation area; and
providing a better understanding of technology infrastructure requirements.
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Partners stressed the importance of teacher training in UDL, with one partner commenting that, “the old
concept of teaching persons with disabilities in a segregated manner is still prevalent in our society.” Specific
suggestions included extending teacher training to “at least five days with maximum opportunity for practical
sessions,” providing targeted mentoring and coaching in resource classrooms, offering sign language training
and interpreters to other teachers and staff beyond head teachers, and expanding teacher training to all
primary teachers at project-supported schools.

In terms of improving coordination with stakeholders, many partners suggested better outreach and
engagement with local government officials, SMCs, and PTAs from the start of the project to ensure sufficient
buy-in for activities.

Scalability Assessment Tool Results

As part of the ACR GCD 2020 Grant Competition, STS developed a SAT that combines quantitative
measures and qualitative reflections. Awardees used this tool to critically examine the maturity of

their solutions, intended pathway for scale, and scalability-enabling conditions across five dimensions:
effectiveness, equitability, market demand, financial sustainability, and transferability. In each dimension,
projects would answer a series of questions where they could rate themselves on a scale of 0 (not at all)
to 3 (to a large extent). The LEARN project completed the SAT at the project’s baseline and endline

(see Appendix H: Scalability Assessment Tool).

Dimension I: Effectiveness

The effectiveness dimension evaluates the extent that the existing evidence base proves a solution’s ability
to reach its intended results, considering stakeholders’ and beneficiaries’ perceptions of the solution’s
benefits, as well as evidence of favorable cost-benefit and cost-efficiency ratios. For this dimension, the
LEARN project’s self-evaluated score went from a “4” at baseline to a “10” at endline. The biggest change
being around visible impact and an emotional appeal to the LEARN project’s impact (see Appendix H:
Scalability Assessment Tool).

On its impact, LEARN shared:

The teachers are now using the UDL strategies and the technologies (low-tech and high-tech) in their
classrooms, and changes in attendance and engagement of the students in the classroom are evident.
The teachers have shared that the technologies have catered to the auditory and visual needs of the
children. It is clear through observations in classrooms that the solution has provided the teachers
multiple ways to teach, and teachers report it has accelerated the student’s participation and learning.

Additionally, the LEARN project shared that there was an emotional appeal to the project’s solution by both
teachers, schools, and the GoN. The LEARN project shared:

[Teachers] have expressed that such support needs to be continued as it has added benefit for the children
in their learning especially for children with disabilities. Furthermore, the local government, provincial
government, training centers and education units have also acknowledged the impact of technology on
learning and have requested technical support to continue. The solution has also received a significant
amount of media coverage in Nepal, demonstrating the emotional appeal of making learning more
engaging for children, especially children with disabilities, using ICTs.
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Dimension 2: Equitability

The SAT’s equitability dimension examines if the solution intends to demonstrate equitable outcomes for
beneficiaries, including between women and men, girls and boys, people from diverse social contexts, and
people with different types of abilities or functional challenges. The LEARN project rated its solution highly
on several aspects of equitability at endline, going from a total score of “7” at baseline to “12” at endline

(see Appendix H: Scalability Assessment Tool).

The largest changes were seen related to LEARN’s solution being accessed equitably by individuals regardless
of disability status. On this aspect, LEARN shared:

The concept of UDL stresses that all children can read when their needs are identified, and support

is provided on the basis of their needs. The variety of resources that are provided and the accessibility
features of the technologies have helped in catering to the needs of children with visual and hearing
impairments, children with neuro developmental disabilities and multiple disabilities. However, the
solution may not fully meet the needs of students with multiple, severe disabilities and high support needs.

Dimension 3: Market Demand

The SAT’s market demand dimension assesses if there is market demand for the solution or product, both
from individual users as well as governmental or stakeholder perspectives. LEARN's self-assessment of this
dimension went from a “3” to a ”6,” with greatest gains related to evidence of user demand for LEARN’s
solution. On this, LEARN shared:

Demand can be seen by the willingness of schools and local governments to invest or commit to invest
to further and expand the project. Accessibility is a major challenge for people with disabilities and
there is a significant need and demand for accessibility resources in Nepal.

Dimension 4: Financial Sustainability

The financial sustainability dimension looks at the way a solution can sustain different funding mechanisms
in the future, as well as whether scaling the solution is financially feasible. On this dimension, the LEARN
project went from a total score of a “6” at baseline to a “9” at endline (see Appendix H: Scalability

Assessment Tool). The most significant gains were in funding agencies acknowledging the solution as
important. On this, the LEARN project shared that the areas of UDL and EdTech had begun to be identified
as an area of focus for funders in Nepal, who had begun to incorporate these into their project design.

Dimension 5: Transferability

The SAT's transferability dimension examines if the characteristics of the solution are conducive to
implementation with a larger or different audience. Specifically, transferability assesses if scale-up requires
modifications that change the solution’s effectiveness, the complexity of the solution, the adaptability of
the solution’s components to pre-existing systems, and the organizational infrastructure needed to
implement the solution.
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For this dimension, the LEARN project’s self-evaluation score went from a “10” at baseline to a “13” at endline
(see Appendix H: Scalability Assessment Tool). Most of these gains were related to the solution being

easily added to existing systems, as well as being effective as a scaled-up solution. On these aspects, the
LEARN project shared:

Yes, the components, products, and the activities can be easily added in any system because it is user-
friendly and is easy to integrate. It is also open source so it can be easily adapted as required. The solution
is likely to be effective in scale-up; however, some backstopping is necessary. In addition, as many of the
challenges encountered are on the user side with limited digital literacy and ICT familiarity among some
teachers, additional support to users would be helpful.

However, LEARN's score did go down between baseline and endline on one question: “Is your solution
implementable at scale within your organization’s existing infrastructure?” During baseline, LEARN self-
evaluated their solution as with a “2” (somewhat) and shared:

From a technology perspective, implementation at scale may be supported by our organization (World
Education) but does not require World Education support, as there is no proprietary technology, no
hosting, no app, or website to be maintained. World Education currently implements a number of other
early grade learning projects and has close relationships with key GoN stakeholders and can support scale
up during and after the project through those channels.

At endline, LEARN self-evaluated their solution as a “1” (to a small extent), sharing that other programs have
already begun embedding the non-proprietary solutions as relevant to their objectives.

EGRA Results for Learners who are Blind or have Low Vision

This section presents cross-sectional changes in EGRA scores for learners who are blind or have low vision.

Cross-sectional EGRA Scores

Between baseline and endline, the average number of items learners answered correctly improved statistically
significantly in every subtask, with the exception of Listening Comprehension which remained high at both
time points (see Figure 17).
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FIGURE 17
Cross-sectional Average Item Correct, for Learners who are Blind or have Low Vision
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Additionally, as shown in FIGURE 18
Figure 18, the proportion of Cross-sectional Zero Scores, Baseline to Endline,
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Note: An asterisk (*) indicates baseline and endline results are significantly different at p<0.05.
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This decrease in zero scores, in conjunction with the increase in average item correct, points to improvements

in the cross-sectional sample of learners. A closer look at results shows that most gains achieved by learners

who are blind or have low vision occurred in grade 1, the grade in which learners are just beginning to learn

foundational reading skills. However, the inclusion of grade 4, which was not included at baseline, may be

driving these higher scores as well (see Table 10).

TABLE 10

Cross-sectional EGRA Scores by Grade, Baseline to Endline, Learners who are Blind

or have Low Vision

Baseline

Vowe.I o 30
Identification

Consonant 6.0
Identification ’
Matr(‘:l ] ) 13
Identification

Nonword 0
Identification

Oral Reading 0.0
Fluency '
Reading 0.0
Comprehension '
Listening 99
Comprehension '

Endline

5.1

14.2

5.4

1.1

1.0

0.1

24

Baseline

6.6

18.8

12.7

3.4

6.7

1.2

25

Endline

10.6

29.7

28.0

14.8

19.6

3.4

2.4

Baseline

9.8

25.3

222

8.9

2.1

2.7

Endline

8.9

25.0

224

9.6

18.2

3.1

2.7

Baseline

11.5

32.3

31.8

18.4

26.8

4.8

2.8

Endline

12.1

33.9

32.3

22.9

23.6

4.4

3.0

Baseline

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Endline

12.5

35.1

33.6

23.7

251l

4.3

2.7

Longitudinal EGRA Scores

Examination of longitudinal results can shed light on individual learners’ growth. Among learners who are

blind or have low vision who were assessed at both evaluation points, the average fluency scores and average

number of items correct scores statistically significantly increased in all subtasks except nonword reading

(see Table 11). Similarly, zero scores decreased in all subtasks. Notably, the proportion of learners with zero

scores saw a statistically significantly decrease of nearly one-half on the nonword identification, passage
fluency, and reading comprehension subtasks. This indicates that more learners engaged in higher level

subtasks at endline compared to baseline. However, learners also had an additional year of schooling. Without

a comparison group, these results are unable to speak conclusively about the impact of the intervention.
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TABLET

Longitudinal EGRA Scores, Learners who are Blind or have Low Vision

Correct Vowels per Minute*

Correct Consonants per Minute* 13.6 21.1
Fluency
(number of correct Correct Matras per Minute* 11.1 15.7
items per minute)
Correct Nonwords per Minute 4.2 6.3
Correct Words per Minute (Passage Reading)* 8.4 15.4
Reading Comprehension (of five)* 1.8 2.7
Average number
of items correct Listening Comprehension (of three) 2.6 2.6
Listening Comprehension 2.1% 0%
Vowel Identification 19.1% 14.9%
Consonant Identification 19.1% 17.0%
Zero scores Matra* 42.6% 19.1%
Nonword Reading* 68.1% 44.2%
Passage Fluency* 59.6% 34.0%
Reading Comprehension® 61.7% 36.2%

Note: One asterisk (*) indicates that differences in baseline and endline longitudinal scores are statistically significant at p<0.05.

Learner Survey

Learners were given a survey on their attitudes on using the EdTech. There was a statistically significant

increase in the proportion of learners who like using a computer or tablet “a lot” between baseline and

endline, as well as a statistically significant decrease in the proportion of learners with a smartphone at home

or outside of school (see Figure 19).
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FIGURE 19
Attitudes on EdTech of Learners who are Blind or have Low Vision
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Of the various EdTech solutions introduced by LEARN, learners reported having most access to braille
keyboards (61.1 percent), which was also most used (50.0 percent), as seen in Figure 20. Another large
proportion of learners reported accessing and using laptops or computers in class (42.6 percent and
24.1 percent, respectively). However, 22.0 percent of learners said they did not have access to EdTech
provided by LEARN in the classroom.
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FIGURE 20
Access and Use of EdTech Provided by LEARN to Learners who are Blind or have Low Vision
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In relation to the EdTech that learners did have access to, 33.3 percent of learners reported liking the EdTech
used in class “a lot” and 37.0 percent liking the EdTech “a little” Among learners who are blind and have low

vision, 20.4 percent said the technology is “a lot” easy for them to use and 53.7 percent said it is “a little” easy
to use (see Appendix G: Results by Key Disaggregates).

EGRA Results for Learners with Cognitive Disabilities

Cross-sectional EGRA Scores

EGRA results from the cross-sectional sample of learners with cognitive disabilities were very similar at
baseline and endline. There were no statistically significant differences in the number of items learners
answered correctly in any of the subtasks (see Figure 21).
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FIGURE 21

Cross-sectional Average Item Correct, Baseline to Endline, Learners with Cognitive Disabilities
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Additionally, as shown in Figure
22, the proportion of learners
who received a zero score did not
statistically significantly change
between baseline and endline.
During both evaluations, the
proportion of learners with zero
scores was very high, especially

in more complex subtasks like
passage reading and reading
comprehension. More than one-
third of learners at endline received
a zero score on the listening
comprehension subtask, which

is a measure of a learner’s overall
comprehension skills. This indicates
that a rather high proportion of
learners were not able to engage
in any of the subtasks on the
EGRA at baseline or at endline,
suggesting overall challenges with
communication and possibly
comprehension beyond reading.

FIGURE 22

Cross-sectional Zero Scores, Baseline to Endline,
Learners with Cognitive Disabilities
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Longitudinal EGRA Results

Longitudinal EGRA results for learners with cognitive disabilities were not tested for statistical significance
due to the small sample size and high attrition rate of learners from baseline (see Table 2). Nevertheless,
results from the longitudinal sample (see Table 12) indicate that individual learners did show small gains in
their fluency scores between baseline and endline in all subtasks. There were also some gains in the average
number of items correct on the reading and listening comprehension subtasks as well. However, there were
no consistent increases or decreases in zero scores, which remained relatively high in all subtasks.

TABLE 12
Longitudinal EGRA Scores, Learners with Cognitive Disabilities

Correct Vowels per Minute
Correct Consonants per Minute 6.5 8.2
Fluency
(number of correct Correct Matras per Minute 2.1 3.4
items per minute)
Correct Familiar Words per Minute 3.0 33
Correct Words per Minute (Passage Reading) 2.8 3.8
Reading Comprehension (of five) 0.4 0.4
Average number
of items correct Listening Comprehension (of three) 0.8 0.9
Listening Comprehension 39.6% 39.6%
Vowel Identification 58.5% 58.5%
Consonant Identification 45.3% 49.1%
Zero scores Matra 86.8% 81.1%
Familiar Word Reading 81.1% 79.2%
Passage Fluency 86.8% 83.0%
Reading Comprehension 88.7% 83.0%
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Learner Survey

When asked about access to and use of the EdTech, learners with cognitive disabilities most frequently
reported using a screen or projector in the classroom. Interestingly, 42.3 percent of learners reported having
access to a laptop in the classroom, but only 26.9 percent reported using it. Additionally, 17.9 percent of
learners with cognitive disabilities reported that it was “a little” easy to use the EdTech in class and 24.4
percent said they liked using EdTech “a lot” Notably, 57.7 percent did not respond. Additionally, 35.9 percent
of learners said they liked using the EdTech in the classroom “a lot” and 10.3 percent said they liked using the
EdTech “a little” (see Figure 23).

FIGURE 23
Attitudes to EdTech of Learners with Cognitive Disabilities

How much do you like to use

this educational technology? 52.6%

How easy is it for you to use

educational technology? 57.7%

Not at all - A little - Alot - Don't know / no response

EGRA Results for Learners who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

Cross-Sectional EGRA Scores

Learners who are deaf or hard of hearing saw improvements in several foundational subtasks. There were
statistically significant differences between baseline and endline in the average number of items learners who
are deaf or hard of hearing answered correctly on the sign language comprehension, vowel identification,
consonant identification, and matra identification subtasks (see Figure 24).
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FIGURE 24

Cross-sectional Average Item Correct Scores, Baseline to Endline, Learners who are Deaf

or Hard of Hearing

Sign Language
Comprehension*

Vowel Identification*
(of 13)

Consonant Identification*
(of 36)

Matra Identification*
(of 36)

Familiar Word
Identification (of 36)

Passage Reading

29.6

(of 28)
Reading Comprehension*
(of B)
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Note: An asterisk (*) indicates baseline and endline results are significantly different at p<0.05. Baseline _
Additionally, as shown in FIGURE 25

Figure 25, the percentage
of learners who did not
answer a single item
correctly—and therefore
received a zero score—
significantly dropped for
the NSL comprehension
subtask. Other rates of
zero scores remained
generally constant.

Cross-Sectional Zero Scores, Learners who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

NSL Comprehension*, 78.6%
Reading Comprehension, 67.5% 65.2%
Passage Reading, 37.6% 33.4%
30.9%
Matra Identification, 11.3% 15.7%
Familiar Word Identification, 10.1% 10.0%
Vowel Identification, 6.2% ¢ 9.2%
Consonant Identification, 3.1% 7.0%
Baseline Endline

Note: An asterisk (*) indicates baseline and endline results are significantly different at p<0.05.
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Longitudinal EGRA Results

Among the longitudinal sample of learners who are deaf or hard of hearing, there were statistically significant
gains in signing fluency scores, indicating that learners were reading and signing more quickly at endline
than at baseline (see Table 13). In addition, there were drops in zero scores on every subtask, again indicating
that learners were better able to engage with the assessment’s content at endline compared to baseline. These
drops were statistically significant in sign language comprehension, vowel and matra identification, and
reading comprehension. While there were also improvements in reading and NSL comprehension scores,
these scores remained low indicating that learners did not understand the NSL or written stories.

TABLE 13
Longitudinal EGRA Scores, Learners who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

Score type Subtask Baseline Endline

Correct Vowels per Minute* 20.0 28.4
Correct Consonants per Minute* 25.5 44.6

Fluency

(number of correct Correct Matras per Minute* 16.1 26.9

items per minute)
Correct Familiar Words per Minute* 8.7 17.6
Correct Words per Minute (Passage Reading)* 5.1 10.3
Reading Comprehension (of five)* 0.4 1.0

Average number

of items correct Sign Language Comprehension (of three)* 0.4 113
Sign Language Comprehension® 68.9% 27.8%
Vowel Identification* 10.1% 3.6%
Consonant Identification 5.6% 4.7%

Zero scores Matra* 14.8% 5.8%
Familiar Word Reading 15.2% 10.8%
Passage Fluency 44.2% 26.8%
Reading Comprehension* 85.4% 60.0%

Note: One asterisk (*) indicates that differences in baseline and endline longitudinal scores are statistically significant at p<0.05.
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Learner Survey

Learners who are deaf or hard of hearing shared their perspectives on the EdTech through a learner survey. The
proportion of learners who use a computer or tablet at school and like using it “a lot” increased statistically
significantly. Additionally, the proportion of learners who use a smartphone at school decreased significantly,
while the proportion who like using the smartphone “a lot” increased significantly (see Figure 26).

FIGURE 26
Access and Enjoyment of Computers and Smartphones by Learners who are Deaf
or Hard of Hearing

Computers and Tablets Smartphones

40%

31.2% 31.8%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Have computer/ Use computer/ Like using Have smartphone Use smartphone Like using
tablet at home/ tablet at school* the computer/ at home/outside at school* the smartphone
outside of school* tablet “a lot"* of school* “a lot"*
Note: An asterisk (*) indicates differences between baseline and endline are significant at p<0.05. Baseline _

According to learners who are deaf or hard of hearing, the most frequently used EdTech in classrooms is sign
language books (see Figure 27). Nearly half of learners reported that they like to use the EdTech “a lot” (48.5
percent) or “a little” (42.7 percent). Over one third find it “a lot” easy to use (38.8 percent) and just over half find
it “a little” easy to use (50.5 percent) as seen in Figure 28.
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FIGURE 27
Access and Usage to EdTech in the Classroom by Learners who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing
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FIGURE 28
Usage and Enjoyment of EdTech in the Classroom by Learners who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing
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this educational technology? 7.8%
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Evaluation Questions

Discussion

This section discusses findings presented in the previous section in relation to the program’s
evaluation questions.

Evaluation Question (1

To what extent did learners receive the intended dosage of EdTech
exposure based on their IEP?

The LEARN program primarily targeted teachers rather than learners, which made determining dosage
difficult. According to Indicator Tracking Table (ITT) data, the project has reached 26,350 learners in
primary schools. Of these, 878 are learners with confirmed disabilities in resource classes and special
schools, 100 percent of whom have access to the EdTech solutions according to program data. However,
the percentage of learners reporting using some sort of EdTech varied dramatically by disability type, with
learners with visual disabilities and cognitive disabilities reporting lower rates of use of the EdTech. EdTech
use was only reported by 60.3 percent of learners with cognitive disabilities and 74.0 percent of learners who
are blind or have low vision. As referenced elsewhere in this report, DAISY players were held up in customs
after being purchased from India as they are unavailable in Nepal. Consequently, a key EdTech resource for
learners who are blind or have low vision was not able to be distributed to them until the very end of the
project, after endline.

Conversely, 98.1 percent of learners with hearing disabilities reported using the EdTech. This may indicate
that many of the mobile applications (apps) and platforms provided to teachers in LEARN’s EdTech
toolkit were most effective for learners who are deaf or hard of hearing. Teachers of learners who are deaf
also received longer training, and this group was not affected by delivery timing issues like those affecting
DAISY readers.

Evaluation Question (2

What were learners’ levels of satisfaction with the project’s different
EdTech solutions?

Learners’ rates of satisfaction varied by disability type. Learners who are deaf or hard of hearing had the
highest rates of satisfaction. Among learners who are deaf or hard of hearing, over 90 percent reported
that they like to use the EdTech “a lot” or “a little” and 89.3 percent find it “a lot” or “a little” easy to use.
In contrast, 70.4 percent of learners who are blind or have low vision and 46.2 percent of learners with
cognitive disabilities reported liking the EdTech used in class “a lot” or “a little, though it is important to
note that 52.6 percent of learners with cognitive disabilities did not respond to the question, compared to
25.9 percent of learners who are blind or have low vision and 7.8 percent of learners who are deaf or hard
of hearing. As mentioned in EQ1, this reflects that apps and platforms provided to teachers in LEARN’s
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EdTech toolkit may have been more effective for learners who are deaf or hard of hearing than for learners
with other disabilities. Program data indicates that learners who are deaf or hard of hearing benefitted from
resources designed from previous investments (such as an NSL app and digital books created in the R4A
project). Teachers of these learners also had longer training duration, which may have influenced their ability
to integrate EdTech.

Evaluation Question 2a

What do learners believe could be improved about the project’s
EdTech solutions?

Learners were asked to weigh their agreement with specific elements that might improve EdTech use.
Among the 235 learners who participated in the endline evaluation, 68.1 percent agreed that the EdTech
content could be easier to understand; 31.1 percent said the EdTech should include content that relates to the
learner’s life; 19.2 percent agreed that the tech itself should be easier to use; and 9.8 percent agreed that the
teacher could allow them to use the EdTech more.

Evaluation Question 2b

How well did the project’s EdTech solutions meet learners’ specific needs?

The EdTech solutions met learners’ specific needs to a moderate degree, with solutions better meeting the
needs of learners who are deaf or hard of hearing or blind or low vision while not supporting the needs of
learners with cognitive disabilities well. The most frequently cited EdTech used by learners who are deaf or
hard of hearing was sign language books. Nearly 85 percent of learners who are deaf or hard of hearing said
they used this resource. Similarly, 61.1 percent of learners who are blind or low vision reported having access
to braille keyboards and 50.0 percent reported using them.

No EdTech solutions had a similarly high proportion of usage among learners with cognitive disabilities.
This may be because multiple resources—such as sign language books—were specifically targeted to deaf
or hard of hearing needs, whereas the other resources were applicable to all learners rather than specific to
individual disability types. Program records indicate that specific apps for learners with cognitive disabilities
were not finalized until April 2023, after the endline data collection had occurred.

Teachers provided insight as to how EdTech met learners’ needs. As reported in the previous section on UDL,
IEPs, and EdTech , 91.2 percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that learners could easily access the
EdTech, and 85.3 percent agreed or strongly agreed that learners could easily use the EdTech. Additionally,
85.3 percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that the EdTech supported learners’ problem solving and
73.6 percent agreed or strongly agreed that the EdTech supported learners’ presentation of learnings.
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Evaluation Question (3

To what extent did teachers receive the intended dosage of training?

ITT data indicates 447 unique teachers were trained in UDL and the EdTech solutions over the course of the
program, and program data on teacher training indicates that at least one teacher was trained in all of the
200 program schools — either through direct or refresher trainings. LEARN was thus able to reach all schools
in the program. Of the 34 teachers surveyed at endline, 73.5 percent reported attending the three-days
Teacher Training on UDL; 64.7 percent reported attending the two-days Refresher training on UDL, and
17.7 percent reported attending the 10-days NSL training.

Evaluation Question (4

What were teachers’ levels of satisfaction with the project’s trainings?

Endline survey results suggest that teachers were satisfied with LEARN project trainings. The previous section
on LEARN Training Participation and Satisfaction reports that 94.1 percent of teachers were moderately
or very satisfied with LEARN training on the EdTech, and 96.8 percent were moderately or very satisfied

with other LEARN training content. These are overall high rates of satisfaction, although rates of moderate
satisfaction were higher than rates of “very satisfied” for both categories (50.0 percent for the EdTech, 48.4
percent for other LEARN content). This indicates that there is room to improve training content for teachers.

Evaluation Question 4a

What do teachers believe could be improved about the trainings?

While the teachers were relatively satisfied with the trainings themselves, teachers and partners identified
key areas for improvement. Of the 31 teachers who attended any kind of LEARN training, only 29.0 percent
thought there could have been improvements to the trainings. Nine teachers provided suggestions: six
teachers suggested longer or more frequent trainings, two teachers requested specific training in braille, and
one specifically suggested matra training in braille. These comments reflect the additional training needed
for teachers working with blind and low vision learners in Nepal, as Nepali braille functions differently than
Devanagari written script and does not include matras (Wikipedia, 2023).

Information from OPD partner interviews support teacher suggestions, indicating that a key area to improve
on in teacher training was follow-up. While LEARN did provide UDL refresher training, OPDs indicated that
teachers would have benefitted from ongoing, sustained coaching and mentoring after the trainings. OPD
interviews and program data also indicate that a challenge in providing such follow-up to trainings was likely
not feasible due to the compressed program implementation timeline.
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Evaluation Question 4b

How well did the trainings meet teachers’ specific needs?

LEARN's trainings did a respectable job of introducing teachers to new skills and practices related to EdTech
and UDL. Teachers’ reported use of technology increased quite a bit; however, their reported level of comfort
using technology did not. This may be a case of teachers’ frame of reference about technology changing
between baseline and endline, though more detailed research into teachers’ comfort levels with technology is
needed to support this. However, support for implementation of these practices was uneven. Most teachers
agreed or strongly agreed that they gained information, skills, resources, support from the LEARN trainings.

Teachers specifically referenced learning new teaching methods, such as teaching with games, visual and
non-visual teaching methods, and new information about UDL. Nearly all teachers also reported using these
elements in their lessons a few times a week. However, a few teachers reported never or infrequently using
resources and support gained in LEARN trainings. This last finding indicates that teachers might need more
training or coaching in how to apply the resources and support they learned. It is also important to keep in
mind that the sample of teachers was already somewhat familiar with support for learners with disabilities.
These concepts may have been much more novel for mainstream teachers.

While these new skills were certainly useful according to the opinions of teachers,

information from OPDs indicates that there is still much work to be done in meeting Future iterations of

teachers’ needs to support learners with disabilities. LEARN trainings introduced the project should

teachers to many new skills and made them aware of UDL practices, but teachers
required further support in practicing these new skills in the classroom as outlined
in OPD Interviews.

look more closely
at teachers’ I[EP use
in resource classes

and special

Evaluation Question (5 schools to better
understand how

What were teachers’ levels of satisfaction with the process of
using IEPs to match learners with specialized learning materials
using EdTech?

teachers might
improve the utility

of this support to

In general, LEARN project activities did not focus on using IEPs to match learners with
specialized EdTech, but rather focused on using the EdTech more broadly. While the
proportion of teachers trained in IEP use overall increased from 30.7 percent at baseline
to 82.1 percent at endline, the proportion who reported using IEPs did not change
significantly. In addition, 75.0 percent of teachers felt that the process of using IEPs to match technologies to
learners’ needs could be improved. Future iterations of the project should look more closely at teachers’ IEP
use in resource classes and special schools to better understand how teachers might improve the utility of this
support to their learners.

Evaluation Question 5a

What do teachers believe could be improved about the process?

Because the project did not focus explicitly on IEPs, teachers did not provide concrete suggestions as to how
the use of IEPs with the EdTech could be improved. Many teachers simply stated that the EdTech was useful.
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Evaluation Question 5b

What were teachers’ levels of satisfaction with the project’s

EdTech solutions? .
Information from

and interviews suggest
that the teachers

Evaluation Question 5¢
who struggled

How well did the project’s EdTech solutions meet teachers’ with the EdTech
specific needs? the most were
Teacher responses on the survey were generally positive regarding the EdTech older teachers
introduced by LEARN, although there seemed to be a disconnect with actual teacher who were likely
use of the EdTech. not as prepared
At endline, 44.1 percent reported that they were very satisfied with the EdTech or interested
solutions they learned about. Additionally, just over one-half of teachers reported in adding new
they were moderately satisfied with the EdTech solutions. As shown previously in EdTech strategies
Figure 15, the majority of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that they could easily into their teaching
access the EdTech toolkit (94.1 percent), could easily use the EdTech with learners prqctice,

(94.2 percent), and could easily integrate the EdTech into lessons (91.2 percent).

Additional survey data indicates that although teachers may have been interested in

the EdTech solutions, they were not as comfortable putting them into practice. Teacher

comfort with the EdTech did not improve between baseline and endline. Additionally,

35.3 percent of teachers stated that the primary reason for not using the EdTech in lessons was a limitation
in their view of their own tech skills. OPDs added further nuance. Information from interviews suggest that
the teachers who struggled with the EdTech the most were older teachers who were likely not as prepared or
interested in adding new EdTech strategies into their teaching practice.

Evaluation Question (8

To what extent did LEARN teachers change their knowledge, attitudes,
and practices on use of EdTech and UDL for learners with disabilities?

Overall, comparisons of teacher baseline and endline data do not indicate that there were significant
changes in the knowledge and attitudes on use of UDL to support learners with disabilities, likely because
teachers in the sampled schools were already familiar with concepts around supporting learners with
disabilities. However, there were increases in use of the EdTech. Information from OPD interviews
indicates that teachers were receptive to new information and found the EdTech and UDL content helpful,
although there were some challenges with adoption of new practices. OPDs cited the need for sustained
follow-up coaching or support in use of the EdTech and implementation of UDL—a common theme
related to all training that LEARN provided.
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Evaluation Question 8a

Did teachers have increased knowledge and improved attitudes on how
EdTech can support learners’ reading and/or language skills development?

Teacher knowledge and attitude on using the EdTech to support learners’ reading or language skills
development did not change in a notable way between baseline and endline. To measure teachers’ change
in knowledge and attitudes towards the EdTech, teachers responded to a series of statements regarding
the EdTech and expressed their agreement.?® Responses to these questions formed the EdTech Support
scale, ranging from zero to three, with “0” indicating low knowledge or attitudes about the EdTech and “3”
indicating high knowledge or attitudes. At baseline, the average teacher rating was 2.3, and at endline, the
average teacher rating was 2.4.

Evaluation Question 8b

How and to what extent did teachers utilize project EdTech solutions in their
classrooms and with their learners?

Although attitudes and knowledge about EdTech did not change between baseline and endline, teachers
did report an increase in use of computers, tablets, feature phones, and smartphones between baseline
and endline. The most frequently cited LEARN EdTech solutions used were digital books or libraries (76.5
percent), Hamro Ramailo Katha (41.2 percent), and Nepali Barnamala (38.2 percent). Nearly one in three
teachers (30.6 percent) at endline reported using the EdTech in their lessons with learners every day and
about two-thirds reported using the EdTech in lessons between one and four times per week. Additionally,
LEARN classroom observation data indicated that 79.3 percent (172 out of 219) of teachers were using the
EdTech as intended.

Evaluation Question 8c

Did teachers have increased knowledge and improved attitudes on how UDL
principles can support learners’ reading and/or language skills development?

Similar to knowledge and attitudes about the EdTech, there were no changes in teachers’ knowledge and
attitudes about UDL principles between baseline and endline, likely due to this evaluation’s sample as
referenced before. Teachers’ knowledge and attitudes were measured by creating a scale ranging from zero
to three measuring their agreement with statements about UDL.28 At both baseline and endline, the mean
UDL scale score was 2.3.

OPD interviews indicated that many teachers did not have much background in UDL before the project and
that exposure to UDL principles was one of the main program outcomes. The difference between survey data
and OPD data may be attributed to the endline sample population—resource class and special schoolteachers.

25  These statements included the following: An IEP can help match a learner to different technologies to support their reading and learning; Using technologies can help a diverse range of
learners learn to read; Having learners use technologies in the classroom is more of a distraction than a benefit; I know how to match different technologies to learners with different needs;
Tam confident using technologies in my classroom.

26  Statements measuring UDL knowledge and attitudes included: I know how to use varied or differentiated learning activities to engage a diverse group of learners; I know different strategies
to motivate and engage a diverse range of learners; I give my learners different types of opportunities to express what they learn; I believe that it is important to present information to learners
in a variety of ways; I believe it is important to allow learners to express what they know in a variety of ways; I believe that it is important to motivate and engage learners in a variety of ways;
I can use a variety of assessment strategies for my learners; I can provide an alternative explanation or example when learners are confused.
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This population may already have been exposed to many of the ideas comprised in UDL. Baseline teacher
survey indicates that 51.9 percent of teachers reported having pre-service training in strategies and practices
to teach reading to early grade learners with disabilities. Another 81.5 percent of teachers reported having in-
service training in these same topics. It is likely that teachers in mainstream schools received these

trainings at lower rates given that they do not specialize in supporting learners with disabilities, and thus were
more substantially impacted by the introduction of UDL principles.

Evaluation Question &d

How and to what extent did teachers utilize UDL principles in their classrooms
and with their learners?

When teachers were asked about their use of UDL strategies at endline, the most commonly used principle in
the last five days was offering various opportunities for learners to express what they learned (82.4 percent).
Additionally, 70.6 percent of teachers reported using methods to motivate and engage diverse learners and
that they had presented information to learners in a variety of ways. Slightly more than 60 percent of teachers
reported using a variety of assessment strategies for their learners and providing alternative explanation or
examples to learners. Only 41.2 percent of teachers utilized varied or differentiated learning strategies for a
diverse range of learners.

Teachers were asked about subjects during which they used these strategies. More than 70 percent of the
teachers reported using the strategies in Nepali reading and writing. However, fewer teachers used UDL
strategies in mathematics and science. This might suggest that teachers need more training to effectively
apply UDL principles in these subjects. This was not a specific mandate of the project, but future iterations
might explore how to evenly apply UDL across all subjects.

Evaluation Question 10

Did LEARN learners’ reading and/or language skills improve from baseline
to endline?

This section discusses findings around changes in the longitudinal sample of learners’ reading outcomes
overall and in relation to contextual factors and the EdTech solutions.? It provides answers to Evaluation
Question 10a: What contextual factors—including geographic, demographic, and
socioeconomic factors—were associated with learners’ reading and/or language skills
gains? 2 and Evaluation Question 10b: To what extent did different EdTech solutions
contribute to learners’ reading and/or language skills gains? Limited sample sizes and data
around the EdTech dosage and classroom usage make reporting particularly difficult. Interpretations should
be taken with caution.

27 Discussion pertaining to this evaluation question is limited to the longitudinal sample, as it is assured that this group was in a LEARN school for the entire duration of the project.

28 Contextual factors might include socioeconomic status, location, parents and caregivers’ level of education, or language use at home, among other factors.
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Blind or Low Vision

Opverall, scores for learners who are blind or have low vision improved between baseline and endline. Among

the longitudinal sample of learners who are blind or have low vision, there were increases in fluency scores in all
subtasks and zero scores decreased on all subtasks. While reading and listening comprehension scores improved,
they remained relatively low. At endline, learners responded correctly to 2.7 out of five reading comprehension
questions correctly and to 2.6 out of three listening comprehension questions correctly at endline.

To understand what factors might be associated with higher endline scores, analysts ran correlations

between demographic information, responses from learner surveys, and endline passage reading fluency

and listening comprehension scores. Correlations showed a moderate association between passage reading
fluency and grade (coefficient of 0.50), and a weak association with having someone in the family who can
read (0.39). Higher passage reading fluency scores were associated with learners in higher grades and learners
with more family members who help them with their homework. Similarly, a weak association was found
between listening comprehension, grade (0.31), and having someone in the family who can read Nepali (0.47).
Listening comprehension was associated with learners in higher grades and learners with family members
who can read Nepali. No correlations were found with other demographic factors, such as sex and age, or if
the learner lives at home or in a hostel. Similarly, no correlations were found between passage reading fluency,
listening comprehension, or other factors related to learners’ use of the EdTech in the classroom.

Learners with Cognitive Disabilities

Among the longitudinal sample of learners with cognitive disabilities, there were no meaningful changes in
scores between baseline and endline. Fluency scores in vowel identification, consonant identification, matra
identification, familiar word identification, and passage reading fluency only increased by about one correct
item per minute or less. Additionally, at endline, learners were still averaging less than one correct question in
reading and listening comprehension. Rates of zero scores remained relatively consistent and relatively high
between baseline and endline, with the lowest rates of zero scores at 39.6 percent in listening comprehension
and the highest in reading comprehension (83.0 percent).

Very few relationships were found between learners’ passage reading fluency scores, listening comprehension
scores, and other factors. Only a weak, positive correlation (0.34) was found between listening comprehension
and how easy it was to use the EdTech—meaning more learners who felt using the EdTech was easy had
higher listening comprehension scores. However, this may be more indicative of learners’ general skills and
abilities rather than the influence of the EdTech. No correlations were found with any demographic factors.

Learners who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

Learners who are deaf or hard of hearing saw some increases in their scores related to overall language
acquisition as well as literacy between baseline and endline. Regarding language acquisition, NSL
comprehension increased among longitudinal learners from less than one item correct at baseline to
1.3 items correct (of three) at endline. There were also drops in zero scores on every subtask, indicating
that learners were better able to engage with the assessment’s content at endline compared to baseline.
Language acquisition is a prerequisite for reading and thus is an encouraging progression.

For literacy, there were significant increases in all fluency scores. The highest change was in consonant
identification fluency, where scores increased from 25.5 consonants correct per minute at baseline to
44.6 consonants correct per minute at endline among the longitudinal sample.
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While there were also improvements in reading comprehension, these scores remained low—around one
correct item out of five in reading comprehension—indicating that learners did not understand the written
stories well.

No correlations were found between learners’ passage reading fluency and NSL comprehension scores and
other demographic factors. However, there was a weak relationship (0.33) between NSL comprehension and
the learners’ frequency of using the EdTech at endline, as well as a weak relationship (0.34) between NSL
comprehension and learners’ reported ease of using the EdTech.

Evaluation Question (11

What contextual factors—including geographic, demographic,
and socioeconomic factors—were associated with beneficiaries’ use
or non-use of the project’s EdTech solutions?

To understand factors associated with learners’ use or non-use of technology, analysts examined correlations
between learners’ reported EdTech frequency, enjoyment, and perceived ease of use. As previously
mentioned, data around learners’ use or non-use of the EdTech solutions is limited and self-reported,

thus making results subject to reliability concerns. Findings should be interpreted with caution, as these
associations do not have implications with causality due to programming.

Among learners who are blind or have low vision, there was a weak association between girls and how easy learners
reported the EdTech to be (correlation coefficient of 0.31). Among learners who are deaf or hard of hearing,
learners who did not have anyone in the family who could read Nepali were associated with lower levels of enjoying
the EdTech (-0.27) and finding the EdTech easy to use (-0.28). Among learners with cognitive disabilities, older
learners were associated with more frequent use of the EdTech (0.32). Learners with cognitive disabilities in
higher grades were also associated with higher rates of thinking that the EdTech is easy to use (0.37). These
factors do not paint a detailed picture of what may or may not contribute to EdTech use. OPD interview data
sheds light on this, as several indicated that program implementation was uneven across various provinces and
inconsistent among teachers, making it difficult to understand what drove EdTech use in classrooms.

Evaluation Question (12

How scalable is the LEARN model?

Data from the SAT and OPD interviews indicate that the LEARN model does have the potential for scaling.
The program has successfully raised awareness of the possibility of EdTech for supporting learners with
disabilities” education and introduced UDL concepts to mainstream teachers beyond those who may have
already been familiar. The project has formed critical local networks with schools, OPDs, and government
officials, even raising awareness of the potential of EdTech and UDL amongst local government officials.
The project is thus poised to continue making an impact in communities and with stakeholders where they
already have a foothold, and it is clear from OPD interviews that there is a great appetite for this. However,
to effectively continue building on this success, the LEARN model needs continued resources for ongoing
teacher trainings and follow-up support, as well as continued advocacy with the provincial and national
government. In addition, technological change continues to speed up with every new advancement released.
If the EdTech toolkit remains as is, the apps and materials will likely become irrelevant or even obsolete
without someone ensuring that materials are continuously updated.
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Conclusions and

Recommendations

The LEARN project provided a combination of high-tech and low-tech educational materials through its
EdTech toolkit and supplements. In addition to preparing teachers to use these materials, it offered training
on inclusive education and UDL. All this was done with the aim of improving the reading skills of learners,
especially those with disabilities, through a series of steps suitable for scaling. From June 2022 to May

2023, LEARN provided its EdTech toolkit and supplements to teachers and learners in 200 schools in four
provinces, as well as building partnership and foundational understanding.

Overall, results from the endline evaluation indicate that LEARN was well received by partners, teachers, and
learners. LEARN reached nearly all its intended audience with a solution that teachers universally feel is easy
to access and use. However, the project has been uneven in its ability to support the needs of learners with
disabilities. Learners who are deaf or hard of hearing report the greatest engagement with LEARN EdTech
toolkit. While their early grade reading scores saw only modest increases from the project’s baseline to
endline, increases in NSL comprehension point to important strides in language acquisition. Learners who are
blind or have low vision saw the greatest improvement in literacy and reading skills, but the evaluation found
no correlation between these scores and the use of the EdTech in their classrooms. Learners with cognitive
disabilities reported the lowest levels of satisfaction with LEARN’s EdTech toolkit— though they also had the
greatest proportion of non-response to questions about the EdTech toolkit. They also saw the least change in
their EGRA scores over the project’s implementation period. It seems that there likely are confounding issues
of communication and comprehension at play in consideration of this group’s responses.

Still, the teacher training modules put forth by the LEARN project has promise. The project had high
participation rates in its numerous trainings, built a network of solid and critical partnerships between
schools and community actors, and indicates the potential for scalability. Indeed, CEHRD—one of LEARN’s
GoN partners—has already adopted one of LEARN’s modules into its own teacher training curriculum on
UDL and EdTech and has plans to integrate it into the GoN’s larger customized teacher training package.
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Recommendations

STS recommends the following actions moving forward.

EdTech

Future iterations of the project should prioritize a few EdTech solutions that are
most useful for specific demographics and work with teachers on incorporating
those into lesson plans. Teachers also require additional support in matching

the EdTech to specific learner needs. Teachers increased their use of computers
or tablets, feature phones, and smartphones between baseline and endline, and
LEARN presented teachers with a wide array of resources and did increase
teachers’ ability to use the EdTech. This gave teachers many options but may have
also made it challenging to know which resources to use most appropriately.

In addition, it was outside of the scope of LEARN to provide infrastructure such

as electricity at schools, but all 200 paid out of their own budget for internet
connectivity, many purchased additional technology, and some leveraged

funding from local government for electricity. This cost-sharing demonstrates
commitment to the project, but also highlights an important consideration for
future EdTech projects as many teachers and OPDs mentioned challenges around
unreliable electricity and internet access. In the future, it might be useful to include
consultations with information technology professionals and engineers with
experience in the remotest geographic areas to troubleshoot such issues before
deciding on an EdTech solution.

Teacher Engagement

In the future, EdTech projects might also consider implementing digital literacy
assessments that include practical components for teachers at baseline—for
instance, demonstration of tablet or mobile phone use—to understand their level

of comfort and ability to use EdTech and tailor their curriculum from that point on.

It might also be helpful to consider peer mentorship programs, pairing a younger
teacher with an older teacher who may have more trouble with technology, to
have better in-person support. Teachers appreciated the content they learned
from the project but needed more support in better integrating EdTech and UDL
into their lessons and tailoring these tools for the specific learners they needed.
One challenge related to this was the short implementation timeframe, as a longer
project would have provided more opportunities to support teachers.

_

Future iterations of the
project should prioritize
a few EdTech solutions
that are most useful for
specific demographics
and work with teachers
on incorporating those
into lesson plans.
Teachers also require
additional support in
matching the EdTech to
specific learner needs.

Future EdTech projects
might also consider
implementing digital
literacy assessments
that include practical
components for
teachers at baseline.

Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in Nepal (LEARN) — Project Evaluation Report

64



Learning Outcomes

Future iterations of the LEARN model should provide targeted teacher training

in using EdTech to support learners with cognitive disabilities. Learners who are
blind or have low vision, or deaf or hard of hearing saw some gains in their EGRA
scores between baseline and endline. Learners with cognitive disabilities showed
no gains in learning outcomes and their results mostly remained constant. It was
impossible to determine how much the EdTech played a role in these gains, as the
program implementation period was very short and dosage information about the
EdTech use for classroom learning was sparse. Supporting learners with cognitive
disabilities is especially difficult, given that distractions are a factor, and teachers
may need to know how to help learners use particular apps. Future iterations might
also explore learning outcomes seen in mainstream schools.

Future iterations of the
LEARN model should
provide targeted
teacher training

in using EdTech to
support learners with
cognitive disabilities.
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Appendix A
ACR GCD UnrestriCTed Results Framework Indicators

This appendix provides current life of project (LOP) values for LEARN as of June 2023. Endline values have been added where required and triangulated figures
have been included for some indicators as well.

Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (|f applicable) | (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

FA1 Objective FAl.l Percentage of Total Percent 28.4% (54 of 190) Figure is calculated as the
children who Nepali DPercent N/A* proportion of longitudinal
demonstrate learners whose reading
. . Girls Percent N/A* .
increased reading comprehension score
and/or language Boys Percent N/A* improved between
outcomes ECD Beraaii 0% 6.3% baseline and endline.

Gl Percent 0% 32.1% Grade is reported as
G2 Percent 0% 48.8% endline grade.
Non-school/OOS Percent N/A*

Girls with disabilities Percent 0% 24.4%

Boys with disabilities Percent 0% 31.7%

Deaf or hard of hearing Percent 0% 37.8%

Blind or low vision Percent 0% 31.9%

Communication or speech Percent N/A*

Learning or intellectual Percent 0% 9.4 %

Physical or mobility Percent N/A*

Other Percent N/A*

One disability Percent N/A*

More than one disability Percent N/A*

* sample specific only to learners who are blind/low vision, deaf or hard of hearing, or have a cognitive disability
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Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (|f appllcable) (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

FA1l: Goal A FALA1

Number of
learners in
primary schools
or equivalent
non-school based
settings reached
(USAID ES. 1-3)

Total

Girls

Boys

ECD

G1

G2

G3

Girls with disabilities

Boys with disabilities

Deaf or hard of hearing
Blind or low vision
Communication or speech
Learning or intellectual
Physical or mobility

Other

Mainstream

SS

RC

Dalit

Muslim

Brahmin/Chhetri

Newar

Janajati

Other

Province (Bagmati)
Province (Madesh)
Province (Gandaki)
Province (Karnali)
L1
L2

Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners

Learners

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

26350
13179
13171
5237
6922
6633
7558
371
507
259
139
39
359
79

25459
462
416
5436
2844
4440
834
4471
8325
6595
14102
2775
2876
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Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (|f appllcable) (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

FA1l: Goal A FALA2

Number of
children with
disabilities who
have access to
EdTech solutions

Total

Girls

Boys

ECD

G1

G2

G3

Girls with disabilities

Boys with disabilities

Deaf or hard of hearing
Blind or low vision
Communication or speech
Learning or intellectual
Physical or mobility

Other

Mainstream

SS

RC

Dalit

Muslim

Brahmin/Chhetri

Newar

Janajati

Other

Province (Bagmati)
Province (Madesh)
Province (Gandaki)
Province (Karnali)
L1
L2

Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners
Learners

Learners

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

371
507
294
187
201
196
371
507
259
139
39

359
79

462
416
163
32

283
125
241
34

550
103
176
49

103
131
22
34
43
55)
103
131
103
54
N/A
77
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
140
27
45
22
N/A
N/A

Endline evaluation values
are triangulations from
learner survey. Values are
the number of learners
who report they have
access to EdTech at
endline.
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Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (|f appllcable) (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

FA1l: Goal A FA1.A.3a

Number of
teaching and
learning materials
(TLMs) created

NSL Video Books

Manuals / Teaching
materials for teachers
or facilitators

NSL Letter / Word
with Picture Cards

Accessible materials for
learners with disabilities

Nepali
[Language 2]
[Language 3]

Accessible ICT materials

TLMs
TLMs

TLMs

TLMs

TLMs

TLMs
TLMs
TLMs
TLMs

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

36
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Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (|f appllcable) (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

FA1l: Goal A FA1.A.3b

Number of
teaching and
learning materials
(TLMs)
distributed

Manipulatives for
the learners

Books / Supplemental
reading materials
for learners

Manuals / Teaching
materials for teachers
or facilitators

Instructional ICT materials

Accessible materials for
learners with disabilities

Nepali
[Language 2]
[Language 3]
New

Not new

Accessible ICT materials

TLMs

TLMs

TLMs

TLMs

TLMs

TLMs

TLMs
TLMs
TLMs
TLMs
TLMs
TLMs

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

299018

7800

5000

200

285447

571

o o o o

299018
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Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (|f appllcable) (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

FA1l: Goal B

FA1.B.1

Number of
teachers who
are trained on
UDL principles

Total

Female

Male

Females with disabilities
Males with disabilities
Mainstream

SS

RC

Province (Bagmati)
Province (Madesh)
Province (Gandaki)
(

Province (Karnali)

Teachers
Teachers
Teachers
Teachers
Teachers
Teachers
Teachers
Teachers
Teachers
Teachers
Teachers

Teachers

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

254
193
9
22
311
45
91
112
120
115
100

73.5%
76%
24%
5.3%
16.7%
60%
16%
28%
66.7%
75%
87.5%
75%

Endline evaluation values
are triangulation, not
final indicator values.
Endline evaluation value
is proportion of teachers
in endline sample who
report attending the

3 Days Teacher Training
on UDL.

Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (|f appllcable) (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

FA1l: Goal B FA1.B.2 Number of Total Teachers 94.1% Endline evaluation values
teachers who are Female Teachers N/A 254, 56.4% are triangulation, not
trained to use il — N " 550 final indicator values.
EdTech solutions ale cachers / 9 e Endline evaluation

Females with disabilities Teachers N/A 9 66.7% value is proportion
Males with disabilities Teachers N/A 22 100% of teachers in endline

le wh t
Mainstream Teachers N/A 311 75% sa@p € Who [epor

using any of the EdTech
SS Teachers N/A 45 33% provided by LEARN.
RC Teachers N/A 91 47%
Province (Bagmati) Teachers N/A 112 47%
Province (Madesh) Teachers N/A 120 57.2%
Province (Gandaki) Teachers N/A 115 61.5%
Province (Karnali) Teachers N/A 100 57.2%
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Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (|f appllcable) (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

FA1l: Goal B

FA1.B.3

Percent of teachers
who use EdTech
solutions as
intended

Total

Female

Male

Females with disabilities
Males with disabilities
Mainstream

SS

RC

Province (Bagmati)
Province (Madesh)
(
(

Province (Gandaki)

Province (Karnali)

Percent
Percent
Percent
Percent
Percent
Percent
Percent
Percent
Teachers
Teachers
Teachers

Teachers

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

79.30%
82.90%
71.80%
100.00%
100.00%
79.90%
94.10%
76.90%
80.90%
98.10%
59.10%
84.60%

96.9%
95.8%
100%
100%
100%
94.1%
100%
100%
94.4%
100%
100%
100%

Endline evaluation values
are triangulation, not
final indicator values.
Endline evaluation value
is proportion of teachers
in endline sample who
report using EdTech at
least once a week on
teacher survey.

dicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (if applicable) | (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

FA1l: Goal B

FA2.B.4

Number of TLM
views on ACR

GCD-supported
digital platforms

Total

Awardee platform views

GDL views

Percent

Percent

Percent

N/A

N/A

N/A

55.7%

N/A

N/A

Endline evaluation values
are triangulation, not
final indicator values.
Endline evaluation value
is proportion of teachers
in endline sample who
report downloading

one or more apps on
their own.
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Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (if applicable) | (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

Influence: Goal B Number of key Audience
Total
audience members members
who attend .
Audience
Femal. N/A 28
ACR GCD events emale members /
Audi
Male aalenee A 30
members
Audi
Partner HQ and field staff udience N/A 44
members
Audi
Innovators udience N/A 0
members
Audi
Implementers udience N/A 0
members
Audi
Ministry of Education staff udience N/A 10
members
Audi
Collaborators udience N/A 4
members

Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (if applicable) | (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

Influence: Goal D Evidence that
awardees receive
additional
investment

Total Description | N/A

to scale their
EdTech solutions Value

(qualitative & (USDS$)
quantitative)

N/A

Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in Nepal (LEARN) — Project Evaluation Report 74



Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (if applicable) | (June 2023) Value (if applicable)

Scaling and Number of Government
Total
sustainability Government stakeholders
(custom) stakeholders Government
trained or oriented Female stakeholders N/A 101
on use of ICTs
Government
for UDL iHeE stakeholders RS 0
Government
Federal stakeholders N/A 7
- Government
Provincial stakeholders N/A 2
Government
Local stakeholders N/A 486
Teacher trainer s N/A 11
stakeholders
Other stakeholder Government N/A 478
stakeholders
Indicator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (if applicable) | (June 2023) Value (if applicable)
Scaling and CI2 Number of other Other
Total
sustainability stakeholders stakeholders
(custom) (e.g. non-project INGO N/A 17
INGO, OPD, NGO Nenali NGO N/A ”
staff) oriented on cpait
use of ICTs for Nepali OPD N/A 38
UDL Donor N/A 0
Other N/A 0
Persons with disabilities N/A B8
cator Baseline ITT LOP Value Endline Evaluation
Objective: Goal Number Indicator Name | Disaggregate (if applicable) | (June 2023) Value (if applicable)
Scaling and CI3 Teacher training
sustainability package on ICTs Teacher
(custom) for UDL, language | Total training N/A
and literacy packages
developed
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Appendix B

ACR GCD Learning Agenda Questions

I

Impact: 1. Do ACR GCD-funded EdTech solutions impact learning outcomes?
Do children benefitting a. What do reading and/or language outcomes tell us about ACR GCD-funded EdTech solutions?
from EdTech have b. Under what circumstances do EdTech solutions improve reading and/or language outcomes?
improved reading i.  What do ACR GCD awardees identify as examples of success within their projects?
and language skills? ii. How do ACR GCD awardees see the technology contributing to project outcomes?

iii. Are there any common characteristics of successful ACR GCD awardees?

iv. What contextual factors are associated with success?

2. To what extent are ACR GCD-supported teachers able to identify their students’

functional difficulties?

a. Can the Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version (CEM-TV) provide valid data on
children’s disability status/functional difficulties when compared with disability medical
evaluations and the Child Functioning Module (CEM)?

Influence: 3. Have the ACR GCD partnership and awardees adapted throughout the Round 3 initiative
Has ACR GCD catalyzed (2020 Competition)?
action to scale context- a. What knowledge was gained, or which circumstances changed, over the Round 3 initiative?
appropriate EdTech b. What were ACR GCD Partners’ and awardees’ responses to changing knowledge or
solutions that improve circumstances?
children’s reading and c. Did ACR GCD Partners’ and awardees’ responses successfully address the changing
language skills? knowledge or circumstances?

4. Has the ACR GCD partnership built capacity to sustain the types of EdTech solutions

financed in this round?

a. Did ACR GCD support the capacity-building needs of ACR GCD awardees, other
implementers, or stakeholders?

b. What types of capacity building processes do ACR GCD awardees feel were most impactful?

c. What actions is ACR GCD taking to support the creation of conditions to sustain ACR
GCD-funded EdTech solutions?

d. What actions have the ACR GCD partnership and awardees taken to support changes attitudes
or mindsets of parents, teachers, or ministry officials in relation to children’s education?

Are ACR GCD awardees preparing to scale their EdTech solutions?

a. What activities are ACR GCD awardees undertaking to improve: effectiveness,
equitability, market demand, financial sustainability, and transferability?

b. What is helping or hindering ACR GCD awardees’ progress in scaling their solutions?

. Has ACR GCD catalyzed collaboration to promote EdTech solutions?

a. What activities or products are most effective in catalyzing collaboration?
b. What is helping or hindering progress in catalyzing collaboration?

c. How did ACR GCD’s collaboration efforts succeed in promoting EdTech solutions?
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Appendix C
LEARN Evaluation Questions Mapping

ACRGCD
Learning
ACRGCD Agenda Reported at
Evaluation Question Indicator Question endline?
1. To what extent did learners receive the intended dosage of
. . . FAL.A.2-4 Q1 Yes
intervention (use of EdTech) based on the project’s model?
2. What were learners’ levels of satisfaction with the FA1.3 Q1 Y
es
project’s different EdTech solutions? FA1.A5 Q3
3. To what extent did teachers receive the intended dosage
. . - . FA1.B.1-3 Q1 Yes
of intervention (training) based on the project’s model?
4. What were teachers’ levels of satisfaction with the
. . Q3 Yes
project’s trainings?
5. What were teachers’ levels of satisfaction with the process
of using IEPs to match learners with specialized learning Q3 Yes
materials delivered using EdTech?
6. To what extent did parents/caregivers receive the intended
. . . ., FA1.C.1-3 Q1 No
dosage of intervention (training) based on the project’s model?
7. What were parents/caregivers’ levels of satisfaction with Q3 N
o
the project’s trainings?
8. To what extent did LEARN teachers change their knowledge, Q1
attitudes, and practices on use of EdTech and UDL for FA1.B.4-7 Q2 Yes
learners with disabilities? Q3
9. To what extent did LEARN parents/caregivers change Q1
their knowledge, attitudes, and practices on use of EdTech FA1.C.4-6 Q2 No
for learners with disabilities? Q3
10. Did LEARN learners’ reading and/or language skills
. . . FA1.1-4 Q1 Yes
improve from baseline to endline?
1. What contextual factors—including geographic, demographic, FA1.A 4
and socioeconomic factors—were associated with beneficiaries’ FA1.B.3 Q1 Yes
use or non-use of LEARN EdTech solutions? FA1.C:3
. D1
12. How scalable is the LEARN model? D Q5 Yes
.2
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Appendix D

LEARN Indicator Reference Sheets

Focus Area 1Goadl A

Children have access to and engage with EdTech solutions grounded in UDL
principles to develop reading and/or language skills.

Indicator # FALA.1
Number of learners in primary schools or equivalent non-school based settings reached

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: A learner is an individual who is enrolled in an education program for the purpose of acquiring
academic basic education skills or knowledge. Learners who are enrolled in formal primary school, as defined
by government policy, or the non-formal equivalent of primary school can be counted towards this indicator.
This includes, but is not limited to, learners enrolled in government schools, NGO-run schools, religious
schools, accelerated or alternative learning programs, so long as the school or program is designed to provide
an education equivalent to the accepted primary-school curriculum.

LEARN will include ECD age children, which can be filtered out later for higher level reporting. (Original
definition: Learners enrolled in kindergarten should NOT be included under this indicator regardless of whether
kindergarten is accepted and funded by the government as an integrated component of primary education.)

Learners should be counted if they are enrolled in primary or primary-equivalent education (as defined
above), and they directly benefit from USG education assistance designed to support student acquisition

of academic basic education skills and knowledge. Examples of USG education assistance that fall into this
category can include, but are not limited to: pedagogical training for teachers; administrator training; the
provision of teaching and learning materials (TLM); training teachers on continuous assessment and remedial
instruction; support for tracking and teaching students by ability groups; support for policies and procedures
that increase time on task; training and support of teacher coaches; work to reduce class size; work to
improve the safety of schools; support for more inclusive school environments and better socio-emotional
learning outcomes; strengthening of teacher and school incentive structures; interventions to impact system
performance and service delivery that are designed to produce evidence-based, measurable outcomes at the
classroom level; etc.

When calculating this indicator, each learner should be counted only once for the year being reported. In
other words, if a learner benefits from two overlapping reading programs or a reading program and a math
program and each meets the criteria outlined here, the learner should be counted only once.This indicator
should report all individual learners who were reached during the year being reported, even if some of these
learners may also have been counted in previous years. In other words, if a student was counted towards this
indicator in the previous fiscal year, the student can be counted towards the indicator again in the current
fiscal year.
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This indicator measures the number of primary-aged children reached through an ACR GCD intervention.
It should include any other children that may have benefitted from an ACR GCD intervention, such as those
who received training or attended events. Because measuring access is challenging, it is recommended that
awardees consider access in different ways: Children who have access to an ICT platform with ACR GCD-
supported TLMs on it (this could be a project-specific platform or the Global Digital Library platform);
Children reached through project-specific distribution records.

Unit of Measure: Children

Method of Calculation: Sum of children

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); Age (exact); Age (over-age, under-age, appropriate grade age);
School type (mainstream / SS / RC); Learner type (disability, no disability, struggling learner); Grade (ECD,

1, 2, 3, non-school); Ethnicity (Dalit, Muslim, Brahmin / Chhetri, Newar, Janajati, and Other); Province;
Language (L1 / L2)

Analysis

Data Collection Method: LEARN will compile records on the number of children reached through their
project, through trainings, through access to technologies, and/or through receipt of TLMs produced by the
project. Awardees should document any other mechanisms through which their intervention has reached
primary school-aged children beyond those listed above. LEARN will keep records of all children reached
through the project. Records will primarily be based on school enrollment records for early grade classes
with teachers receiving project support. Supplemental records will capture any children reached through
non-formal programs. School data will be cross-checked against EMIS records.

Data Source: Project records
Baseline Required: No
Frequency: Quarterly

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer, OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FA1.A.2
Number of children with disabilities who have access to EdTech solutions (7his indicator was phased out)

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: A learner is an individual who is enrolled in an education program for the purpose of acquiring
basic education skills. Learners who are enrolled in formal primary school or the non-formal equivalent of
primary school can be counted towards this indicator. This includes, but is not limited to, learners enrolled
in government schools, NGO-run schools, religious schools, accelerated or alternative learning programs,
so long as the school or program is designed to provide an education equivalent to the accepted primary-
school curriculum and leveled at grade 2. The 2018 USAID Education Policy defines children and youth
with disabilities as those who have long-term physical, mental, intellectual, or sensory impairments that in
interaction with various barriers may hinder their full and effective participation in society on an equal basis
with others. This indicator measures the number of children with disabilities who have access to EdTech
solutions that are provided through ACR GCD funding. It is recommended that awardees consider access
in different ways: Children who have access to an ICT platform with ACR GCD-supported TLMs on it
(this could be a project-specific platform or the Global Digital Library platform); Children reached through
project-specific distribution records.

Unit: Children
Method of Calculation: Sum of children

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); Age (exact); Age (over age, under age, appropriate grade -age);
Disability/impairment type (vision, hearing, physical, communication, cognitive); School type (mainstream /
SS / RC); Learner type (disability, no disability, struggling learner); Grade (ECD, 1, 2, 3, non-school); Ethnicity
(Dalit, Muslim, Brahmin / Chhetri, Newar, Janajati, and Other); Province; Language (L1 / L2)

Analysis

Data Collection Method: LEARN staft and targeted teachers will compile records on number of unique
children with disabilities who are accessing EdTech solutions, primarily through staff monitoring visits, IEPs,
and teacher records.

Data Source: Project records

Baseline Required: No

Frequency: Quarterly

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer, OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FAL.A.3
Number of teaching and learning materials (TLMs) provided

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: Textbooks and other teaching and learning materials (TLMs) are the aids used by educators to
help in teaching/instructing effectively and the aids used by the learner/student to help in learning more
effectively. Examples of TLMs include, but are not limited to, the following: textbooks; reading materials;
student workbooks; supplementary reading books; educational CDs; library books; reference material in
paper or electronic formats; support material for educational radio and TV broadcasts (Note: these should be
counted the year they are first disseminated not later years in which they may be accessed); teacher manuals
and guides; manuals and guides for coaches and teacher trainers; etc. This indicator captures the number of
TLMs produced and/or distributed via ACR GCD-funded EdTech solutions. If materials are both produced
and distributed by an awardee, they should only be counted once.

Note: LEARN will count both hard copy and non-ICT materials, and disaggregate to allow only EdTech
counts to be filtered up for higher level reporting (Original definition: If materials are only produced/
distributed in hard copies and are not accessible through EdTech solutions, they should not be counted
under this indicator).

Unit: TLM
Method of Calculation: Sum TLMs provided using EdTech solutions

Disaggregated by: Type of material (Books/supplemental reading materials for learners; teaching materials
for teachers; manuals and guides for coaches; manuals and guides for teacher trainers; instructional ICT
materials; accessible materials for learners with disabilities); Language; New; not new; Medium of provision
(Edtech / non-EdTech)

Analysis

Data Collection Method: LEARN will keep records of TLMs produced and adapted; records of TLMs
distributed (made accessible for use by teachers / learners)

Data Source: Project records
Baseline Required: No
Frequency: Quarterly

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FA1.A.4

Percentage of children who use EdTech solutions as intended (7This indicator was phased out)

Indicator # FAL.A.5
Percentage of children who report that EdTech solutions meet their needs (7This indicator was phased out)

Phase: Scale

Description

Definition: This indicator measures perceptions of whether or not a solution is meeting needs. This is
important to understand, as children’s usage of the EdTech solution is likely dependent on how beneficial,
engaging, and useful it is to them. It is also important to better understand an EdTech solution’s potential for
scale. Solutions that are perceived as beneficial and useful to users have a better chance to be scaled.

Data for this indicator may also provide critical formative information to the awardee, so any necessary
learning and adapting can take place to improve the way children experience the EdTech solution.

Unit of Measure: Percent

Method of Calculation: From sample: (Number of children who report that EdTech solutions meet their
needs) / (Total number of children) x 100

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); Age (exact); Age (over age, under age, appropriate grade age);
Disability (males with disabilities; females with disabilities); School type (mainstream / SS / RC); Learner
type (disability, no disability, struggling learner); Grade (ECD, 1, 2, 3, non-school); Ethnicity (Dalit, Muslim,
Brahmin/Chhetri, Newar, Janajati, and Other); Province; Language (L1 / L2)

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Questionnaire / Checklist will be developed that ask children about their
satisfaction with the EdTech solution and if it is meeting their needs. The questions will be in simple language
and easily understandable to the comprehension level of children served by the solution. Even images

(smiley faces and sad faces) or audio instead of text will be used depending upon appropriateness. If an
EdTech solution cannot administer questions through its platform, a monitoring tools will be designed to

ask students routinely by enumerators.

Data Source: EdTech solution data; Project Monitoring Tools/Checklist
Baseline Required: No
Frequency: Once

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Focus Area 1Goal B

Teachers use EdTech solutions to nurture the reading and/or language skills
of children with disabilities through UDL principles.

Indicator # FA1B.1
Number of teachers who are trained on UDL principles

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: Teachers are individuals whose professional activity involves the transmitting of knowledge,
attitudes, and skills that are stipulated in curriculum directly to students participating in a formal or non-
formal educational opportunity. Teachers may work in formal or non-formal settings and institutions.

They may be employed by public organizations (e.g. school) or private organization (e.g. school, NGO,
for-profit organization). Examples include, but are not limited to, the following: teachers, teaching assistants,
instructors, etc. ‘Educators’ can include librarians who are involved in transmitting knowledge, attitudes,
and skills that are stipulated in the curriculum directly to students.

Professionals who work in the education sector but whose primary function is not to transmit knowledge
directly to students should not be counted as educators. Examples of individuals who should not be counted
as educators include, but are not limited to: school administrators such as principals (unless principals also
teach), ministry officials, supervisors, and teacher trainers (if these teacher trainers are not also teachers).

To be counted under this indicator, teachers should receive training on UDL and inclusive education.
Training on inclusion education and how to support children with disabilities in classroom needs to go
beyond introducing basic concepts and benefits of inclusive education to also focus on effective instructional
approaches, including techniques to support literacy acquisition. It is important that teacher training also
reflect on the local reality of teachers within a country and avoid importing training without adapting it to the
local context. It is vital that teacher training be followed up with hands-on experience for teachers to use the
skills they have learned related to literacy acquisition and slowly build confidence in their ability to provide
inclusive education (Hayes and Bulat, 2017).

Subjects: individualized education plans (includes literacy goals, documenting student strengths/challenges,
details what accommodations might be effective, social and behavioral considerations); teacher attitudes,
inclusive education and effective instructional approaches.

Unit of Measure: Teachers

Method of Calculation: Sum of teachers

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); Age (exact); Age (over age, under age, appropriate grade age);
Disability status; School type (if RC/SS, then disability category); Province

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Training attendance collected for each day/session of training by LEARN M&E
staff. Each teacher will be counted only once for the life of the project, regardless of the number of training
activities he/she participates in.

Data Source: Attendance records

Baseline Required: No

Frequency: Annual (Quarterly if major updates)
Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FA1.B.2
Number of teachers who are trained on EdTech solutions

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: Teachers are individuals whose professional activity involves the transmitting of knowledge,
attitudes, and skills that are stipulated in curriculum directly to students participating in a formal or non-
formal educational opportunity. Teachers may work in formal or non-formal settings and institutions.

They may be employed by public organizations (e.g. school) or private organization (e.g. school, NGO,
for-profit organization). Examples include, but are not limited to, the following: teachers, teaching assistants,
instructors, etc. ‘Educators’ can include librarians who are involved in transmitting knowledge, attitudes,
and skills that are stipulated in the curriculum directly to students.

Professionals who work in the education sector but whose primary function is not to transmit knowledge
directly to students should not be counted as educators. Examples of individuals who should not be counted
as educators include, but are not limited to: school administrators such as principals (unless principals also
teach), ministry officials, supervisors, and teacher trainers (if these teacher trainers are not also teachers).

Unit of Measure: Teachers
Method of Calculation: Sum of teachers

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); Age (exact); Age (over age, under age, appropriate grade age);
Disability status; School type (if RC/SS, then disability category); Province

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Training attendance collected for each day/session of training by LEARN M&E
staff. Each teacher will be counted only once for the life of the project, regardless of the number of training
activities he/she participates in.

Data Source: Attendance records
Baseline Required: No
Frequency: Annually (Quarterly if major updates)

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FA1.B.3
Percentage of teachers who use EdTech solutions as intended

Phase: POC/Scale

Description
Definition: This indicator measures implementation fidelity.

“As intended” will vary by ICT and context, and will be defined by a combination of teacher training guidance
(to be developed by LEARN), IEPs for individual students, and use plans at the school and/or classroom level.

This information is particularly useful to understand how different levels of exposure to the Edtech solution
impact intended learning outcomes. Data for this indicator may also provide critical formative information to
the awardee on how the project is being implemented, so any necessary learning and adapting can take place
to improve implementation fidelity.

Unit of Measure: Percent of teachers
Method of Calculation: (Number of teachers meeting dosage threshold) / (Total number of teachers) x 100

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); Age (exact); Age (over age, under age, appropriate grade age;
Disability status; School type (if RC/SS, then disability category); Province

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Classroom observation conducted by LEARN M&E staff (As feasible, COVID
permitting); Teacher action research diaries; Teacher KAP survey conducted by LEARN M&E staft before
training, at midpoint and at end of project

Data Source: Classroom observation records; Teacher action research diaries; teacher KAP survey
Baseline Required: No

Frequency: Annually (Quarterly if major updates)

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FA1.B.4

Percentage of teachers who increase the number of UDL principles they use in their classroom (practice)
(This indicator was phased out)

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: This indicator measures teachers’ application of UDL principles in their classroom. Using a
Knowledge Attitude Practices (KAP) approach, this indicator looks at practice. This indicator will allow
awardees to understand if the training provided on UDL principles and practices have been adopted and
implemented by teachers.

The UDL principles that should be considered for this indicator are:

+ Multiple means of engagement
« Multiple means of representation

+ Multiple means of action and expression

Unit of Measure: Percent of teachers

Method of Calculation: (Number of teachers who increase the number of UDL principles they use in their
classroom) / (Total number of teachers) x 100

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); School type (if RC/SS, then disability category); Province

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Teacher KAP survey conducted by LEARN M&E staff before training, at midpoint
and at end of project

Data Source: Teacher KAP survey; training pre- and post- survey
Baseline Required: Yes

Frequency: Annually (Quarterly if major updates)

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FA1.B.5

Percentage of teachers who demonstrate increased knowledge of UDL principles (knowledge)
(This indicator was phased out)

Phase: Scale

Description

Definition: This indicator measures teachers’ application of UDL principles in their classroom. Using a
Knowledge Attitude Practices (KAP) approach, this indicator looks at practice. This indicator will allow
awardees to understand if the training provided on UDL principles and practices have been adopted and
implemented by teachers.

The UDL principles that should be considered for this indicator are:

+ Multiple means of engagement
« Multiple means of representation

+ Multiple means of action and expression

Unit of Measure: Percent of teachers

Method of Calculation: (Number of teachers who increase the number of UDL principles they use in their
classroom) / (Total number of teachers) x 100

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); School type (if RC/SS, then disability category); Province

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Teacher KAP survey conducted by LEARN M&E staff before training, at midpoint
and at end of project

Data Source: Teacher KAP survey; training pre- and post- survey
Baseline Required: Yes
Frequency: 3 times: baseline, midline, endline

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FA1.B.6

Percentage of teachers who show improved beliefs about the ability of UDL to support the reading
and/or language skills of children with disabilities (attitude) (This indicator was phased out)

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: This indicator measures teachers’ knowledge of UDL principles. This indicator will allow awardees
to understand if the training provided on UDL principles and practices have been understood by teachers.

The UDL principles that should be considered for this indicator are:

+ Multiple means of engagement
+ Multiple means of representation

« Multiple means of action and expression

Unit of Measure: Percent of teachers

Method of Calculation: (Number of teachers showing improved beliefs about the ability of UDL to support
the reading and/or language skills of children with disabilities) / (Total number of teachers) x 100

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); School type (if RC/SS, then disability category); Province

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Teacher KAP survey conducted by LEARN M&E staft before training, at midpoint
and at end of project

Data Source: Teacher KAP survey; training pre- and post- survey
Baseline Required: Yes
Frequency: 3 times: baseline, midline, endline

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FA1.B.7

Percentage of teachers who show improved beliefs about the ability of EdTech solutions to support the
reading and/or language skills of children with disabilities (attitude) (7/is indicator was phased out)

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: This indicator measures teachers’ beliefs about how UDL principles can support the learning
outcomes of children with disabilities. Using a Knowledge Attitude Practices (KAP) approach, this indicator
looks at attitude. This indicator will allow awardees to understand if the training provided on UDL principles
and practices have changed teachers’ attitudes about the capacities of their students.

The UDL principles that should be considered for this indicator are:

+ Multiple means of engagement
« Multiple means of representation

+ Multiple means of action and expression

Unit of Measure: Percent of teachers

Method of Calculation: Number of teachers showing improved beliefs about the ability of EdTech to
support the reading and/or language skills of children with disabilities) / (Total number of teachers) x 100

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); School type (if RC/SS, then disability category); Province

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Teacher KAP survey conducted by LEARN M&E staff before training, at midpoint
and at end of project

Data Source: Teacher KAP survey; training pre- and post- survey
Baseline Required: Yes
Frequency: 3 times: baseline, midline, endline

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Focus Area1Goal C

Parents and communities understand how to use EdTech solutions to support
the reading and/or language skills of children with disabilities.

Indicator # FAIL.C.1

Number of parents and community members who are trained to use EdTech solutions
(This indicator was phased out)

Indicator # FA1.C.2

Number of parents and community members trained to support the reading and/or language skills
of children with disabilities (7/is indicator was phased out)

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: Training of parents or community members to support the reading and/or language skills of
children with disabilities can include efforts to promote participation of parents (or guardians) and other
community members in after-school activities, reading or math clubs, tutoring services, community reading/
storytelling events, community-based learning assessment efforts, advocacy and school accountability
efforts,and/or sponsorship or fundraising initiatives for supplemental educational materials. Training
activities counted under this indicator must include explicit linkages to supporting reading and/or language
skill of children with disabilities.

“Parents” are defined as parents or guardians of children benefiting from USAID-funded education
programming. “Community members” are defined as individuals residing in communities where children
affected by USAID-funded programming live. Examples may include youth volunteers, members of faith-
based organizations, community leaders, members of community-based organizations, among others.
Parents or community members who benefit from services or training delivered by other trainees as part
of a deliberate service delivery strategy (e.g. cascade training) are counted.

Parent/caregiver training is not a major focus of LEARN. Training will occur through brief orientation
sessions, parent-teacher meetings, and home visits. Support will be needs-based rather than follow a scripted
training design. Training will be defined as at least 1 hour of engagement and support to parents focused on
supporting literacy and language development of children with disabilities.

Unit of Measure: Parents or community members
Method of Calculation: Sum of parents or community members

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); disability status; parent/caregiver/community member

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Attendance records collected by World Education, OPD partner staff at parent
and community engagement events

Data Source: Attendance records; meeting records; home visit records
Baseline Required: No

Frequency: Quarterly

Responsible: M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Indicator # FA1.C.3

Percentage of parents and community members who use EdTech solutions as intended
(This indicator was phased out)

Indicator # FA1.C.4

Percentage of parents and community members who feel more prepared to support the reading
and/or language skills of children with disabilities (attitude) (This indicator was phased out)

Phase: Scale

Description

Definition: This indicator measures parents’ and community members’ beliefs about their preparedness to
support support the reading and/or language skills of children with disabilities. Using a Knowledge Attitude
Practices (KAP) approach, this indicator looks at attitude. This indicator will allow awardees to understand
if trainings provided to parents and community members on reading and/or language skills support have
changed their attitudes.

Unit of Measure: Percent

Method of Calculation: (Number of parents and community members who feel more prepared) /
(Total number of parents and community members) x 100

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); disability status; parent/ caregiver/ community member

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Parent/ community member KAP survey
Data Source: KAP survey

Baseline Required: Yes

Frequency: Baseline, midline, endline

Responsible: M&E Officer; ODP M&E Officers

Indicator # FA1.C.5

Percentage of parents and community members who show improved beliefs about the ability
of UDL to support the reading and/or language skills of children with disabilities (attitude)
(This indicator was phased out)

Indicator # FA1.C.6

Percentage of parents and community members who have improved knowledge of how EdTech
solutions support the reading and/or language skills of children with disabilities (knowledge)
(This indicator was phased out)
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Focus Area 2 Objective

Books provided through EdTech solutions enable marginalized children
to learn in languages they use and understand.

Indicator # FA2.B.4
Number of TLM views on ACR GCD supported digital platforms

Phase: Scale

Description
Definition: Teaching Learning Materials: see definition above.
Views: as defined by specific platform (e.g. GDL book views, Feed the Monster downloads)

ACR GCD supported digital platforms are those platforms that have been developed with or are
currently supported by ACR GCD funding; these include, for example, the Global Digital Library,
Feed the Monster, etc.

Unit of Measure: Views/downloads
Method of Calculation: Sum of view/download counts

Disaggregated by: Platform (e.g. GDL, FTM, etc.); TLM type (e.g. ePub, app, etc.)

Analysis

Data Collection Method: LEARN will make efforts to collaborate with organizations hosting
ACR GCD-supported platforms to gather data

Data Source: Host data

Baseline Required: No
Frequency: Quarterly
Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer
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Influence Objective

ACR GCD catalyzes action to expand the reach of context-appropriate EdTech
solutions that improve children’s reading and language skills.

Influence Goal B

ACR GCD convenes its key audiences to catalyze collaboration, share
knowledge, and encourage usage and scale-up of EdTech solutions.

Indicator # Bl
Number of key audience members who attend ACR GCD events (virtual or in-person)

Phase: POC/Scale

Description
Definition: Key audience members are defined as:

+ Partner HQ and field staff: Staff working in a HQ or field office
« Doers: Innovators and education implementers
« Policymakers and Ministries of Education: Staff of an MoE in a developing country

« Partners/Collaborators: Partners that provide subject matter credibility, funding, or scaling
opportunities/platforms

Collaborating with ACR GCD is defined as contacting an ACR GCD awardee to use, contextualize,

scale or provide further funding or enhancement to their ACR GCD-funded project/solution.

Unit of Measure: Key audience members

Method of Calculation: Survey and/or interview responses from ACR listserv and ACR GCD awardees

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); persons with disability; ACR GCD category: Partner HQ
& field staff / doers / policy makers and MoEST staff / partners and collaborators

Analysis

Data Collection Method: ACR GCD survey back up: attendance and/ or meeting minutes from trainings,
briefings, consultations, etc.

Data Source: ACR survey; project records

Baseline Required: No

Frequency: Quarterly

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Influence Goal D

ACR GCD awardees leverage their award to expand the reach of their
EdTech solutions.

Indicator # D1
Evidence that awardees receive additional investment to scale their EdTech solutions (qualitative)

Phase: POC/Scale

Description
Definition: Evidence: documentation of commitment to provide investment or documentation of investment.

Investment to scale EdTech solution: financial, human, in-kind resources dedicated to replicating, expanding,
or providing support beyond ACR GCD funds.

Unit of Measure: n/a
Method of Calculation: qualitative

Disaggregated by: Source

Analysis

Data Collection Method: LEARN will document commitments, verbal and written, as well as received funds
Data Source: Project records

Baseline Required: No

Frequency: Quarterly

Responsible: LEARN M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Scaling & Sustainability

Indicator # CI 1
Number of Government stakeholders trained or oriented on use of ICTs for UDL

Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: Government stakeholders are defined as persons with an interest or stake in the project’s work
who represent the Government of Nepal at any level.

Oriented is defined as participating in trainings, educational sessions, and/or participatory sessions for a
minimum of 3 hours.

Unit of Measure: Government of Nepal stakeholder
Method of Calculation: Sum total of unique stakeholders meeting minimum time threshold

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); GoN level (federal / provincial / local); Teacher trainer /
other stakeholder

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Attendance collected at trainings/ orientations
Data Source: Attendance records

Baseline Required: No

Frequency: Quarterly

Responsible: M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers

Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in Nepal (LEARN) — Project Evaluation Report

95



Indicator # Cl1 2
Number of other stakeholders (e.g. non-project INGO, OPD, NGO staff) oriented on use of ICTs for UDL
Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: Other stakeholders is defined as persons not included in other indicators (i.e. not government,
teachers, parents) who have a vested interest in work the project undertakes and can benefit from sharing
in and replicating the project’s work and learnings. These are likely to include NGO, OPD, and INGO staff
working on other projects in the education sector that may be interested in applying UDL and ICT4E
strategies, and donor representatives interested in supporting inclusive education work.

Oriented is defined as participating in trainings, educational sessions, and/or participatory sessions for a
minimum of 3 hours.

Unit of Measure: Stakeholders
Method of Calculation: Sum of unique stakeholders meeting minimum time threshold

Disaggregated by: Sex (male; female); Organization type (INGO, Nepali NGO, Nepali OPD, donor, other);
Persons with disability

Analysis

Data Collection Method: Attendance collected at trainings/ orientations
Data Source: Attendance records

Baseline Required: No

Frequency: Quarterly

Responsible: M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers

Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in Nepal (LEARN) — Project Evaluation Report

96



Indicator # CI 3
Teacher training package on ICTs for UDL, language and literacy developed
Phase: POC/Scale

Description

Definition: Teacher training package is defined as a stand-alone set of teacher training guidance,
plans, resources.

Developed is defined as those that are newly created by the project, completed and submitted to GoN
for approval and use (not necessarily approved by GON).

Unit of Measure: Teacher training packages
Method of Calculation: Sum of teacher training packages

Disaggregated by: n/a

Analysis

Data Collection Method: LEARN project will document completion and submission to GON
Data Source: Project records

Baseline Required: No

Frequency: Upon completion and end of project (progress updates with quarterly reporting)

Responsible: M&E Officer; OPD M&E Officers
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Appendix E

Deaf or Hard of Hearing Scoring

Before the baseline, the LEARN team and STS discussed the challenges related to live scoring an EGRA for
learners who are deaf or hard of hearing. Live scoring requires enumerators to look at the learner and the
tablet rapidly, potentially leading to the inaccurate marking of learners’ responses. In previous EGRAs, STS
has addressed this challenge through two different solutions: first, video-recording the learners’ responses and
rescoring the assessment by watching the videos, and second, making subtasks untimed. The LEARN team
determined that removing the fluency measure from timed subtasks was impossible because of the protocols
approved for the EGRA by the Government of Nepal.

As aresult, LEARN and STS agreed to video record learners’ responses on the EGRA for both baseline and
endline to allow scoring of timed subtasks asynchronously for accuracy. On days 5 and 6 of enumerator
training, STS’s facilitators worked with assessors to establish best practices for video recording learners during
the assessment, to practice setting up the tablets to record the learners, and to determine the live scoring
protocols that enumerators should follow during the EGRA (see Figure 28).

FIGURE 29
Video Recording Protocols

At the beginning of day:

+ Make sure there is enough storage space in the tablet; review the location where the video will be stored on
the tablet (device versus SD card)

At beginning of day — positioning the video tablet: ©

« Position the tablet’s camera so that it is:
» At or close to eye level
» Centered or close to centered on the learner

» Far enough away so that the learner’s signs are not cut off by the camera; signing upwards, downwards
and to the sides must be visible

+ Not distracting for the learner; do not have the tablet screen facing the learner

+ Test lighting for shadows and contrast; make the most use of natural light while paying attention to shadows
that may appear throughout the day

» The learner should not be backlit or have windows behind them

» Make sure that learner is clear and visible in the camera

a  See Veinberg (2019) for additional guidance.
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At the start of each assessment:

» Write down the learner’s Tangerine unique ID before the enumerator begins the assent on a small piece
of paper

«+ After learner assents to being videoed, press the “record” button

+ Place the piece of paper with the learner’s Tangerine unique ID in front of the camera

+ Confirm that video is recording

During each assessment:

+ Check tablet periodically during each assessment (at start of each timed subtask) to make sure that the
assessment is being recorded properly

After each assessment:

+ Press “stop” and check that recording was saved properly

+ Check tablet and SD card storage capacity

At end of each day:

+ Rename each video file on the tablet to the learner’s Tangerine unique ID

During the live EGRA administration, STS and LEARN instructed enumerators to:

. Score untimed subtasks—NSL comprehension and reading comprehension;

. Score timed subtasks up to the autostop to trigger an autostop, if applicable;

. Not score timed subtasks after an autostop, in which case all items were counted as correct; and
. Mark the last item attempted on timed subtasks.

Following the end of data collection, LEARN hired two deaf scorers to review each video together and score
the assessments in SurveyCTO?? based on a protocol designed by STS.3° Video scorers had to review and
score timed subtasks for all learners, except on subtasks for which a learner autostopped.®! Video scorers also
did a full quality control review and score on 13 random records—six for one enumerator and seven for the
other. These were used to understand the extent to which enumerators accurately scored the full assessment,
using the video score record as a “gold standard”” In addition to marking correct or incorrect, video scorers
also had the option of marking an item as “not scorable” due to the quality of the video—for instance, if the
camera angle is poor or the video does not show the learner.

Following the baseline video-scoring process, STS analyzed assessor agreement between the live and video
scores. The agreement results show how well live scorers can accurately mark an assessment in real-time,
using a video recording as a gold standard. The agreement was computed on untimed subtasks for the 13
baseline and 10 endline quality control records using all records and only records that did not include items
marked as “cannot rescore”” The agreement was also computed for all records needing rescoring on timed

29  SurveyCTO is a mobile data collection platform.
30 At baseline, one of the deaf scorers had attended the enumerator training and was familiar with administration protocols. Endline scoring used the same deaf scorers as baseline.

31 Both video scorers reviewed and agreed upon a score together.
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subtasks up to the autostop. Assessor agreement by subtask is presented in Table 14. Agreement scores were
highest among vowel, consonant, and letter matra identification subtasks, with a lower agreement between
familiar word identification and passage reading fluency scores.

TABLE 14
Assessor Agreement Between Live and Video Score

Baseline mean Endline mean
Baseline N 5 5
agreement (%) agreement (%)

NSL comprehension—

30.8% 10 33.3%
all records (three items)

NSL comprehension—
excluding records marked as 5 100.0% 9 37.3%
“cannot rescore” (three items)

Vowel identification

. 97 80.2% 100 83.7%
(six items)
Cc'm?onant identification 97 93.1% 100 94.0%
(six items)
Le'ttt?r matra identification 97 78.9% 100 83.7%
(six items)
Fa.m'lllqr word identification 97 49.1% 100 60.7%
(six items)
Pa.ssag.;e reading fluency 97 14.9% 100 34.3%
(eight items)
Reading comprehension— 13 15.4% 10 28.0%

all records (five items)

Reading comprehension—
excluding records marked as 2 100.0% 9 37.0%
‘cannot rescore’ (five items)

Additionally, STS analyzed agreement on items with regional or multiple variations that could be counted as
correct. This was done to determine that any variation in assessor agreement between the live score and video
score was not a result of enumerators considering—or not considering—correct NSL variations. According

to the participants in the baseline training, there were no NSL variations on the vowel identification,
consonant identification, or letter matra identification subtasks. Five items had variations on the familiar word
identification subtask and three items had variations on the passage reading fluency subtask. Only one item
per subtask appeared before the autostop. Because live scorers only marked up to the autostop, the agreement
on items with variation was computed on two items total. For the familiar word item 5, which had two
possible correct signs, the live and video scorers agreed on the scoring 91.1 percent of the time at baseline.

In contrast, on passage reading fluency item 6, the live and video scorers agreed 93.0 percent of the time at
baseline. These results indicate that regional variations likely do not drive differences in assessor agreement.
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Appendix F

Endline Tools

EGRA - Deaf and Hard of Hearing

K\ SCHOOL-TO-SCHOOL
24N INTERNATIONAL

....................................................................................

MASTER EGRA

ACR UnrestrICTed—Nepal World Education LEARN
Students who are deaf/hard of hearing®
March 2023

A note about this document:

This document is the master version of the EGRA tool. It should be updated

continuously as changes are made to the tool items and instructions. It should serve
as the final documentation of the EGRA tool. The final paper and Tangerine versions
of the EGRA, as well as the final stimuli, should reflect the content in this document.

The document provides templates for a variety of subtasks. These templates can be
deleted or duplicated as needed based on the subtasks included in the EGRA.

22Kokila font (Unicode) was used in the student stimuli using the following font sizes: 50 for
letter identification, 48 for matra and word identification, and 45 for reading passages.
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Assent

Enumerator Help
AT fAERERE:

aTeeT digel faeardieer siel FreheT I IASE T FEol ATcaroT S13aJerd | (3cTeomh!
e ot feguent M¥arg® gelgiel 1) AT eaATaelens feardier it &uaAT Afds w3er
Yol FIAT TATSSN! oM oI RIS §oos | TgT FHIA STTSTChTeTS HEXT T
IET SET WGt gro Hoeol FUAT CTT feqRlel | STHTHAT GgURT WUSEE Al @IfaT ALY
oA ugegiell T faeareiions ggei HIWAT AT Seeglor |

AN AH _@ | 7 _AT aTG | A qUsens A TRAT FE1 FA ol Aeeg
|(FATeaTeThdiel TFAT 3T, STUTgReh! SEAT, HAUT Tel, 33T HRIGH 3T
SRAT FAB3TE 1)

(?) AUTSaTE RSITeT FIMTH o1 &F I FHA qS? (FTATHATRT T GGegren | IS
faeardiel 3T o gToT FIRAT el . R WEglel | R IS 3ellghel Hgol TIHAT
3R feet Sfbwen #if@e weafaar 3rnfs sessgen 1)

() AITEATE FEAT VA Wodd HATS ?
(3) AUTEEATS AUt WAIT & & ?

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

gelEw araarfas FEd o AT Racsd ot geor Fifdrer aRw@s ot | qudars
AT FAT Seile IRTH T |

IJH FRIAT gHATATE dUEH! WgAeT difges | I duUsars a9 SRIAT o1 o 74
TATNHAT AATE Hoel HFIGAD |

g U3CET ST WA Woed ASEHT Bl | H JUSATS Hhg! HENEE, AsegE I T3l Bl
FYT 9gd TAM3AG T FABAT |

Il FTeale FANT T, A dAIEATS g Hfd FAT dANS AT |
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At et @3 T IWA qUEH AT AHT qemAS Fol HAT I BT |

H quSe! IRERE TRAT FH TAEE I WeAT, T ATER TRARS GHAT deet
YT T IRNGRAT HTHT FE ATHGEE 1S |

e qUTE AT §ol 311 WEHTIN gl FHelgnies | g FE NI afar Furser
weAH I oo A ufr o uof BT |

AUTEHIT Fot TRATE Bl ?
& dUIE Y& Tl IR §AgeS ?
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Task 1. Sign Language Comprehension

Enumerator Help

Read the directions to the child. This is NOT a timed subtask. Play the video of the story
TWO TIMES. Read slowly (about 1 word per second).

Ask all of the questions. Do not allow the child to look at the passage or the questions.

Repeat a question one time if the student does not respond after 10 seconds or if the
student asks you to repeat it. If the student responds incorrectly after the first time you
ask the question, mark it as “incorrect” and move on to the next question.

If the student does not respond, mark the item as “no response.” If the student says they
do not know the answer, mark the item as “incorrect.” If a student responds with an
answer similar to one provided on the tablet, mark the item as “correct.”

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

3T A JIEATS UICT WEA FAT Wixfad HNEAT qaag/ B danas | wef® qudas
H FE NAEE AT | FIAT CAA[EAF §oje19. T THEFA THHT 3 R |

GIET ST AT | AT g el 9T | @O S | F g wiee 9 | '
UelEre S=a4t | 3 9Y geft et |

# | Question Answer
;| @Y Fgt oy ? [S159Tel]

o | U W @I FHEl gE T ? CRUEE]
3 | GUA FHere FT4@ ? RIGICI
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Task 2. Letter Name Identification (Vowel and Consonant)

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of letters as you read the instructions.
Start the timer when the child reads the first letter. Fingerspelling is allowed.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect letters by touching that letter on the
screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a letter incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the letter again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a letter for 5 seconds. Then point to the next letter
and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped letter as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
letter read by touching it. The final letter read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last letter. The last letter will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 6
letters (the first line), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank
you!” and go on to the next subtask.
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Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

It 9IATAT AYTell FUMATATHT IENEE MTWTHT Sl | FIAT dUSS TAHFH A NeREwars el
oo AT |

[37 WShd Ie{E] 3GTEXOIHT Wiy, AT “31” e g o7l 3ifen o1 Reo I |
[“a7" Fgehe IEIEIE] T A FoT AR & et JHiem feH 7ot Femsge |

[afe sear @8 © o, Hesfera:] fow, At “ar 3R @Y st aifem a1 Rear aeje |
[afg S=aT i & o1, HoslgIe:] AY “” AT B el ifem a1 RS T |

[77 Al TIEIE] U 9w SR YA e | AT FoT IERW g a7l sffer o oo e
BT |

[afe seam @8 © o, sieefprer] foa, At~ 3rer @Y ol sifem a1 Reer e |
[afe ST ITeld © &, HoolaIe] AY " e &Y el e & e e |

99 H GE T Heg, IS EWES dar R{ear ey | T AF newars dfear fe T |
AME FEHEFA A W WA @GF den RS 7 7 g |

afe qure e Rfsor a1 awF AT AT IHHf AR WhA A FF AT |
g0 7?9 I dUE YT TR |
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Examples A T Cl

2 3 4 5 6

S 3 3 g T 3m 6

i1} 3 kj} *® 3 T 12
3 18
H of q Cd o Y 6

T oy g q C a 12
[3) T u < ol T 18
Hq ) S Cl ) & 24
q <) g ) S Ell 30
El o7 g 5] El Kl 36

Autostop Yes, 6 items Time Allowed 3 minutes
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Task 3. Letter Matra Identification

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of matras as you read the instructions.

Start the timer when the child reads the first matra. Fingerspelling is allowed.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect matras by touching that letter on
the screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a matra incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the matra again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a matra for 5 seconds. Then point to the next
matra and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped matra as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
matra read by touching it. The final matra read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last matra. The last matra will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 6
matras (the first line), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank
you!” and go on to the next subtask.
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Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

Al GATAT ATl FOTATCATRT AT e HaREw TAWTH & | FIAT dTURA A=A A
HHET g MeWEe oW dlar Reaar aFa wjues |

[l TS Ieier] 3GTEXOIHY oTfar, AT ‘G H&TAT MFR () AR “FT° AR g el
3ifer oA w&a TR |

[T 3ffer RReoiaAT Tgehd] I TIMSAE
[Tfe sear W8 © 7, deoer] 5w, At “a” e seR (70) amter ‘R e @Y |

[3fe ST o © Hel, Hoolge:] A B IERAT $FR () ety IR e @t |

[g JHieT RSoiAT T3] I+l TF T BR AW T SOMSRN | AT FoT AW Al 37aR
81, ifen Reoar wgFa e |

[afe Soar T T A, Hefer] ok, A g7 MERAT 3R () AT ANIHN T IET A
[Ffe SoaT Ted T e, Helg:] AT ‘G IATAT IFR (3 ) AHT FTHIR T HEW &

9 A FE T Heg, dUSA T Hior ReAAT FHA 9 o T, | TAF AT Afgaw
IeTeTs q@rde 3fer e M dEEgeN |

qUE FHEEA e T EEE W dter Rsor wEa T aFges |

i AIEATS UTET AHTH! Fol ATAT AR AW HTCAT AIE HHf AT AR &R 3fer
fesoia W6d 7 FFEAT | §O ? o I AU Fhd T FE TN |
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Examples Cal o g
| 2 3 6
o a feh q o o 6
) d st f& q ar 12
a sft a g g R
) g ar st @l & 24
I ) ar 3 =t g 30
S S T Sl s hl 36
Autostop Yes, 6 items Time Allowed 3 minutes
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Task 4. Familiar Word Reading

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of words as you read the instructions.
Start the timer when the child reads the first word. Fingerspelling is NOT allowed.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect words by touching that letter on the
screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a word incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the word again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a word for 5 seconds. Then point to the next
word and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped word as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
word read by touching it. The final word read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last word. The last word will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 6
words (the first line), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank
you!” and go on to the next subtask.
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Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

AT GATAT AUT FUATATEHT ASEEE UTATHT Bl | FIAT AU AAHFH A Aeqe® W Hohvel
I S |

[T 2Tec Hghel IoTeIH] IETGLOTET AIfar, AT ATCT eg &Y Hell AUTell Wikfaa $TamAT
AN |

[T e Tgehel] Tl AMBTE. |
[afE S WEr © #, seelpr:] o, At “Evr” s W A @l |
[af& ST Ted & #e, Hesfere:] AT @AY AsEH Hahe @ |
[3fcTAT ‘e 2Asq SWTW Hsehdl] I TSR, |
[afE s=ar W6 © A9, sefer] f5F, @Y “gar wsew WA @ |
[afg aar T © He, Hoolo:] AT “gAT ASEH Hahel BT |
I H GE T HeQ, TUEA eGes g AUl AThfd HNEAT T T I AAe |
TS T BT CAEF AW W T FAE |

A TUEATS ATET AHTH Tt ereq WUAT IH AT WA IHHIAGAS | AUSH! e afee
USEHAT IRG T | §e ? & T Wh I G I |
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Examples: TR geT
1 4 6
3T 3ry A Sic) 304 Fa 5
gl = g S T | g 12
A S T Hebh £y i 18
CES aRr fecr Sl IeT s 24
Bl 3R feRrelr T 3ifer Grarar 30
feaTer gefell g&dr T AT SRET AT 36
Autostop Yes, 6 items Time Allowed 3 minutes
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Task 5A. Oral Reading Fluency

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of words as you read the instructions.

Start the timer when the child reads the first word. Fingerspelling is NOT allowed. The
child should produce the sign in NSL that directly corresponds to the word in Nepali.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect words by touching that letter on the
screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a word incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the word again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a word for 10 seconds. Then point to the next
word and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped word as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
word read by touching it. The final word read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last word. The last word will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 8
words (the first two lines), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank
you!” and go on to the next subtask.
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Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

1 2 3 4
HF TR Qe R 4
dreIAT el FET 4y 8
FPIA HSATS gee T (A2 12
13 74 W = 16
ELEIN) g 3T Clt e 20
STl 3itweft feegera qar 24
T TS W B 28

Autostop Yes, 8 words Time Allowed 5 minutes
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Task 5B. Reading Comprehension

Enumerator Help

Do not remove the story after the child finishes reading it.

Ask the child all the questions on the screen. The child is allowed to look back at the
story to answer a question.

Repeat a question once if a student does not respond after 15 seconds or asks you to
repeat it. If the student responds incorrectly after the first time you ask the question,
mark it as “incorrect” and move on to the next question.

If the student does not respond, mark the item as “no response.” If the student says they
do not know the answer, mark the item as “incorrect.” If a student responds with an
answer similar to one provided on the tablet, mark the item as “correct.”
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Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

3T A JURATS dUSel WX HHd INH FYMEE FEI TNATE AL AT |

o TRTTER! THAFA TOCHIT AUTell Fhbfadh AT 3R R 2 a8 |

Word .
# Text Question Answer
Count
TS &gl ISTQe!
] TS Tl TSTEeh! AT | 4 rair 2 [€%]
2 JTEYAT Fell e 37T | 8 T [$%1]
Q9 r) Q9
FIA FHATS
973 ¥ TR IR | TS T eI HIFeTS
4 3T AT | 20 gl SATHAT ? [ ]
FPlel ThT /
sTereXel 3wl feogaral IgaT ¥ STeeel fohet 1[:;;3413?/2113
5 28
B | 3wefr fesqarar ?
e = feq P o]

n7




(e

YRFHF dg IS« AT A

(EGRA)

AT HFS 8T ITATSITAT U A ATAEE

facardrafa
AT 03
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3 . HeR afgar

.2 TaT ot

e 3 I o

S 3 3

3 A
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.3 Y>3l gUT

A
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YT 3. ATAT TR 318 9T

m:a:rfﬁrg

)

4O

>he

69
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A AT Heh T adl

T T
ds el feer gor I




397 fov 3’
el hh
I o °° o1 dor

AT 90 T dog o1 B
o ol FT AT W o




AT Tl ITTpeh! TAAT |
STCIAT goll Hhehs 37T |
Hhpicl ATSATS GceldAT e |

No e QT

HTS e, TR 1T |



STeFe ot 3TWET feeTera |
T T HIS TR Heh |



EGRA - Blind/Low Vision

R\ SCHOOL-TO-SCHOOL
4N INTERNATIONAL

MASTER EGRA

ACR UnrestrICTed —Nepal World Education LEARN
Students who are blind/have low vision33

March 2023

A note about this document:

This document is the master version of the EGRA tool. It should be updated
continuously as changes are made to the tool items and instructions. It should serve as
the final documentation of the EGRA tool. The final paper and Tangerine versions of
the EGRA, as well as the final stimuli, should reflect the content in this document.

The document provides templates for a variety of subtasks. These templates can be
deleted or duplicated as needed based on the subtasks included in the EGRA.

¥ Students that were identified as either blind or having low vision received stimuli that
included both embossed braille and print. The stimuli had printed letters/words below the
embossed braille. Kokila font (Unicode) was used for the printed letters/words using the
following font sizes: 50 for letter identification, 48 for matra and word identification, and 45 for
reading passages.
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Assent

Enumerator Help
AT fAERERE:

aTeeT digel faeardieer siel FreheT I IASE T FEol ATcaroT S13aJerd | (3cTeomh!
e ot feguent M¥arg® gelgiel 1) AT eaATaelens feardier it &uaAT Afds w3er
Yol FIAT TATSSN! oM oI RIS §oos | TgT FHIA STTSTChTeTS HEXT T
IET SET WGt gro Hoeol FUAT CTT feqRlel | STHTHAT GgURT WUSEE Al @IfaT ALY
oA ugegiell T faeareiions ggei HIWAT AT Seeglor |

AN AH _@ | 7 _AT aFG | 7 qusens A TRAT FE1 FA ol Aeeg
|(FATeaTeThdiel TFAT 3T, STUTgReh! SEAT, HAUT Tel, 33T HRIGH 3T
SRAT FAB3TE 1)

(?) AUTSaTE RSITeT FIMTH o1 &F I FHA qS? (FTATHATRT T GGegren | IS
faeardiel 3T o gToT FIRAT el . R WEglel | R IS 3ellghel Hgol TIHAT
3R feet Sfbwen #if@e weafaar 3rnfs sessgen 1)

) AITEATS FEAT VATE Vool HATS ?
(3) AUTEEATS AUt WAIT & & ?

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

gellew araarfas FUd o AT Ragsa swalt gear Fifdrer aRw@sr ot | qurdars
T FEAT Sele INTH & |

I FAAT FTHIATS dUSH! AT difges | I dusans 99 FRAT H9r e A7
mmmaﬁgﬁﬁl

gTlY U3ET Uod WA Wod ISEHT B | A JUEATS FE) HERET, AsGew T T3l DY
HYUT YgeT AMBAG T FABAD |

I Teale TANT T, A dISATS g Hfd FAT dAFS gAQ |

128



At et @3 T IWA qUEH AT AHT qemAS Fol HAT I BT |

H quSe! IRERE TRAT FH TAEE I WeAT, T ATER TRARS GHAT deet
YT T IRNGRAT HTHT FE ATHGEE 1S |

e qUTE AT §ol 311 WEHTIN gl FHelgnies | g FE NI afar Furser
weAH I oo A ufr o uof BT |

AUTEHIT Fot TRATE Bl ?
& dUIE Y& Tl IR §AgeS ?
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Task 1. Listening Comprehension

Enumerator Help

Read the directions to the child. This is NOT a timed subtask. Read the entire passage
aloud to the child TWO TIMES. Read slowly (about 1 word per second).

Ask all of the questions. Do not allow the child to look at the passage or the questions.

Repeat a question one time if the student does not respond after 10 seconds or if the
student asks you to repeat it. If the student responds incorrectly after the first time you
ask the question, mark it as “incorrect” and move on to the next question.

A child can respond in any language.

If the student does not respond, mark the item as “no response.” If the student says they
do not know the answer, mark the item as “incorrect.” If a student responds with an
answer similar to one provided on the tablet, mark the item as “correct.”

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

3T F qUEATS UICT B FUT KX A3 WIS TUBATS H Fg WRAe® QLG | FIAT
CATAYEF Gooel T HAFH THNIT 3R ey |

G ST AT | AT el el oAt | @R SR | F SRy awifde awy | wwry
Tae g=a4r | 3 aY @Rft ot |

# | Question Answer
TR gl I ? [sTseTel]

]
TR S TR FE ae 2 BRRIEE

2
TIET FhEe g4 ? [drefae]

3
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Task 2. Letter Name Identification (Vowel and Consonant)

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of letters as you read the instructions.
Start the timer when the child reads the first letter.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect letters by touching that letter on the
screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a letter incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the letter again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a letter for 5 seconds. Then point to the next letter
and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped letter as incorrect.

If the child provides the letter name rather than the sound, say: “Please tell me the
SOUND of the letter.” Give this prompt only once during the exercise.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
letter read by touching it. The final letter read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last letter. The last letter will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 6
letters (the first line), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank

'II

you!” and go on to the next subtask.
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Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

Y 9IATAT AYTell JUTATATRT HEREE TTWTHT Bef | AU AAEFA A HENEE Igoe ¥ |
[ 37" GOUTAT TR IRT3EI4 | SETeoreht oifar, &t /31 3R eafer g
[ “a7" gOTAT UM IRISIEIE | T AT FoT &R eafer g) sreeqery |
[@fE sear WE © e, deoer] 5w, aY /v i eafy @t |
[TfE seaT Tl © Hel, oolere] AY /a1 3HeW eafer @ |
[ " GUTAT TURM IRTZEN | T 9edh SR I T | A Fof 318N eafed g sieefere |
[afe s=ar ¥ © o, Hefera:] fow, At /Ay IR eafd ot |
[Tfe seaT Tl © H, HeolgIe:] AY /a7 HaW eafer g |

99 F Y WP, AISA g FE ofery. [ faeardienr i aiger 3eRAT IR Tiaiee
] | 9AF HETATS TIA G A BN eafer ITAROT A, |

AU FHEFH 918 T I [ TG WHgeo |

I TUEATS UTET AHTH! Fof G ITTAT IS 3P| AT Uged FHe[geo | §o ? o 3
e qE AR |
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Examples A T el

| 2 3 4 5 6

S 3 3 g T 3m 6

i1} 3 kj} *® 3 T 12
3 18
H of q Cd o Y 6

T oy g q C a 12
[3) T EC) < ol T 18
Hq % S Cl ) & 24
q <) 3] G S Ell 30
El o7 g &t El il 36

Autostop Yes, 6 items Time Allowed 3 minutes
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Task 3. Letter Matra Identification

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of matras as you read the instructions.
Start the timer when the child reads the first matra.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect matras by touching that letter on
the screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a matra incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the matra again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a matra for 5 seconds. Then point to the next
matra and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped matra as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
matra read by touching it. The final matra read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last matra. The last matra will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 6
matras (the first line), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank
you!” and go on to the next subtask.

134



Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

It IETAT AYTell FUiATATR AT tafeEw URATH B | FIAT qUEA TEFH A AERE
UG IS |

[ “1" ATEAT T IRB3JEIE | 3GTeI0hI 1A, AT /&1 AT eafer gr |
[ “T&r" ATEEAT T IRBAEI | 3 A FeT AT eafed g Heefer |
[Tfe sear W8 © ¥, doogerq:] &%, A /My A eafa @ |
[Tfe e aTed © #, Heofgrd:] A /My A eafer gt |

[ ‘T AETAT T IRISTE | UF gk SR G AR | AT FoT AN eafw @) segen |
[afe sTar T8 © e, a@qz]m,#rlglmzaﬁg’rl
[afe Sear Ted T o, Helgr:] A /g A LAt @ |

9 7 Y AP, ausd Ued e ey [ Rz sifer afgar 3R AT e
UTRRTRIE | | 93F AEIETE TIU M8 AT AETATE ITAROT e, |

mﬁﬁmaﬁmsmqﬁmmaﬁgr—tﬂ

afE AUEATS UTeT AHTH! Fot AT SKFECAT Al AGT UG FFgeo | §5 ? o I UGA GO
TR |
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Examples Eal o g

| 2 3 4 5 6

o a fe q o T 6

q a st f& q ar 12
d sft a g g R
) g ar st @ & 24
) $ & ¢ st q 30
St kS q Ell s ST 36

Autostop Yes, 6 items Time Allowed 3 minutes
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Task 4. Nonword Reading

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of words as you read the instructions.
Start the timer when the child reads the first word.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect words by touching that letter on the
screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a word incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the word again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a word for 5 seconds. Then point to the next
word and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped word as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
word read by touching it. The final word read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last word. The last word will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 6
words (the first line), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank
you!” and go on to the next subtask.

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

A T HY Aty ereaes URATH o | A Asegedt T ufdr I gaAA | FOAT dauE
TAEFHA AT AeeE® TR |

[ « enf@el > ArecAT $UU IRT3RIH | 3aTeXora arfar, At “enf@«” ereq &t |

[ “ Beg " UseAT TI IRI3EIE | T AT Aeq ITAROT e, |
[afE = WEr © #, slera] o, A “ BEF  ws @ |
[Tfe S<aT ITeld & e, oolel:] A “ T " & |
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[ ‘T QrecHT $I INBACI | T e BR TAH T{eR | A o AT §1 ITIRVT e
!

[afg s=2r ¥ & o, Hefera] fom, A « a7 aeg @ |
[afe =2 Ted © Hel, Heelera] AT “ @t “ aeg A |

9 H “GY HeQ, AU YA GE Aefery [ faegrdient sitem afgel ersear ok af@feeeie | |
YAF Asqals TIY IR T AT eqeg 3TIARCT ey |

AU FHEFA IS T CACGIH TG FFelgeo |

I AUTETTE UTET TR FA Ase HTCAT IHf eog UG FHFGeS | o0 ? o I gl Y3
TR |

Examples: i@ oeh dolr
| 2 3 4 5 6
T SR AT Ul g EhTTeT 6
AT CEIC] EISIE] Tt I | grmr 12
37T G geftot uifth Irgar ST 18
e qTedhl NEE) hall af s 30
Autostop  Yes, 6 items Time Allowed 3 minutes
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Task 5A. Oral Reading Fluency

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of words as you read the instructions.
Start the timer when the child reads the first word.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect words by touching that letter on the
screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a word incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the word again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a word for 10 seconds. Then point to the next
word and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped word as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
word read by touching it. The final word read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last word. The last word will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 8
words (the first two lines), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank
you!” and go on to the next subtask.

139



Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

1 2 3 4
e TR Qe R 4
deIAT ol FE 4y 8
FHIA ATSATS geerAT (A2 12
13 74 W = 16
ELEIE) g I it e 20
STl 3itweft feegeran qar 24
T HTS W Bh 28
Autostop  Yes, 8 words Time Allowed 5 minutes
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Task 5B. Reading Comprehension

Enumerator Help

Do not remove the story after the child finishes reading it.

Ask the child all the questions on the screen. The child is allowed to look back at the story to
answer a question.

Repeat a question once if a student does not respond after 15 seconds or asks you to repeat it. If
the student responds incorrectly after the first time you ask the question, mark it as “incorrect”
and move on to the next question.

A child can respond in any language.

If the student does not respond, mark the item as “no response.” If the student says they do not
know the answer, mark the item as “incorrect.” If a student responds with an answer similar to
one provided on the tablet, mark the item as “correct.”
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Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

T H ARG HEX TeH FYEIC HFgl RATE Wl FAMQg | o MATHH IR FHAFH T€

TIAT oot AT e |
Word .
# Text Question Answer
Count
HIS gl ISTgeh!
1 HTS TRl ITgTgenT FAAT | 4 et 2 [EReT]
ST &
9 SITCTAT Fell I 3MAT | 8 ? 3 [F]
P HHATS
3 Pl TG GCTTAT T | 12 ;;m , GIECIE]
TS & O A>T | 3HeTS AT qaTer HISATS
4 T | 20 et T 2 [3TETcTel]
FHplel hT /
gTeFeel Vel feogerar | gar STl fohet 'E:;-; e | o
5 28
Bk 3itweft feeerar 2
R | BT ? | o
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EGRA — Cognitive Disabilities

R\ SCHOOL-TO-SCHOOL
4N INTERNATIONAL

MASTER EGRA

ACR UnrestrICTed —Nepal World Education LEARN
Struggling learners and students with cognitive disabilities®

March 2023

A note about this document:

This document is the master version of the EGRA tool. It should be updated
continuously as changes are made to the tool items and instructions. It should serve as
the final documentation of the EGRA tool. The final paper and Tangerine versions of
the EGRA, as well as the final stimuli, should reflect the content in this document.

The document provides templates for a variety of subtasks. These templates can be
deleted or duplicated as needed based on the subtasks included in the EGRA.

3 Kokila font (Unicode) was used in the student stimuli using the following font sizes: 50 for
letter identification, 48 for matra and word identification, and 45 for reading passages.
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Assent

Enumerator Help
AT fAERERE:

aTeeT digel faeardieer siel FreheT I IASE T FEol ATcaroT S13aJerd | (3cTeomh!
e ot feguent M¥arg® gelgiel 1) AT eaATaelens feardier it &uaAT Afds w3er
Yol FIAT TATSSN! oM oI RIS §oos | TgT FHIA STTSTChTeTS HEXT T
IET SET WGt gro Hoeol FUAT CTT feqRlel | STHTHAT GgURT WUSEE Al @IfaT ALY
oA ugegiell T faeareiions ggei HIWAT AT Seeglor |

AN AH _@ | 7 _ATIEG | A quigers AU TRAT Fg F el Ao
|(FATeaTeThdiel TFAT 3T, STUTgReh! SEAT, HAUT Tel, 33T HRIGH 3T
SRAT FAB3TE 1)

(?) AUTSaTE RSITeT FIMTH o1 &F I FHA qS? (FTATHATRT T GGegren | IS
faeardiel 3T o gToT FIRAT el . R WEglel | R IS 3ellghel Hgol TIHAT
3R feet Sfbwen #if@e weafaar 3rnfs sessgen 1)

() AITEATE FEAT VA Wodd HATS ?
(3) AUTEEATS AUt WAIT & & ?

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

glEw FTaarfase FEd god AT Racsd sl g3 A aR@F af | qudens
It FEAT Selte AINTH & |

TJH HIAAT gTHIATS dUTSH T difges | I dUSars I8 HRAAT A1 foer 74
mmmaﬁ@al

gTHY T3S 9ST Wl Toed TSRFHT Bl | A dUSATS Fal HENEE, Teceg® T T3l Bl
HYT GG WMEAG T FABATG |
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I Teele TANT T, A dIEATS g Hfd TAT dAFS ¢AQ |
At et @3 T IWS qUSH ACATIAHT qeBATS Fol HAT o BT |

H quisH! IRAGRFT TRAT FE e Ui WA, T TIEH TRARA TAT dteat
YT T IRARAT HTHT Fgl ATATAGE 3T |

I AU e gl A eI gl Wehelgaios | gl o RUfS ofar qurder
wRAH I oo e afr B wof B |

AUTEHT Fot TRATE Bl ?
#mﬁgxnﬁmﬁgr—a?
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Task 1. Listening Comprehension

Enumerator Help

Read the directions to the child. This is NOT a timed subtask. Read the entire passage
aloud to the child TWO TIMES. Read slowly (about 1 word per second).

Ask all of the questions. Do not allow the child to look at the passage or the questions.

Repeat a question one time if the student does not respond after 15 seconds or if the
student asks you to repeat it. If the student responds incorrectly after the first time you
ask the question, mark it as “incorrect” and move on to the next question.

A child can respond in any language.

If the student does not respond, mark the item as “no response.” If the student says they
do not know the answer, mark the item as “incorrect.” If a student responds with an
answer similar to one provided on the tablet, mark the item as “correct.

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

T A TUEATS UICT B FYT IR FAST | WIS TUEAS H F@ WRAe® QLG | FI4T
CATAYEF Gooel T HAFH THNIT 3R ey |

G ST AT | AT el el oAt | @R SR | F SRy awifde awy | wwry
Tae g=a4r | 3 aY @Rft ot |

# | Question Answer
;| TR gt Iy ? [ST5aTel]

2 | UEETE SUW WIRY FEl gy ? EEREE)

3 | T Fere g 2 [reiae]
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Task 2. Letter Name Identification (Vowel and Consonant)

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of letters as you read the instructions.
Start the timer when the child reads the first letter.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect letters by touching that letter on the
screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a letter incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the letter again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a letter for 5 seconds. Then point to the next letter
and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped letter as incorrect.

If the child provides the letter name rather than the sound, say: “Please tell me the
SOUND of the letter.” Give this prompt only once during the exercise.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
letter read by touching it. The final letter read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last letter. The last letter will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 6
letters (the first line), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank

'II

you!” and go on to the next subtask.
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Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

Y 9IATHAT AYTell JUMATATRT HEREE TTWTHT Bef | AU AAEFA AT HENEE Igoe ¥ |
[37 auTelt$ 3ifeTel C@r3aerd] 3emeorat anfar, ar 3 &
[‘ar" quTelis 3ol SW3EH] 7T A FoT IHEW g Heelery |

[TfE sear WEY © e, Hoofera] f5F, A “a e e |

[afg sear Ted © #e, Heler] I Rl e s@a, @ ‘o nw § afafee |
[T quTelis 3iferel ew@3aei] Us Yed R v R | A FoF IJaW &) Heefeny |

[ e T T 9, Feoqeh] 5w, A A" e A |

[@fe ST TTod © Hel, Hegere] Afe R raa s@an, @ o R @), afafee |

9 A GE HeP, UK UG G TGN [ TMeeh! HERA fWed I Tl TR Fhel
(TTSUIFRIT) TEE A 3B 3TNV 6] Heolgle] || FHA: Thel AIG oA T 3T IHER 3TIROT
T e |

AU FHEFA &S a SAEF Teee |

AUEET$ S S 3eN g 3T, A IHeNET AN UGN, g7 ? O AT g g I |
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Examples A T el

Tshs] 2 3 4 5 6
g 3 3r 3 T 3T 6
3 3t 3 EN > T 12
3T 18
] 2 3 4 5 6
H o g * a T 6
T oy g q g Gl 12
3 T g T <l El} 18
o % g g T 31 24
or 3 g 3 5 T 30
q U} ) & El K 36

Autostop  Yes, 6 items Time Allowed 3 minutes
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Task 3. Letter Matra Identification
Enumerator Help
Show the child the sheet of matras as you read the instructions.

Start the timer when the child reads the first matra.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect matras by touching that letter on
the screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a matra incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the matra again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a matra for 5 seconds. Then point to the next
matra and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped matra as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
matra read by touching it. The final matra read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last matra. The last matra will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 6
matras (the first line), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank

'/I

you!” and go on to the next subtask.

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

A GEATAT AUTAR “AET §F TRCH oo | A AERE qUEA 9G] TS |
[“shr” ATATES TEUERITHT TET W35 14] IETeIOTH AT, AY “F1” ATAT &Y
[“T8” HATHTTS SSURERITHAT I SWTSTE] e AN FeT AET &) Hoofer |
[afe e TET & o7, defe:] fo, Ar “far AT v |

[afe S e © o, efe ] @Y “fa” AT v |

['g" AMTETS TSHERTAT MW SWBEE (] A FoT AT &) Heefgr |
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[afe sear wEl © o1, sreefere] o, A g7 AT Ay |
[afe sear T © o1, seefere] A g7 AT AT

99 H GE HeD, dUSA UG I IR [CBUIEhITTs Uigall 3718 ATHIAT ol AT idqe
]| YA AHTATE TEURHITAT TET SWBEE TE6. |

m@ﬁaﬁm%ﬂmewqwaﬁgﬁﬂ

I AUEATS UTET AHTH! Fot AT KECAT qUE IH AW GG FFelgeo | §O 79 I
e e |

Examples &l & g

1 2 3 4 5 6
o T ED q ar | 6
q d st fe q a7 12
a sft a g g R
) g ar sit W o 24
g s & ¢ it = 30
S ¥ q Sl S ST 36

Autostop  Yes, 6 items Time Allowed 3 minutes
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Task 4. Familiar Word Reading

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of words as you read the instructions.
Start the timer when the child reads the first word.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect words by touching that letter on the
screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a word incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the word again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a word for 5 seconds. Then point to the next
word and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped word as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
word read by touching it. The final word read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last word. The last word will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 6
words (the first line), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank
you!” and go on to the next subtask.

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

Il IIATAT AseE® AWTHT B | IR A Asee® TGATAS |
[HTAT" AeCAlTS TBURRITAT T SWT3IEH] 3GTEI0I ofar, T “ATer” g &Y |
[TRIEA” A elTS TSUERITAT IR SWISAEIE] 3T AY FoT AsE &1 TG |

[afg a<ar @6 © 7, Hep] fow, At “EwEr ae @ |

[afg Sear Ted © #e, Aefera] A @ @ |
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[‘FaT ACATS TFUIREHITAT TW SWISEHY] T Teh BR TIN T | A FoT Aeq @)
TR, |

[@fe sear W8 © ¥, Heoer:] foF, At “gar ase @ |
[3fe ST T © Hel, Hoogel:] AY “qAT ASE @Y |

G A YE HG, AU UG G AR [CBURHITATS Tigel ASGHAT RN A TGaIpie
] IAF AeGATS W3R Asq UG AMBTEN |

mﬁﬁmmﬁmmmmqﬁmmaﬁgﬁal
I AU ATAAT IS UG TeA FHAS | §eo ? o HT Tgod G I |

Examples: HTell T geT
| 2 3 4 5 6
3TAT 3ry HH qTeir W ol 6
gelr £ g e & | e 12
ey} el wEr HH T erdt 18
s AR fedr qair el =13 24
Bl 3R IERIC] FF 3ifer 31T 30
T qefelr T Tog AT T | fFees 36
Autostop  Yes, 6 items Time Allowed 3 minutes
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Task 5A. Oral Reading Fluency

Enumerator Help

Show the child the sheet of words as you read the instructions.
Start the timer when the child reads the first word.

Follow along on your tablet and mark any incorrect words by touching that letter on the
screen—it will turn blue. If you make a mistake and mark a word incorrect, you can
correct the mistake by touching the word again. It will turn white again.

Stay quiet, except if the child stops on a word for 10 seconds. Then point to the next
word and say, “Please go on.” Mark the skipped word as incorrect.

If the timer reaches 0 seconds before the student reads the last item, the screen will flash
red, and the timer will stop. The subtask is over. Ask the child to stop. Mark the final
word read by touching it. The final word read will be outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

If the child reads the last item before the timer reaches 0, stop the timer when the child
reads the last word. The last word will be automatically outlined in orange. Then press
“Next.”

Early stop rule: If the child does not provide a single correct response for the first 8
words (the first two lines), the screen will flash red, and the timer will stop. Say, “Thank
you!” and go on to the next subtask.

Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

TgT U3 WAl FYT & | § qUSars AT FAT 9T oo |

AU Fe FEAT CAAGES Y FUT G ¥ | AU FUT aREFuf 7 ques =@
FURIT FrAoUd FE TAGE AT |

I A FE T Heg AHIS TS FYT 9T FI Teferd ¢ | IT& FUT 9gaT qusa dAoeia!
Fel Aee IHTCAT TGS IH! sq g FHefgeo | [ facardfent sifem wamer afgel erseam
AR 1] g7 ? & g% IR |
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1 2 3 4
HF TR Qe i 4
aeIAT el FET 4y 8
FHA ATSATS geerAT (A2 12
TS T4 W Y 16
ELEIS) g IEqdTe AT 20
sTeFeld 3itweft feegeran qar 24
T HTS W Bh 28
Autostop  Yes, 8 words Time Allowed 5 minutes
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Task 5B. Reading Comprehension
Enumerator Help

Do not remove the story after the child finishes reading it.

Ask the child all the questions on the screen. The child is allowed to look back at the
story to answer a question.

Repeat a question once if a student does not respond after 15 seconds or asks you to
repeat it. If the student responds incorrectly after the first time you ask the question,
mark it as “incorrect” and move on to the next question.

A child can respond in any language.

If the student does not respond, mark the item as “no response.” If the student says they
do not know the answer, mark the item as “incorrect.” If a student responds with an
answer similar to one provided on the tablet, mark the item as “correct.”
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Student Dialogue (use bold to indicate instructions that should be read aloud to student)

I A UG HEUT TEH! FYEIE Fgl MAEE AILG | ol TeAeTH! 3o THAFA Y€ IIAT

R warw el |
Word ,
# | Text Question Answer
Count
#TS gl TSTEHT
]| ¥TTS Tl TSTEH! AT | 4| o [EReT]
2 | STCHHAT Qe HFT AT | g | STCHAT & 31T ? [F]
FIA HHATS
3 | TF SIS GeerH A | 12| X s [pse]
TS ¥& TR 3T | 3HelTs JaTer AT HSATS Fal
4 3T ST | 20 AT ? [ !
Fplel cIhT /
SToFeXel 3N fogeray | a3 81 STeFeel fohel 3itwely ;Jn;/mﬁﬁm
° |k | 8| et 2 i
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AT Tl ITTpeh! TAAT |
STCIAT goll Hhehs 37T |
Hhpicl ATSATS GceldAT e |

No e QT
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Learner Survey

Question Response

Language of enumeration Baijjika
ITOTSTT ITFTHT T ElEmcal
Bhojpuri

Magar

9ITe

Maithali

Herest

Nepali

SIqTes

Nepali Sign Language
SUTCA aTg e aTaT
Newari

Siaret

Tamang

GEIE

Other:
3Ho:

Sex of respondent Female
3fodafdrf festept fesgar dAfeeT
Male

95y

Would you like to participate? Yes

& TS 81T {3 ol TETogow? &
No

glgal

Learner name/ID

fABIEH! I/ Ifead ud
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Question Response

Disability type Blind or low vision
3UTSITdThT YUhle efcefafge o ool et 8{Uhl fch

Communication or speech
disabilities or difficulties

TaTe, o Sie Segoeefl 3uTSITar ar
CALEIES

Learning or intellectual
disabilities or difficulties

fAepTE o S cs TSI ar
CAEEIE

Physical or mobility disabilities
or difficulties

enfefeem ar Tfafelsdr dadoeft

o

3{qTSITdT T hfdolre

Other disabilities or difficulties

37 3(UTSITAT dT Shidels

Learner's age
IEEACAIREIC
Learner's grade Kinder

fABTEH! dg ol et

Gl

dg ¢

G2

dgR

G3

dag 3

G4

dg ¥

G5

dg s

G6

dag &
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Question Response

How long have you been going to this school? Less than one year

T fALTesTAT HiTof fTer] ITahI hid o7 ? T I Heal HA

One year or more

T Iy aT §¢l

Not sure/Don't know
AT &7 [ amer &
Do you live with your family or do you live in a hostel? With family

qUTS 3Tl IfRaTeeT des] ot fob BIATATHAT Téo] got? aRarEaT

In a hostel

SHEATATHAT

Don't know / no response

20TET 7/ ot e et

Outside of school, what language do you use most often? Baijjika
faETesy d1fge duTecs oot a1TeT & Wil YT ITof Eots? SfotehT
Bhojpuri
ot

Magar

I

Maithali

FHerest

Nepali

EEIE

Nepali Sign Language
STt AT dah 8T
Newari

Siardt

Tamang

EIEN

Other:
3Ho:

Where did you first learn Nepali Sign Language? At home/with family
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Question Response

dUTEe Ufgesl Ucdh ouTcs! &g dhicioh 8TST ohgl fdidre] ardi? Broijlicirens

At school

earegar

Other

AT

Don't know / no response

20TET 5 ot ST et

Are any of your family members deaf? Yes

qUTSehI UfRaTed Pifg afeer sfh gojgow? &l

No

EEE!

Don't know / no response
ofTeT Bt /pet ifaifebarT et
Which family members are deaf? Father

AUTEeh! UfedTech! ol deed afgel &fch golgow? gaT

P

Mother

3TAT

Siblings
IESIRGIISS

Others

g

Don't know / no response

20T 1/ ot wTaImaT et

Does anyone in your family know Nepali Sigh Language? Yes

AUTEH! UfedTed HABTE aUTe ! ATGhdbIch TS HIIB? &

No

grsat

Don't know / no response
TET B/ ol Ufafohdl Bel

Where did you first learn to read braille? At home/with family
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Question Response

dUTSes Ufge! U o> Udal hal fatehe] e ———

At school

earegar

Other

AT

Don't know / no response

20TET 5 ot ST et

Are any of your family members blind or have low vision?ddTgeh! Yes

TfIdTed ifg eficfdfgst dT ool efich Sfth golgow? A

No

EEE!

Don't know / no response
oTET o/ Gper T Bet
Which family members are blind or have low vision? Father

AUTEeR! UfedTech! ol deed eftefafgel ar ool efiCyh fth §olgo®? | aar

P

Mother

3TAT

Siblings
IESIRGIISS

Others

g

Don't know / no response
2qTeT BTt AR BT
Does anyone in your family know how to read braille? Yes

AUTEEhT UTaTeHT Helesls 6o Uedl 313B? El

No

grsat

Don't know / no response
TET B/ ol Ufafohdl Bel

Yes
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Question Response

When you have homework, does someone at home/in your family | &
help you with it?

dUTEcaTe JJgehTd ITof TedT dT UfdTedT dheles SgdIvT IIef gos?

No

grsaf

Don't know / no response
oITgT S5/ apa fafasaT Bet
Who helps you with your homework? Father

AUTEETE &P INof chefed eI ITef §ots? gaT

9

Mother

3ITAT

Siblings
CIEEIREIIEY

Others

3=

Don't know / no response

20TET 7 ot e et

Does anyone in your family know how to read Nepali? Yes

qUTERT UfeaTedll ShefesTs oUTes! Ueel 3HI3w? El

No

EEE!

Don't know [ no response

TET B/ ol Ufafohan Bel

Who knows how to read Nepali? Father

HEATE AT UaaT 3HIH? aT

9

Mother

3ATAT

Siblings

EIESIRGIEN

Others

g

Don't know / no response
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Question Response

TeT 31/ siffsha S

Do you have any books at home/outside of school?

AUTESIT TeHT a7 fAeTed dIfge ol fahdIaes Bol?

Yes

Bl

No

glgal

Don't know / no response

ofTT B/t wiifasaT Bt

Do you have any newspapers or magazines at home/outside of
school?

TAUTSEIT Ega o faeTesd a1fee ol Uaufzich] df 3ETdTe Bo?

Yes

El

No

glgal

Don't know / no response

ofTT e/ wiifasaT Bt

Do you have a computer or tablet at home/outside of school?

AUTEET T2 aT fAenesy difge haee dl cllese B?

Yes

El

No

glgal

Don't know / no response

ofTT e/ wfifasaT Bt

How much do you use the computer or tablet at home/outside of
school?

qUTEes TSHT aT fAEesd d1fge haee dl SUTesedhl dhifd YT ITefgot?

A lot
a9

A little
an

Never

gl Ifet g5t

Don't know / no response

et e /et gfaifsrar S

Do you use a computer or tablet at school?

qUTES fAETIHT HIee T CTsST T Tefgos?

Yes

&l

No

HEG
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Question Response

Don't know / no response
oITgT S5/ apa fafasaT et
How much do you like using the computer or tablet? Alot

AUTETE BaRce dT SATsC W ITef dhfdah! ol TH? oY

A little

an

Never

Hfgel afer gigeT

Don't know / no response

20TET 7 ot ST et

Do you have a smart phone at home/outside of school? Yes
qUTEHT BT o faenesd SfEe SHEHIS B2 El

No

EEE!

Don't know / no response

gl Bl [t Ufafcbar Bof

How much do you use the smart phone at home/outside of Alot
school?
&

dqUTEcs TSHT dT fAElesd d1fge THATE ISl hid TN Iofgos? T
Ittie

i

Never

Figel Ifel @151
Don't know / no response

ot ST/t SRR a1

Do you use a smart phone at school? Yes
AUTES TAENSIHT EIATEHIeT YT IIoigos? El
No
grsat

Don't know / no response

oITET Bal /ol UfafehdT Bal
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Question Response

How much do you like using the smart phone? Alot
AUTSS SIS YT ITof hid Hof TH2 oY
Alittle

M

Never

Higer I glset

Don't know / no response
UTRT BT/ et Tl fehar St

What kinds of technology and devices do you have in your Applications
classroom? Do you have..[enumerator read response options]. N Erer e e

Hﬁmmmmmaww?ﬁ e | ital books/ibrary
Hfafs T fefee Yedoh/Jedhiesd

Disability focused materials
3YTSITAT Shiogd TSt
E-lessons

S-UTogd

Games

HUBES

Learning videos
faioTs faifsates
Parent resources

3ifavaTach ol dides

Sign language books

Hidddh HTEThT Yedhad

Laptop/Computer
IIeY/hagee

Screen/Projector
fEgpat/vviaee
Microphone

ATSHIBIoT

Braille keyboards
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Question Response

g fordiges

DAISY players

safl Seft e

None of the above
AR ot ufel Bt

In the past five days of school, which technology or devices have Applications

you used during lessons? [Enumerator note: Do not read answers R EES
aloud, ask learner to list options and check any that correspond to
the response list] Digital books/library

faEnes T fa9Td Uid fEeTat, qUTSes Uedh! UTadT gl Uidfe ar fefices Jede /Jeddhiasd
3UhEUTES YT ITofaf ? IUTh ] oile: ITeEe §od] &deey oTUGlgld,

faeameffesrs fddhcugaan! gt dair3ol T gitan fAeeioiex! ufdfosar e
STOTH! wifa TTefEe 3UTSITd Sbfond ererht

Disability focused materials

E-lessons

S-UTogd

Games

HUBES

Learning videos
faioTs faifsates
Parent resources

3ifavaTach ol dides

Sign language books

Hidfddh HTHThT Yedhad

Laptop/Computer
ey /hagee
Screen/Projector
fedser/vviaee
Microphone
HATSHIDIST

Braille keyboards
g fobdiges
DAISY players

sofl St e
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Question Response

None of the above

AUTES Ufesees! UTd faoTdlT 3gpes Uadh! Utaa, At o7l ool Ufal ufafe ar
3UheUTES dhid g TdT Iefordl ?

AT ol Ufel Bal
How often did you use any of the technology or devices during Daily
your lessons in the last five days? A

Three to Four times

dfet g1e Ueh

Once or twice

T a1 8 e

Never

Hieed Ufel Bel

Don't know / no response

ofTgT 5% @t wfafebar el

How much do you like using the technology and devices during
lessons?

AUTS®I8 TS Uaal el fafel g 3UdbeuTgd YIT ITef dhidh! deTuw?

A lot
a9

A little
an

Not at all
CARRIGES

Don't know / no response

20TET 7/ ot SR et

How easy is it for you to use the technology and devices during
lessons?

AUISHTE UG UGl FAUAT YA 2 3UTLUTES URINT ITof hiads! AfA@!
B?

A lot
a9

A little
an

Not at all
B gfal gat

Don't know / no response

ot ST/t SRR a1
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Question Response

Which of the following do you think would make the technology My teacher could allow me to

and devices in your lessons better? [Select all that apply] use the technology and devices

Te5ehT e ol Gpeled dUTSeh! UTGT Z8ahl fafel 2 3Ucheulgaasrg ol | 100 often

] T3S oed] SIS ? [B] gl dd Tl I | el felerdres AT €2 U ufafer
T 3YBUIES YT ITof 3icferfd feot
elao(gots

The technology and devices
could be simpler to use

T ITof Afoiest ufafer T
JUDUTER

The content (games, stories,
activities) could be easier to
understand

ol Afotes! A1t (s, e,
Jfafafdes)

The content (games, stories,
activities) could be more like my
own life

IR fATet o1 fAest aorft (B,
we, fafafdes)

Other

3o

Those are all the questions | have. Thank you so much for sharing
with me. Do you have any questions for me?

I BUPHT YeleTgd dfclol goll eI AT ITefelCaplan &2 &
eaTG || TUTSEIT 313t BIft S5 Vel d Bal?
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Teacher Survey

Question Response

Hello,mynameis _______________ .1 am working with School-to-
School International, a non-governmental organization based in the
United States, and World Education, who is running LEARN. We are
conducting research to understand how LEARN impacted your teaching
and your learners.

For our research, we are speaking with different people participating in
LEARN. You have been selected to participate in our research because
of your experience with the project. We would like to ask you some
questions about your background, your experience with digital
technologies, your attitudes and beliefs about teaching, and your
experience with the project. We expect the interview will last about
thirty minutes.

The results of our research will be used to help understand how LEARN is
working and what changes resulted from it. Alithough you may not see
any direct benefits from your participation in the survey, we hope that,
by participating in our research, we can understand how LEARN
affected the learning outcomes of children with disabilities in your
community.

Your participation is completely voluntary. There will be no negative
consequences if you choose not to participate. If you choose to
participate, you can choose not to answer certain questions or end the
interview at any time. Your responses will be confidential, and the
results of this research will only be used in ways that do not identify you
or other participants. Please let us know if there is anything we discuss
during our conversation that you would not like written down or
reported. The anonymized data — meaning information without any
personal data — from this research study may be used by other
researchers with School-to-School International’s approval.

Do you have any questions? Please know that you can contact
[PROJECT NAME] [POC NAME] at [PHONE NUMBER] or by e-mail at
[EMAIL] if you have any questions.

Do you consent to participate in the study?
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Question Response

Te-ATBII EHeRl THes-¢-Eh s Socloleleled ¢ LEARN UledToTell HodTcsel ITet
fasy felemmeior obret ITfeegeh! Bl LEARN UfeTToTalles qUTSh! felefur ¢ dursen
faemeffgacmrs dard! UaTd U] © afole gaaiahl BIfl glafles 3rajeieelTel
oI5 JNfeegahT Bl

gT9il 3fcJefoeToTch BIM, LEARN UTSdIUoTIal eTgaiif fafetest safchgealor Gel
TfeTE el B | UfeTToTeIeIT dUTSch! 3igjaidds! 12Ul EI3i MHocEeTdT HgafTIft
Eoleh] Bt el ITH! Bl €1t duTSesTs duTseh! Usoef(d, ffvies
UfafergeseloT dquTsh! 3fofard, felefur &S duTseh FTeilqfa ¢ fasyTd, T duTseh!
UfIISTeITeTeh! 3io(aid TS dbfg UaTes aleal digatl| greft e sl fas
3roaafdf die fAsied! gawl

g3 3{SITeEITeIhT SIfduITgd LEARN UfeTNUST hefel ohidf INfeegah! B ¢ T&dre
& Ufdadolgs 3TN a7eie §gol Aed Iof YT Ifeais| eIt dUTses S efuTaT
3(Treil TELIIATSTC Dot Yl BTeES oTe sl eidoigot, glafl 3iel s fdb,
g9 3fo&GETeTaN 19T f5TE, LEARN UfIToTelles dUTEch! HHGTIAT HUTSITd
3ChT T3 ETfSDIgeD! fAdDTE UfSUTHEE IS held! UTd UTH éicol el ol
T |

qUTECH! SEHTITAT YuidaT safeebes B Afe auTs HgamIft gof ATge] 87T afat
Il ol STehIelcaich URRUTIH goltdol| Afe, duTs SEaMf gol Slusigot afal, duTs
B UGTEGD] AdTh slfcal al ol Ufol HHAIAT Sfedidfal HaTed It Baile et
ATeIgow | dUTSehT UfdfhaTgs TN oo, T T Sfe]eletlTeichl Sfdullgd duTs
T 3(c HEBMIIEEeTS Ulgdlsl oTol dfeehlgee T YT Iidais| afe, groftes
ATdfSTYDhT BHHAT B TP dhfg el Tiol dUTacsTs el df fRUle Ief
ol Ucof 8fal AT gleficars ATEl fealgle | Setrafl STeT - Tiefeh! 31ef ool Ufal
ST fdelT safdhaTd WIS - Td 3ioldotTel ETTTdIC Tho-G-Tp
goTdaieloleschl TpIddT 3o 3fofeceiToichdlgded YT Iof S|

Would you like to participate? Yes
S dUTS 81T febol TgTolgots? a
No
EEC
What language do you use most often at home/outside of the Baijjika
classroom? afsreT
AUTE T2 T heTehIol difge SeoTdl ol TS YT Iofgots? ——
aftoTget

193



Question Response

Magar
9ITe

Maithali

Herest

Nepali

EEIE

Nepali Sign Language
SUTST AT dch 3T
Newari

Siardt

Tamang

How long have you been a teacher? 0 (this is first year

auTe felefcs 8Tah! ohfd T 87? teaching)
1

2

3

4

5

6-10

1-15

More than 15

15 87Tt &2

How long have you been going to this school? Less than one year

1 fAET T3 TATeT fTeg] 4T hid 8 ? Teh qY Heal HH

One year or more

Teh gy aT gl

Not sure/Don't know

FfRaa &1 | areT
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Question Response

What grades do you teach? [Select all that apply} Kinder

TqUTESS Shid HE SIS felefuT Iofgots? ST T

Gl

ag ¢

G2

agR

G3

dg 3

G4

dag ¥

G5

dg s

G6

e &

How many boys are present in your classroom today?

How many girls are present in your classroom today?

Do you have learners in your classroom with any of the following types
of disabilities or difficulties:

& AUTEh! helThIoTHT foldat fosTad UTSITdT aT HaTeT 3TahI fanfles Bofp

Deaf or hard of hearing? Yes

qfger a1 ded SIdUT (T fch &

No

gt

Don't know / no response

oeT e /Fet it S

Blind or low vision? Yes
efefdfgal ol ool €t 8Tl fch &
No

gt

Don't know [ no response
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Question Response

ATeT T /et wfafohar St

Communication or speech disabilities or difficulties? Yes

Tidlc o e dadolt 3UTSITdr a1 daAedn g

No

giseT

Don't know / no response

20TET 5 ot TR et

Learning or intellectual disabilities or difficulties? Yes

&1 a1 Sifeddd 3UTSITdT ol T g

No

BIgeT

Don't know [ no response
aTeT e/t R 3
Physical or mobility disabilities or difficulties? Yes

emfefeeh o Irfafelcsdr edaceft UTSITdT o AT g

No

g

Don't know [ no response
UTET et /oot Tl sk e

Other disabilities or difficulties? Yes

Ao UTSITAT dT AT ar

No

giseT

Don't know / no response
oTgT et /et wfaferar Se

Learners with multiple disabilities? Yes

g 3UTSITdl SCah] fAdbIees ar

No

BiseT

Don't know [ no response
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Question Response

UTRT BT/ et Tlcifehar &t
Do you engage with the parents or caregivers of the learners in your Yes, often

classroom? | a ;
P dUTE 3Tl BeThiordT faenefgsan! sfaaTads aT g2algmdigaeldl doJd

galgow?

Yes, sometimes

&1, higelrer

Rarely
faer

Never

Figel Iiet gigeT
Which best describes the type of class(es) you teach? Class in a "special school”

JUTECS TST3SEST dheiTesTe ot a1ed & o erail Ufaieid e (segregated)
[EREAECRICR e e

Special education or
resource class in a
mainstrream school
(integrated)

Mainstream class with
learners with disabilities
and without disabilities
together (inclusive)

What subjects do you teach? Nepali reading

AUTES ol fAT UBT3SEow? TSl qgeT

Nepali writing

ST oGt

Mathematics
Ifora

Sciences

What is your highest level of academic education? Some primary

dUTSch! felefTeh! Iwdd &de & ar? g gufds
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Question Response

Primary completed
TR Ghruaht

Lower secondary
completed

fFT ATET AT Ghruht

School Leaving Certificate
(sLC) or Technical School
Leaving Certificate (TSLC)

TH.U.&T a7 &.UH.Sor. 1T

+2 (Proficiency Certificate,
HSEB Migration Certificate)

A

Bachelor's degree
completed

TATdS g GehTuah!

Master's degree
completedArEe f3af

TRITHT

PhD completeddl.u=r.gy

Don't know/no response
ITET Ba1/ ol Ufafohar Bl

During your pre-service training, did you receive any training on how to | Yes
teach reading to early grade learners?

8
& AUTSS pre-service AT UTfAh dgahl [ABIGEEMTs dheld! Ueal
AT afoa aTL ATf3aT YT IefoTah B2 No
BIgeT
Don't know / no response
TET et /et wfaferar Ser
During your pre-service training, did you receive any training on how to | Yes
teach reading to early grade learners with disabilities? &
No
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Question Response

qUTES UTeifAich dganl [ADbIGEEmTs dhelel Uagdl fadhI3d 8oal dle in-service
ATfSH PHfges Ut IeferCan! farl?

& dUTSS pre-service AT UTITHDB AghT SUTSITAT HTHI [ADBIGEE®IS | gise
eIl Ueel fHBI3ol 8fool 1S dlfcsdl UTtd IofeiCen! B? ,
Don't know / no response
TgT et /et wfaferar Se
Have you ever received any in-service training on how to teach reading | Yes
to early grade learners? ar
& dUTSe) UTelfAch dgahl [AhIGgdmle theldl Ugal [ddidal 8eld in-service
ATfeSat YT ITefBIuepT B2 No
Eg]
Don't know [ no response
UTET et [t wfcAfohar Se1
When was the last time you received in-service training on how to Within past year
i ?
teach reading to early grade learners? I g o

1-2 years agol-2 atf a1t

3-4 years ago

3-¥ I o

5-10 years ago
$-%0 Y 37T

More than 10 years ago

g0 gy o=cT O sy

Don't know / no response

UTET et [t Tl Tshar e

Have you ever received any in-service training on how to teach reading
to early grade learners with disabilities?

& dUTSS UTeifAch dEehT UTSITAT HTHT fADBIGEGoTe helel Ul fahi3ol
87oo1 dT¢ in-service dTfcydT YTt ITofaCeh] B2

Yes

8

No

giseT

Don't know [ no response

ATt Bf /et wfafohar St

When was the last time you received in-service training on how to
teach reading to early grade learners with disabilities?

AUTES UTIfAch dgahl HUTSITAT HThI [ABISEEmIs hald! Use [ddbI3el
870l d1¢ in-service dTfchd Thiges YT IofaiCen! fardr?

Within past year
I1q aef farr

1-2 years agol-2 a¥ &t

3-4 years ago
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Question Response

3-y 9y s1aT

5-10 years ago
$-g0 qY AT

More than 10 years ago

go g¥ ¥eer O oY

Don't know / no response

20TET 5 ot TR et

Do you consider yourself to have a disability? Yes

& qUTSEATS 3P HUTSITAT Tch] S fch &l vied] BB? &

No

gt

Don't know [ no response
UTET et [Tt Tl sk e

What kind of disability? Deaf or hard of hearing

ol YhTIh! HUTSITAT? 2T o1 Ged S/auT 3CehT
Ifch

Blind or low vision

Tieefatge a1 =g+ efSe svanr
=afed

Communication or speech
HaTe, a1 TAR HFa=ET 3TqT5aTar
U cafFd

Learning or intellectual

1S ar sigfe 3ramgerar
U TITFT

Physical or mobility

2R ar afafrerar gea=eh

Very good
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Question Response

How would you describe your skills in Nepali Sign Language? Would you 8¢ T
say, very good, good, poor, or do not know Nepali Sign Language?

Good
dUTe SuTest ATSahidch BITSTAT chfdeh erdi gajges? 8¢ 2ail, 2ram, fdb, i
33Tl

Poor

ueld

Do not know Nepali Sign
Language

SUTEt AT TS 2ATeT
Bl

Don't know / no response
oITET Bol /ol UfafehdT Bal

Have you ever received training or taken formal lessons to learn Nepali | Yes
Sign Language?

& dUTEeS STUTe3! ATShideh YT Eadoefl dTfesdl aT 3iuaTfeen felefur Jrefarcent gT
o No
BIseT
Don't know [ no response
2TeT 5Tt AR B
Have you ever received training on how to teach Nepali Sign Yes
Language? ar
& dUTES SAUT3] TG biddh ST herel fAdbI3al 8ioot |12 dTfe3dT fe5o(aTah!
®? No
gIseT
Don't know / no response
aTgT o7/t T
How would you describe your skills in reading braille? Would you say, Very good
very good, good, poor, or do not know how to read braille? AT
qUTE S hidch! SFHIENT Ueslgow? &2 23, 2rai, f6b,ued 3m3da| Sood
CAC3)
Poor
[EME)

Do not know Nepali Sign
Language
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Question Response

STt AT dch BITHT TET
ol

Don't know / no response
T8 Bol /ot UfafohdT Bol

Have you ever received training or taken formal lessons to learn to read | Yes
braille?

g
& dUTES §e3 Ugotdll Tl dlfcsal T 3Udeeh felefur Iefsiveh! ©? S
o
GEC)
Don't know / no response
UTET et /oot Tl TSk e
Have you ever received training on how to teach learners to read Yes
braille? ar
& dUTEeS fABIGEG®IE 6> Ueal heldl fAhbIdal 8foal a1 dlfcsal fehe]aCep!
oo No
EC)
Now | want to ask you about your participation in the LEARN program
31d 3 qUISHTS LEARN DT CBAAT dqUTS T TEHTITATSDHT SISHT Sl TTgots
Which LEARN trainings did you participate in? 3 Days Teachers Training
TUTEES LEARNGRY ol ITfoSaTatT 19T fesefaraiy 2 on Universal Design for
' Learning (UDL)
fAcrgen! fayaardt e
gl 3 feot feleras dnfesar

2 Days Refresher Teachers
Training on Universal
Design for Learning (UDL)

fAmTseh! Ayt eiar
adoefl 2 oot Yofaforft
feleres drfesat

10 Days NSL Training

10 féar T3t AHihfdah
HTHTHY dTfdd

Other

Ao

None of the above

MR G ufel Bol
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Question Response

How satisified were you with the content of these trainings? Very satisfied

qUTE T AT ITESD! fATTaEdgese] i Hoge EgoD 2 &2 ot

Moderately satisfied
G eog v
Moderately dissatisfied
ST HeTo v

Very dissatisfied

8¢ 3fefoqe

Not sure/Don't know
foAfRyd Bet eimeT Be

Was there anything about the tranings that could have been Yes
improved?
i @

& I dIfeSAAT eI ITof Yof uef farat » S
(0]

gt

If yes, please share what could have been improved?
afe folaY a1al, & T TTef Afbow dfoot AT Tefele ?

How much do you agree with the following statements about the LEARN
trainings. You can strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree.

LEARN ITfc53Tch STEaT foldoT cheloTgeeld duTs hideh! STgaTd Eaigow| duTs
EdTqdd Tgd, SEd, 3IeTgaTd, Ol EGdTqdch 31eTgaNd §ol AaTIEoD |

The LEARN trainings | attended contained useful information that meet | Strongly agree

my specific needs as a teacher. 3 weaa

S o197 fSTDI LEARN ATfS A felefdhoh! wudl ALl fael 3HTaeddhdlgs py—

URT IS IUGf AT T | 9
TgAd
Disagree
3Heleddd

Strongly disagree
€12 31eTgdd

Don't know [ no response

TET Bel/ ol Ufafchan Bel

[If agree or strongly agree to previous] What information did you learn
through the LEARN trainings that met your needs?
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Question Response

[afe 3ifEieesIenT HEdd Eolgo® dl E6dIJdch SIgdTd Eolgo afal] duTach
3T 3HTaeThdIgd YeT 1ol LEARN dTfcsdl dTthd ol UiTolohlel fadsierdl »

The LEARN trainings | attended provided me with skills that meet my Strongly agree

specific needs as a teacher. &3 TeeTd
H BT fTUDBT LEARN dlTfc5a1cs HTe3TS felerehep! SUaT it faely py—
3T ATES el 16 2fiUgs T Il 9
dledd
Disagree
3feleddd
Strongly disagree
€12 3rergard
Don't know [ no response
TET B/ ol Ufafchan Bel
[If agree or strongly agree to previous] What resources did you receive
through the LEARN trainings that met your needs?
[afe sifeieesTevT STgdd Eolgo® dl €6 GUHN STEdd Eolgo 8at] duTses LEARN
dTfesd ATHd ol SAgS UTtd ITefard] oee> dUTech! 3Taeddhdlgs YeT
Tefaray ?
The LEARN trainings | attended provided me with other support that Strongly agree
meet my specific needs as a teacher. & TeId
5 37191 fSTDT LEARN TTfcses TGI8 felerahdb! e atel fae pysm
TP ATES YeT 16 3152 HEATES Vel Il 9
eledd
Disagree
3fegdd

Strongly disagree
&1 3reTEdd

Don't know [ no response

ofTT B/ wfifasaT Bt

[If agree or strongly agree to previous] What other support did you
receive through the LEARN trainings that met your needs?

[afe 3ifEieesIenT HEaTd Eolgo® dl €6 GUdI HEId Eolgo afel] duTecy Mol
3T B ATES YeT ITot LEARN dIf3aTgE ATH 3(& ol TEINT UTCd Iofard ?

In an average school week, how frequently would you say you use the
information, skills, resources, and other support you received through
LEARN trainings in your lessons?
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Question

3erd fAeTesd Eilesol 3T ol ELdld], dUTScs dUTSh! UTGEGAT LEARN
drfesdt AT d UTed Wisiepldl, 2T, TTdES, ¢ 3o TEANIES dhid e TIT
IG{Eots d7oTe 3o5] ot ?

Response

Information learned during LEARN trainings

LEARN dTfc5HAAT facbap! HATeTdbTel

Every lesson

Eeoh UTS

One or two lessons per
week

ELdIT Toh dl Gg UTe

Three or four lessons per
week

gLara dtel a1 9me ute

Once per week

EWdTAT Th b

Less than once per week

ECdTdAT Th UCh o] hd

| have never used the
information I learned in
school lessons

AS fAATSTRT UTEESAT
fABdH! ATTdBT Biged
TIT IR el

Don't know/not sure

UTEI B | fAfAd Bat

Skills learned during LEARN trainings
LEARN dTfesaraT fddept efiugs

Every lesson

Eech TS

One or two lessons per
week

ELdI911 Toh dl §g UTe

Three or four lessons per
week

gLara dtel a1 9me ute

Once per week

EWIAT Tb YCh

Less than once per week
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Question Response

ELdTAT Th Ucdh o] chdl

| have never used the
information | learned in
school lessons

S fATTHTDHT UTogSaT
B d! ATeTmTe Biged
I I el

Don't know/not sure
oITET B | fAYd Bt
Resources received through LEARN trainings Every lesson

LEARN T3 AThd UTd Tidgs goh UTo

One or two lessons per
week

gL Th dT g uTs

Three or four lessons per
week

gLara dtet a1 9me ute

Once per week

EWTHAT Th Ycdh

Less than once per week

ELdTAT Th Ucdh o] chdl

I have never used the
information | learned in
school lessons

IS fATTHTDHT UTogSaT
faBdH! ATTdTe Biged
T I el

Don't know/not sure
UTEI B | foAfAd Bat
Other support received through LEARN trainings Every lesson

LEARN dTfcsd AThd YTt 3{cd T T o UTS

One or two lessons per
week

ELdI1 Th dT g UTs
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Question Response

Three or four lessons per
week

BT diel a1 91e a1e

Once per week

EWTAT Th Ucdh

Less than once per week

ELdTHAT Th YT dh o] hdl

| have never used the
information | learned in
school lessons

HeS fAeTeHU BT IO
A ep! TATeTehIEl Biged
TGN I B
Don't know/not sure
oITET Bt | fAfd Bet
Aside from LEARN trainings, have you ever received training on how to Yes
use technologies to support learners with disabilities? ar
& dUTEcs higes UfASeh! YAITETE 3UTSITAT T fAhIGEGms hefel
TR T ofest AT ATfsaT fobe] STahT B2 No
Eg]
Don't know [ no response
UTET et [t wfcAfohar Ser
Aside from LEARN trainings, have you ever received training on how to Yes
accommodate and engage learners with different types of disabilities &
in your classroom?
& dUTEes g’ fafelest 3MUTSITAT HUGT fADBIGESDTS DhallchIoTa herel No
ALl T T5IoT IeT3of dfoet SIS dlfchal f3of 8Tehl B? et
Don't know / no response
UTET et /oot Tl TSk e

Now ['ll ask you some questions about different technologies, for
example, computers or phones, that you might have access to in your
home or at school.

37d 37 dUTEBTe TS ch! TIgaTl UEd 8(Tah! fafatoet Ufdfeige vied: shawjee al
ANETSS P d1SHT g Y91 e

Do you have access to a computer or tablet at home or at school?

Yes, at home
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Question Response

& AUTEEIT T2 o [AeTSTHAT eSS al cATae SUBE B2 gl, g

Yes, at school

g, faermegan

Yes, at home and at school
8, Tre ¢ faamegan

No

grsef

Don't know [ no response
oTET ot et TfafabaT Bet

During the last three months, how often did you use a computer or Almost every day
- . . . . .
tablet at school? That is, for preparation or for in-class instruction. ST 2o

fATchT 3 AfESTIHT dUTES T dT f[AeATSTHAT haee al cATdS bl hideh] Y ——
TANIT Ifarai? (el dadre! dT deflel ol feiceldt faotep! wft)
g HfFIAT Th Uch

Less than once a week

LT Tb YT &foc] bl
Not at all
G gof
How would you describe your level of comfort in using a computer or Very comfortable
tablet? 83 FEa

qUTERTS hegee dT TS YW Iof thideh! dfie] BSHB?

Comfortable

eledt

Not very comfortable

&2 Tgu Bl

Not at all comfortable
Yeah Hgu Bl

Do you have access to a mobile feature phone at home or at school? Yes, at home

& dUTEh! & aT fAedTsIHAT HATGTSes Wloich! HfALgS Iuches B2 g, Tl

Yes, at school

EACEICHE

Yes, at home and at school

g e ¢ Qaregan
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Question Response

No
EEE
Don't know / no response
ofTET S5/ ey wfaifdsa Bet
During the last three months, how often did you use a mobile feature Almost every day
phone at school? That is, for preparation, for in-class instruction, or with ST 2T
students.
fA9TdeRT 3 AESITHT dUTSeH fALATSTHAT FETScH Bloloh! FfAEESDI hidad! Atleast once a week
VT TTcferdTe (el JaTd ot dHeflal Bet farcere featat roft at ELATHT AT Teb Ueh
feenfefeeei) Less than once a week
BTl T Ych 8fog] chdl
Not at all

ga ol

How would you describe your level of comfort in using a mobile phone?

JUTEATE ATETSD Polel TN ITef Bfdeh! TG BIG?

Very comfortable

& Tgdl

Comfortable

Not very comfortable

&1 T Bal

Not at all comfortable

Ucchdh HgH Bal

Do you have access to a smart phone at home or at school?

P JUTE T TZAT O fAeeIa THATE WISl B?

Yes, at home

HREL

Yes, at school

H GBIl

Yes, at home and at school

AR EAA G Bl aEill

No

glgal

Don't know [ no response

ofTT B/ wiifasaT Bt

How would you describe your level of comfort in using a smart phone?

Very comfortable
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Question
AUTSSTS TATE Whlel UINT ITef chfddh] AfAD] BIB?

Response

& gl

Comfortable

Not very comfortable

8¢ TET Bal

Not at all comfortable

Ucohh HE Bal

Do you have access to the internet at home or at school?

P dUTEeh! TeHT dT fAeTes T gotdole IUD B?

Yes, at home

FEROELll

Yes, at school

R GBIl

Yes, at home and at school

ARG Bl Ll

No

glgal

Don't know [ no response

ofTT B/ wfifaaT Bt

During the last three months, how often did you use the internet at

school? That is, for preparation, for in-class instruction, or with students.

AThT 3 ATESITHT dUTSes fAETSTHAT Eocdole bl T Iaferdr? (heaf
TqATE! T HEMTE o forcerel feotent w1ft aT faenmfefgesein)

Almost every day

I Sflh

At least once a week

AT BT Th Uoh

Less than once a week

ELdTAT Th Ucdh o] chdl

Not at all

ga ol

How would you describe your level of comfort in using the internet?

JUTEATE Eoteaic U ITef Bhfdh! dfe! BIB?

Very comfortable

& Tgd

Comfortable

Not very comfortable

&1 T Bal
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Question Response

Not at all comfortable

Yeohds &gu Bel
What kinds of EdTech did you learn about in the LEARN trainings you Applications
participated in? [Enumerator note: Do not read answers aloud, ask R ETES
teacher to list options and check any that correspond to the response
list] Digital books/library

AUTEES AT fo5eTaT T LEARN TTISSHAT AUTSES Toel UbTeahl EdTech dTS sfiice Yedd /Jeddhlad
fAFoT81AT ? [ITUTeh Sile: Ge3l Edees TIdTh ofUeaigld, felafheals fddheugedhl Disability focused

@ﬁwgﬁqﬁmmﬂﬁﬂ@ﬁﬁﬁ E[EIE\] materials
3YTSITAT Shiogd ATHIAT
E-lessons

2-Uulogs

Games

[CRECY

Learning videos
Aroprs fatfsates
Parent resources

3ifaTach bl Tidgs

Sign language books

AThIdeh YT Yedhes

Tedcher Resources
felerds Tidga

Things you can make

dUTEeS Toll3of Horol Pclea

Laptop/Computer

TV Screen/ProjectorTV
fehol/dviaee
Microphone
ATSTHIIoT

Braille keyboards

g fhalees
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Question Response

Tablet

[PIES
Typoscope
[ECICEAR]

Evo DAISY players
sofl Sefl Wt

Did you install any of the following mobile applications on your own Beautiful Minds app
personal mobile device, without any assistance from LEARN project
staff?

: ~ PR N Feed the Monster a
S AUTSE LEARN TfTTOToTTchT chafdeigech! dol SgaT faiail 3iToreil o fchard i
TS IUBUTHT foldoT AaTEe Cltddhdiolgds sovea Joferdl » Feed the Monster app

Beautiful Minds app

Read Along

Read Along

Fredium

Fredium

ACNS Sunaulo Bihani

ACNS Sunaulo Bihani

Bloom Reader

Bloom Reader

Deaf Note

Deaf Note

E-Pustakalaya
-Ueddlad
Hamro Ramailo Katha

I3 TS hell

Let's Read TAF

Let's Read TAF

Mero Sanket
S dobd
Nepali Barnamala

SUTes T SUfATST

Ramailo Padha
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Question Response

AT UeTs
None of the above
HTTADBT ol Ufel B
In the past five days of school, what kinds of EdTech have you used with | Applications
your learners? [Enumerator note: Do not read answers aloud, ask R aTES
teacher to list options and check any that correspond to the response
list] Digital books/library

AT TSI UTd feoTgdal, duTses auTsds fAeneffigadion doedl Umresm! | fSfiies Yedm/Jedmicsd
Edtech U197 I5f8{dl ? [ITUTeh Sile: Sedl Edees TidIh siUeagld, felefdhesrs
A cUgaah! adt Jell3al ¢ ol Ufel UfdfohaT Faftei fAeot Hifd Iefgrd]

Disability focused
materials

3ATSITAT dfosd Erareft
E-lessons

B-Ulogs

Games

HUBES

Learning videos
fAors faifies
Parent resources
3ifaYaTaeheh Hdgs

Sign language books

o STSTh Jedbhgd

Teacher Resources
feterds Tidga

Things you can make

dUTEs Toll3ol Hdrol Pclea

Laptop/Computer
ey /hagee

TV Screen/ProjectorTVv
&bl /doiaes
Microphone

ATSHIDIoT

Braille keyboards
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Question Response

g fhalggs

Tablet
(DIES

Typoscope

EIESIL

Evo DAISY players
goi Seft whte

None of the above

R e ufey et

In the last five days of school, how often did you use any of these
EdTech solutions in your classrooms and with your learners?

ORI ICah! UTd fCaTdT, dUTSes dUTSh! hellehIoTa ¢ duTsdel
faemeffgadon At a1ed Bt ufel Edtech AT i e FIIT ITefard 2

Daily

efolcs

Three to Four times

dtet are uch

Once or twice

Screen/Projector, Microphone, Braille keyboards, DAISY players]

& duTs 3l Slfeles T TUTSHT UTEEST foldst BU aT UfAfdgs waeT
Iefgolt viedl SIS ? foldel It Uaolglel: seithes dTsesd Ty, fihs ¢ dloeee
vy, f3g 31c391, Tof2aa, TeAlualtd Hollo! fagreft, s3d f2ge, 3 aile, 8-
JedahIcsd, I3 TS hell, Let's Read TAF, Al &g dbd, oTUTe3T Sofallesl,
THTESI Yerg| , e Jedoded/Jeddbicsd, UTSITdT dhfead HIAIES, 8-
UIogs, Hoed, [Adre fafedlgs, sifalanad Uldgs, diddd sTITehl
Jedohed, felaics TIdes, dUTecs Sell3ol ddel helgd, Tucy/hagee, TV
f&hel/voiaee, ATShIWbIe, S5 fhalged, gait 2ft wee

T dl g8 yeh
Never
B
Don't know / no response
YTET Bl ot UfdfchaT Bof
Do you think you will use any of the following apps or technologies in Yes
your lessons in the next academic year? [Read the following list: ar
Beautiful Minds app, Feed the Monster app, Read Along, Fredium, ACNS
Sunaulo Bihani, Bloom Reader, Deaf Note, E-Pustakalaya, Hamro
Ramailo Katha, Let's Read TAF, Mero Sanket, Nepali Barnamala, Ramailo
Padhai, Digital books/library, Disability focused materials, E-lessons,
Games, Learning videos, Parent resources, Sign language books, No
Teacher Resources, Things you can make, Laptop/Computer, GEGH

Don't know [ no response

ATeT S/t sifaiferan a1

214




Question Response

[If previous question is yes] Which of the following do you intend to use | Beautiful Minds app
in your lessons in the next academic year?

afe; 3ifiees! Usal "8l 8fl] 3rch! Slfeich afo quTs foldal a7ed THoTesls duTedh!
TS JINIT ITof ATEIGEow 2

Beautiful Minds app

Feed the Monster app

Feed the Monster app

Read Along

Read Along

Fredium

Fredium

ACNS Sunaulo Bihani

ACNS Sunaulo Bihani

Bloom Reader

Bloom Reader

Deaf Note

Deaf Note

E-Pustakalaya
E-qedopiesd
Hamro Ramailo Katha

EI31 TATSHT BT

Let's Read TAF

Let's Read TAF

Mero Sanket

Jel davd

Nepali Barnamala
SIUTe! SUfATesT
Ramailo Padha

THTSH! UeTs

Digital books/library

fefice Yedd /qeddmresd

Disability focused
materials

3YTSITAT Shiogd ATHIAT
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Question Response

E-lessons

B-UTogs

Games

HUBES

Learning videos
fAopTs fatfeates
Parent resources
3ifaYaiTachepl Hdgs
Sign language books

T TSR Jedbhgd

Tedcher Resources
feleres Tidead

Things you can make

dUTEs Toll3ol Hdrol Pclea

Laptop/Computer

oIy [HFCe

TV Screen/ProjectorTV
fehet/Mviaee
Microphone
HATSHIDIST

Braille keyboards
g fhalsegs
Tablet

[DIEH
Typoscope
[ECICEAN]

Evo DAISY players

gail Seft e

What are some reasons why you did not use the apps or technologies | didn't have time to access
we just mentioned in your lessons? the apps/technology
during the lesson
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Question Response

I UGBTI TATAT
T /gfafe ugT e et
foger

| don't have enough tech
skills and knowledge to use
the apps or technology
during lessons

T UeT3ol THIA T T
vfafe g I1ef gafta
vnfafeas 2t g Stet Bel

| don't think the apps or
technologies were relevant
to my lessons

HATE BCa fob TWIgE aT
Ufafdgs Al uTSgEa
GIGAREARY

The apps/technology did
not work correctly or broke

T /Uffe St I
I1oet a1 fafaran

There is no internet to be
able to use the apps or
technology

T a1 ufafel gar 9ref
goTIolC Bel

There is no electricity to
use the apps or technology

T o1 vfafel graer Iref farojest
ol

Students get distracted
while using technologies

vfaferen! T 9ef faareffes
fadfesd gowe

Difficulty in integrating
technology in the
curriculum

UTGushatd UfdfelesTs Tehlpd
ol hfSeTE
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Question Response

How much would you agree with the following statements about the
EdTech solutions provided by LEARN?

LEARNETET UCTel ITfEahT Edtech TTIAIEEM! STST foldsl dheleTgdeiol auTs

P! TAEId Ego ?

| could easily refer to and access the EdTech toolkit provided by LEARN. | Strongly agree

3T LEARN T2l ViaTol JfeCah! Edtech T3 fhedTe. afoiosell dI8Me T Ugd Iof | &2 gdd

GiEas)

° Agree

cledd
Disagree
3dedd

Strongly disagree
€1 3reTEdd

Don't know / no response
oTET S5/ ey wfaifdsa Bet
| could easily use the EdTech solutions to present materials to learners. | Strongly agree

F fAenfelgaesTs el Uedd el Afcieselil Edtech &IRIES YAV Iof e | &2 &Hgard

Agree

cledd

Disagree

3iededd

Strongly disagree
&1 3reTgdd

Don't know [ no response
oITgT BT /apa fafasaT Sot
The EdTech solutions were accessible for learner use. Strongly agree
faenfelgeeh! YavTeh! BT Edtech UgadY faT &2 ergad

Agree

Sledd

Disagree

3iededd

Strongly disagree
€12 srergard
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Question Response

Don't know / no response
oITgT BT/ apa TfafasaT Bot
My learners could use the EdTech solutions to learn basic reading skills. | Strongly agree

Fer faenfefgdes simemesid Uoel eiugs faterel Edtechdd! U191 ITof o] &2 Tgard

Agree

glgdld

Disagree

3dedd

Strongly disagree

€12 3rergard

Don't know [ no response
gl Bl ot Ufdfchar Bof
My learners could use the EdTech solutions to enhance their problem Strongly agree

solving skills. 3 TeTa
AT faenfefgaes 3Torell THTT THATEITST ITof HUES FaI3a1 Edtechdd! TT ITef
Do

Agree
dedid

Disagree

3edd

Strongly disagree

€ 31ergad

Don't know [ no response
ofTET S5/ et wfaifasa Bet
My learners could use the EdTech solutions to present their learnings. Strongly agree

FeT faenfegdes 3pes fAdhobl pelgds Uedd ot Edtechdb! YT ITof ool | &2 Hgdd

Agree

gledld

Disagree

3dedd

Strongly disagree
€1 3feTEdd

Don't know / no response
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Question Response

oITET Bol /ot UfafehdT Bol
How satisfied were you with the EdTech solutions you learned about Very satisfied
Lo
through the LEARN trolnilng. ] - ?J%W
LEARN dTfe5d AT dUTEe fAdahT EdtechdsT ATESTEEENT duTs dhiddl —
Moderately satisfied
T EIEoD ?
G EogvC
Moderately dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
812 3reToge
How much do you agree with the following statements about your
current teaching knowledge and skills. You can strongly agree, agree,
disagree, or strongly disagree.
5 ST heSTgeeT il HEId Eojgos?
I know how to use varied or differentiated learning activities to engage Strongly agree
a diverse range of learners. & Tead
AT fAfdel YhTeahl f[ABIEEGmTs el dosdol IEI3alchl o31Ift fafaiest py—
UBTED! [APIED OhTeheIUES oTE B 9
elgdld
Disagree
3{dedd
Strongly disagree
& AHAd
Don't know / no response
T8 Bol /ol UfafohdT Bol
I know different strategies to motivate and engage a diverse range of Strongly agree
learners. 3 wTeeTd
ASTE faAfdel UhTechl [AhIEEEs DA Soadal IL3al ¢ Icdilied doll3al pye
fafareet 9
clgdd
Disagree
3{dgdd

Strongly disagree
&1 3reTgdd

Don't know [ no response

220




Question Response

e e

| give my learners different types of opportunities to express what they
learn.

H A fanfgsors fogses @bl el olch Jefdh! It fafaiest Hidblgs
feowl

Strongly agree
&8 Tgatd

Agree
dedd

Disagree

3iededd

Strongly disagree
&1 3reTEdd

Don't know / no response

ofTT B/ wfifasaT Bt

| believe that it is important to present information to learners in a
variety of ways.

HSTS VS o faanfefgsers gdeiigs fafder dfiapres Tedd Iref dgcayuf
ool

Strongly agree

&1¢ TeAd

Agree
elgdld

Disagree

3iededd

Strongly disagree
&1 srergard

Don't know / no response

oITET Bol /ol UfafehdT Bal

| believe that it is important to allow learners to express what they know
in a variety of ways.

HASTE BB ol faefgsee 3Mpes [ddh! Helgs fafder afdarey o et
et sTgcayof goe!

Strongly agree
&2 TgHd

Agree
elgdld

Disagree

3dedd

Strongly disagree
€12 3rergard

Don't know [ no response

TET B/ ol Ufafchan Bel
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Question Response

| believe that it is important to motivate and engage learners in a Strongly agree
variety of ways. 3 TeTa

FH3TE BB ol faanfelgeers fafdel dfedhred Uieeiigst € desIof ITof dTgcaquf
g0l

Agree
dedd

Disagree

3edd

Strongly disagree
€1 3feTEdd

Don't know / no response
ofTeT et pet SifaifebarT et
| can use a variety of assessment strategies for my learners. Strongly agree

F faeneffgeop! Aexrgdhores! w9t fafdel eurfalfdge YT e &2 Tgd

Agree

cledid

Disagree

3dedd

Strongly disagree
&1 3reTEdd

Don't know / no response
oTET Bol /ol UfafohdT Bol
| can provide an alternative explanation or example when learners are Strongly agree

confused. Q?EETH—CT
A AL fAefefes IBATBTUD ST ddbicUds dicdhles ST Jlef ¢ 3Tl feal
|

Agree
dedd

Disagree

3iededd

Strongly disagree
&1 3reTEdd

Don't know [ no response

ofTT B/ wiifasaT Bt
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Question Response

In the last five days of school, did you use any of the following Varied or differentiated

strategies with learners in your class? learning strategies for a

REnaaY TR Sifeaier Ut ferd, 3 quTdss susi s fAerefigagr | diverse range of learners

folaat e ol TUTeTfa TrINT IMafara 2 faermeffgaept fafder eraeresr
19 fafder ar faaifed faaprg
Tursfifdes

Different strategies to
motivate and engage a
diverse range of learners

fafefsst gepTedhT
faemeffgsears 3Afed Iref ¢
EEAGEICECICIECE]
Various opportunities for

learners to express what
they learn

faemeffgsosrs 3Mpes fAdh D!
el ch JTof fafateot
3D

Presented information to
learners in a variety of
ways

faeeffgamrs fafaies
dfchTaT iTeTahTel Uedd
Tt

A variety of assessment
strategies for my
learnersdel faameffgsant
11 fafetest HedTgohol
CAUCIIRRES

Alternative explanations or
examples when learners
were confused

dafcUds ST aT
3CTgeuTEe ofd faemeffgs
35 HBHT Ueahl fIT
In the last five days of school, in what kinds of lessons did you use the Nepali reading
previous strategies mentioned with learners in your class? ST Ul
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Question Response
AT TaR! ITCeH! 3ifedar UTd foTaTl, duTSe dUTsSeh! dhefTd faaeffgaer Nepali writing
et T STt o5&l
Mathematics
Sciences
CEIC]
Other:
3Hod:
Now ['ll ask you some questions about supporting learners in your
classroom.
37d 31 qUTE3Te dUTSch! TgaTl UEd 8iTah! fafatesl Ufdfeigs vied: shawjee al
TS h TS g U5 SeatDl
Children's learning abilities and needs may vary depending on their
physical, mental, intellectual and emotional state. Therefore, an IEP is a
plan designed to address the personal educational needs of children
with learning difficulties due to functional limitations or disabilities.
TS aTey g i, ATaifeid, dlfeics dal SavTeTe 3HdeRlTehl
3MTEMea fAPTS HEIHT ¢ 3TdeThdl Bheh-Thedh gol ddtel| dere hrfard
AT T 3UTSITAThHT BIeUTe) fABISHT ST HTDT STcsdlfcdhIEdahl
fchaTd elfeleh 3Taeddhdl gaaiels Iof qaTe el ATotell of ddfched
elerfoles Irotetl &l
Have you heard of an IEP before? Yes
& qUTSSS IEP T I12 UfEed EoolorTenl fAal? &
No
Brse
Don't know [ no response
UTET et /oot Tl TshaT B
Have you ever received training on how to use an IEP with your learners | Yes
through the LEARN project? ar
& dUTEcS TGl faefegeelaT IEP ehefd! VT ITef 8fool aTe dlfesdl UTed
IefarTe! B? No
GEn)
Don't know [ no response
UTET et [t Tl TSR e
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Question Response

Have you ever used an IEP with any of your learners? Yes
& qUTSeS 3MTTrail fAEfelgseT IEP URIVT TTefeiUah! B2 &
No

gt

Don't know [ no response

UTET et /oot Tl sk e

How much do you agree with the following statements. You can
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree.

T fEETDI BeloTgee Bideh! HEdld EIgon?

An IEP helps me understand the needs of my learners. Strongly agree
IEP T A8 3Tl fAenfefgsahl sTaedehdT ggel Hed I 8| &2 Tgard
Agree

glgdld

Disagree

3dedd

Strongly disagree
&1 srergard

Don't know [ no response
TET B/ ol UfafchaT Bel
The work it takes to create [EPs for my learners outweighs the benefits. Strongly agree

|EP ThT SBTTES 8{cel 6! TGS doil3ol BIel T &2 Eov| &2 TgHd

Agree
dedid

Disagree

3dedd

Strongly disagree
€12 31eTgdd

Don't know [ no response
gl Bl [t Ufdfchar Bof
An IEP can help match a learner to different technologies to support Strongly agree

their reading. 3 TeTa
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Question

IEP 5 Bl ufol faenfefeste fafetoot Ufdefigeseion Siie uergan dgdivn It Hed
jis]

Response
Agree
cledd

Disagree

3iededd

Strongly disagree
&1 3reTgdd

Don't know / no response

ofTT B/ wiifasaT Bt

Using technologies can help a diverse range of learners learn to read.

gfafeie! udivTes fafder vepledh faenfgsemrs uersd Hgdiv qaissl

Strongly agree

&2 Tgad

Agree
elgdld

Disagree

3iededd

Strongly disagree
&1 srergard

Don't know / no response

oITET Bol /ot UfafohaT Baf

Having learners use technologies in the classroom is more of a
distraction than a benefit.

faefelgeeTs dareiore yfafel YT Irsf feie] sfoiehl 3fotgesehl earet 891 1]
El

Strongly agree
&2 TgHd

Agree
elgdld

Disagree

3fdedd

Strongly disagree
&1 3regad

Don't know [ no response

TET B/ ol Ufafchan Bel

I know how to match different technologies to learners with different
needs.

HTE faaTfdesmTe feigsed! aeddhdl ieiey Ufafe ufgars Iref 3138l

Strongly agree
&2 TgHd

Agree
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Question Response

dedd

Disagree

3edd

Strongly disagree
€1 3feTEdd

Don't know / no response
ofTeT et pet SifafebarT et
I am confident using technologies in my classroom. Strongly agree

I ShefTehIaTeT YfAfees! YT Ief Serts 8foot el fayed B & dead

Agree

cledid

Disagree

3edd

Strongly disagree
&1 3reTgdd

Don't know [ no response
oITgT BT /apa TfafasT Bot
The process of using IEPs to match technologies to learners’ needs Strongly agree

could be improved. 3 TTEad

IEP URN9T ITef Ueparests ufdeften dies #mal a1dt faeneffgaap! siaedadsit
311U FEITE ITof Ao

Agree
elgdld

Disagree

3iededd

Strongly disagree
&1 3reTgdd

Don't know / no response

oITET ol [dpol UfafehdT Bal

[If previous response is agree or strongly agree] In your opinion, how
could the process of using IEPs to match learners with specialized
learning materials using EdTech be improved?
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Question Response

[afe sifeies! Ufafohdr HEad dT eadTqdch dEgdTd galgo® fal] dursah!
faRITEaT, IEP UINT I YpdTeaTs Edtech U191 9122 felY fohTg Erarft orCahT
faenfefgaese fAI3ol herd! FeITe Iof Hidros ?

Those are all the questions | have for you. Do you have any questions
for me?

I 3UPBT YeleTgd dfcol goll dUTEeT Hel BIft dogl TeTges Bol?

Thank you so much for your time and your responses. Your thoughts
and opinions are very valuable to us.

dqUISH! TAT ¢ Ufaforare! srft € ecudre|
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Appendix G BL = Baseline
EL = Endline
Results by Key Disaggregates

Learner Sample Overview

Blind/Low vision Cognitive Disability Deaf[Hard of hearing

ECArTrTir vy U AT FTA AR TS

Bagmati 74.1 722 54.7 60.3 53.8 53.4 589 60.0

. Gandaki 2 3.4 2 3.7 26 30.2 22 28.2 21 20.2 21 20.4 49 19.8 45 19.1
Province Karnali 8 13.8 8 14.8 7 8.1 5) 6.4 9 8.7 9 8.7 24 9.7 22 9.4
Madesh 5 8.6 5 9.3 6 7.0 4 5.1 18 17.3 18 17.5 29 11.7 27 11.5

ECD 20 34.5 13 24.1 1 1.2 6 7.7 5] 4.8 B B 26 10.5 22 9.4

G1 17 29.3 7 13.0 2 2.3 7 9.0 24 23.1 20 19.8 43 17.3 34 14.6

G2 9 155 14 259 1 1.2 2 2.6 B8] 31.7 27 26.7 43 17.3 43 18.5

Grade G3 12 20.7 9 16.7 0 0.0 5 6.4 42 40.4 41 40.6 54 21.8 55 23.6
G4 0 0.0 11 20.4 0 0.0 6 7.7 0 0 10 9.9 0 0.0 27 11.6

G6 0 0.0 0 0.0 82 95.3 52 66.7 0 0 0 0 82 33.1 52 22.3

Boy 85 60.3 32 59.3 47 54.7 43 55.1 55, 529 56 54.4 137 550 131 55.7

Sex Girl 23 39.7 22 40.7 39 45.3 35 44.9 49 47.1 47 45.6 111 44.8 104 44.3
9 and younger 28 48.3 19 B5W) 16 18.6 7 9.0 30 28.8 23 223 74 29.8 49 20.9

10to 13 26 44.8 25 46.3 25 29.1 26 33.3 61 58.8 59 57.3 112 45.2 110 46.8

Age group 14to 19 4 6.9 10 18.5 42 48.8 43 55.1 13 12.5 20 19.4 59 23.8 73 31.1
20 and older 0 0 0 0 3 3.5 2 2.6 0 0 1 1 3 1.2 3 1.3

Total 58 100 54 100 86 100 78 100 104 100 103 100 248 100 235 100
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Blind / Low Vision Zero Scores

Listening
comprehension

Vowel letter
ification

id

Consonant letter

identification

Letter matra
identification

Nonword
identification

Reading
comprehension

Overall Score

Passage reading
fluency

| 0.05 ‘ 0.00 ‘ 0.08 | 0.22 ‘ 0.13 ‘ 0.19 | 0.24 ‘ 0.15 ‘ 0.21 | 0.50 ‘ 0.17 ‘ 0.00 ‘ 0.71 ‘ 0.38 ‘ 0.00 ‘ 0.64 ‘ 0.31 ‘ 0.00 ‘ 0.66 ‘ 0.33 ‘ 0.00

Listening
comprehension

Vowel letter

Consonant letter

identification

Nonword
identification

Reading
comprehension

Passage reading
fluency

Bagmati 0.05 | 0.00 0.15 0.21 | 0.08 0.08 0.26 | 0.10 0.07 047 | 0.13 0.00 0.70 | 0.37 0.00 0.60 | 0.31 0.01 0.63 | 0.36 0.01

Gandaki 0.00 | 0.00 0.50 | 0.50 1.00 0.50 | 0.50 1.00 0.50 | 0.50 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.00
Province Karnali 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.38 | 0.00 0.05 0.50 | 0.00 0.02 0.50 | 0.00 0.02 0.50 | 0.00 0.02

Madesh 0.20 | 0.00 0.32 0.60 | 0.60 1.00 0.40 | 0.60 0.56 1.00 | 0.60 0.12 1.00 | 0.80 0.32 1.00 | 0.60 0.12 1.00 | 0.40 0.03

n 58 58 58 54 58 54 58 54 58 50 58 54 58 54

ECD 0.15 | 0.00 0.07 0.40 | 0.38 0.93 0.60 | 0.38 0.23 0.85 | 0.46 0.02 1.00 | 0.75 0.06 1.00 | 0.77 0.06 1.00 | 0.92 0.31

G1 0.00 | 0.00 0.29 | 0.14 0.40 0.12 | 0.14 0.87 0.53 | 0.14 0.05 0.82 | 0.17 0.00 0.71 | 0.29 0.05 0.76 | 0.29 0.03

G2 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.07 0.32 0.00 | 0.14 0.15 0.33 | 0.14 0.32 0.67 | 0.50 0.44 0.56 | 0.21 0.11 0.56 | 0.14 0.05
Grade G3 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.08 | 0.14 0.71 0.00 | 0.11 0.31 0.00 | 0.11 0.31

G4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.09

G6

n

Boy 0.06 | 0.00 0.15 0.23 | 0.13 0.27 026 | 0.13 0.17 0.51 | 0.13 0.00 0.74 | 0.26 0.00 0.66 | 0.25 0.00 0.69 | 0.31 0.00
Sex Girl 0.04 | 0.00 0.32 0.22 | 0.14 0.48 022 | 0.18 0.77 048 | 0.23 0.08 0.65 | 0.58 0.63 0.61 | 0.41 0.18 0.61 | 0.36 0.10

n 58 58 58 54 58 54 58 54 58 50 58 54 58 54

9 and younger | 0.11 | 0.00 0.08 0.25 | 0.21 0.75 043 | 0.21 0.11 0.68 | 0.26 0.00 0.86 | 0.44 0.00 0.79 | 0.47 0.03 0.82 | 0.58 0.08

10to 13 0.00 | 0.00 0.19 | 0.12 0.48 0.08 | 0.12 0.61 0.31 | 0.12 0.10 0.58 | 0.36 0.14 0.50 | 0.20 0.02 0.50 | 0.20 0.02
Agegroup 14to19 0.00 | 0.00 0.25 | 0.00 0.29 0.00 | 0.10 0.33 0.50 | 0.10 0.17 0.50 | 0.30 0.52 0.50 | 0.30 0.52 0.50 | 0.20 0.32

20 and older

n 58 53 58 54 58 54 58 54 58 50 58 54 58 54
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Blind / Low Vision Mean Scores

Listening Vowel letter Consonant letter Letter matra Nonword Passage reading Reading
comprehension identification identification identification identification fluency comprehension
BL E BL E
N |

58

58 54

| 58 54 | 58

Overall Score | 2.4% 2.7%| 0.11 | 6.9% 9.5% | 0.00 |18.2% 26.5%| 0.00 |14.2% 22.9% 0.00 ‘ 6.2% 13.1%  0.00 ‘ 9.4% 16.5%| 0.00 ‘ 1.6% 2.9% | 0.00
m Listening Vv Consonant letter Nonword Reading
comprehension i ion identification i identification fluency comprehension
I

N 58 58 58 54 58 54 58 54 58 54 58 54 58 50
Bagmati 2.5 2.7 7.0 9.9 19.2 27.8 15.3 23.7 6.5 12.9 10.1 16.5 1.7 2.8
Gandaki A5 A5 4.5 815 Ol5 9.0 75 255 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Province Karnali 3.0 2.8 9.0 12.9 22.8 35.8 18.9 34.1 10.0 23.6 13.6 27.8 2.5 5.0
Madesh 1.4 23 2.8 32 5.8 9.0 0.0 7.6 0.0 3.0 0.0 54 0.0 1.0
ECD 2.2 2.4 3.0 5.1 6.0 14.2 13 5.3 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.1
Gl A5 2.4 6.6 10.6 18.8 29.7 12.7 28.0 34 14.8 6.7 19.6 1.1 34
G2 2.7 2.7 9.8 8.9 25.3 25.0 22.2 22.4 8.9 9.6 12.0 18.2 2.1 3.1

Grade G3 2.8 3.0 LB 12.1 S083 8819 31.8 SO 18.4 22.9 26.8 23.6 4.8 4.4
G4 2.7 12.5 35.1 33.6 23.7 25.1 4.3
G6
Boy 24 2.6 6.9 10.0 18.9 27.7 12.8 24.3 5.6 14.6 8.8 17.7 1.5 3.0

Sex Girl A5 2.8 6.9 8.7 17.1 24.9 16.3 21.0 7.0 10.8 10.3 14.8 1.8 2.7
9 and younger 2.3 2.6 54 8.3 13.1 23.3 8.6 18.1 3.0 9.1 4.9 11.4 0.8 19

Agegroup 10to13 27/ 27/ 8.5 10.0 23.0 27.8 19.8 21l 9.0 14.0 13.5 19.2 24 34
14to 19 2.0 2.6 6.8 10.6 22.8 29.5 16.8 26.8 10.0 18.5 13.8 19.6 2.3 3.5
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Blind / Low Vision Fluency Scores

Vowel letter
identification

Consonant letter

identification

Matra
identification

Nonword
identification

Passage
reading fluency

N

58

54

58

54

58

54

58

50

Overall Score

Vowel letter
identification

9.7 ‘ 18.3 ‘ 0.01 |

Consonant letter
identification

12.1 ‘ 24.0 ‘ 0.00 |

Matra

identification

9.6 ‘ 17.9 ‘ 0.01 ‘ 3.6 ‘ 7.6 ‘ 0.02

Nonword

identification

Passage

reading fluency

Bagmati 2.5 2.7 10.5 17.6 13.9 24.6 10.9 18.5 4.2 7.7
Gandaki 2 25 2.1 2.8 22 3.0 25 0.8 0.0 0.0
Province Karnali 3.0 2.8 12.4 35.0 10.3 387 10.5 294 4.1 13.0
Madesh 1.4 23 1.3 383 3.1 4.3 0.0 2.6 0.0 1.0
ECD 22 2.4 1.9 3.7 2.0 52 0.4 1.9 0.0 0.4
G1 25 2.4 9.5 11.1 10.8 14.9 7.5 16.5 1.7 4.9
Grade G2 2.7 2.7 14.1 17.1 18.8 22.0 18.2 17.5 9.3 52
G3 2.8 3.0 19.6 26.3 25.6 36.8 21.5 23.8 83 12.5
G4 2.7 352 44.2 33.6 16.6
Boy 2.4 2.6 10.6 219 12.8 26.5 9.1 20.9 2.9 8.4
Sex Girl 2.5 2.8 83 13.1 11.0 20.3 10.3 13.4 4.8 6.2
9 and younger 23 2.6 7.0 13.2 8.0 16.1 6.9 12.5 82 4.4
Agegroup 10to13
14to 19
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Longitudinal Blind / Low Vision Scores

Baseline Endline

Listening Comprehension 2.6 2.6
Correct Vowel Per Minute 11.0 16.3
Correct Consonant Per Minute 13.6 21.0
Correct Matra Per Minute 11.1 15.7

Correct Word Per Minute

Correct Nonword Per Minute 4.2 6.3

Oral Reading Fluency 8.4 154
Reading Comprehension Score 1.8 2.7

Reading Comprehension Percent 38.3% 55.3%
Listening Comprehension Zero Score 2.1% 0.0%
Vowel Letter Auto Stop 19.1% 14.9%
Vowel Zero Score 19.1% 14.9%
Consonant Letter Autostop 19.1% 17.0%
Consonant Letter Zero Score 19.1% 17.0%
Matra Letter Autostop 42.6% 19.1%
Matra Letter Zero Score 42.6% 19.1%

Familiar Word Autostop

Familiar Word Zero Score

Nonword Autostop 68.1% 44.2%
Nonword Zero Score 68.1% 44.2%
ORF Autostop 59.6% 23.4%
ORF Zero Score 59.6% 34.0%
Reading Comprehension Zero Score 61.7% 36.2%
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Cognitive Disability Zero Scores

Listening
comprehension

Vowel letter
ification

id

Consonant letter

identification

Letter matra
identification

Nonword
identification

Reading
comprehension

Overall Score

Passage reading
fluency

| 0.38 ‘ 0.36 ‘ 0.82 | 0.54 ‘ 0.58 ‘ 0.65 | 0.39 ‘ 0.46 ‘ 0.35 | 0.86 ‘ 0.81 ‘ 0.38 ‘ 0.80 ‘ 0.77 ‘ 0.63 ‘ 0.88 ‘ 0.83 ‘ 0.37 ‘ 0.89 ‘ 0.83 ‘ 0.26

Listening
comprehension

Vowel letter

Consonant letter

identification

Nonword
identification

Reading
comprehension

Passage reading
fluency

Bagmati 0.47 | 0.32 0.14 0.45 | 0.57 0.22 0.28 | 0.47 0.05 0.79 | 0.77 0.81 0.68 | 0.70 0.82 0.81 | 0.77 0.62 0.81 | 0.77 0.62

Gandaki 0.36 | 0.50 0.34 0.84 | 0.73 0.36 0.76 | 0.59 0.22 0.96 | 0.91 0.49 0.96 | 0.86 0.26 1.00 | 0.95 0.32 1.00 | 0.95 0.32
Province Karnali 0.00 | 0.20 0.31 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 1.00 | 0.80 0.31 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.00

Madesh 0.17 | 0.25 0.77 0.67 | 0.50 0.63 0.17 | 0.25 0.77 0.83 | 0.75 0.77 0.83 | 0.75 0.77 0.83 | 0.75 0.77 1.00 | 0.75 0.30

n 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78

ECD 1.00 | 0.50 0.06 0.00 | 0.50 0.06 0.00 | 0.33 0.16 1.00 | 0.83 0.35 1.00 | 0.83 0.35 1.00 | 0.83 0.35 1.00 | 0.83 0.35

G1 1.00 | 0.00 0.50 | 0.29 0.62 0.50 | 0.29 0.62 1.00 | 0.86 0.34 1.00 | 0.86 0.34 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.00

G2 0.00 | 0.50 0.37 0.00 | 0.50 0.37 0.00 | 0.50 0.37 1.00 | 1.00 0.00 | 0.50 0.37 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.00
Grade G3 0.40 0.60 0.60 0.80 0.80 1.00 1.00

G4 0.33 0.67 0.33 0.67 0.50 0.67 0.67

G6 0.36 | 0.38 0.76 0.56 | 0.62 0.50 0.40 | 0.50 0.24 0.85 | 0.81 0.52 0.80 | 0.79 0.85 0.88 | 0.81 0.30 0.89 | 0.81 0.21

n

Boy 0.41 | 0.30 0.28 0.63 | 0.56 0.49 0.39 | 0.44 0.63 0.87 | 0.81 0.48 0.80 | 0.74 0.50 0.89 | 0.84 0.46 091 | 0.84 0.28
Sex Girl 0.33 | 043 0.40 0.44 | 0.60 0.16 0.38 | 0.49 0.39 0.85 | 0.80 0.61 0.79 | 0.80 0.96 0.87 | 0.83 0.61 0.87 | 0.83 0.61

n 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78

9 and younger | 0.31 | 0.29 0.90 0.56 | 0.43 0.57 0.38 | 0.29 0.68 0.94 | 1.00 0.32 0.88 | 0.86 091 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.00

10to 13 0.33 | 0.50 0.24 0.50 | 0.65 0.28 0.42 | 0.54 0.39 0.92 | 0.81 0.27 0.83 | 0.81 0.82 0.92 | 0.81 0.27 0.96 | 0.85 0.18
Agegroup 14to19 0.43 | 0.30 0.23 0.57 | 0.56 0.90 0.40 | 0.44 0.73 0.79 | 0.79 0.96 0.76 | 0.74 0.85 0.83 | 0.84 0.96 0.83 | 0.81 0.82

20 and older 0.33 | 0.00 0.33 0.33 | 0.50 0.76 0.00 | 0.50 0.27 1.00 | 0.50 0.27 0.67 | 0.50 0.76 0.67 | 0.50 0.76 0.67 | 0.50 0.76

n 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78
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Cognitive Disability Mean Scores

Listening Vowel letter Consonant letter Letter matra Familiar word Passage reading Reading
comprehension identification identification identification identification fluency comprehension
BL E BL E BL E

Overall Score
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2.2 ‘ 2.7 ‘ 0.70 ‘ 0.4 ‘ 0.4 ‘ 0.79

Listening Vv Consonant letter Nonword Passage reading Reading
comprehension i ion identification i identification fluency comprehension
N

85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78

Bagmati 0.8 1.1 3.2 3.0 11.8 9.9 4.2 4.2 6.2 6.0 3.9 3.7 0.7 0.7

Gandaki 1.0 0.7 1.0 2.2 6.0 8.9 0.8 1.0 0.4 1.2 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0
Province

Karnali 1.0 1.2 3.3 52 10.9 17.4 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Madesh 1.3 1.5 2.2 2.5 8.8 10.5 3.2 515 2.0 6.5 1.3 563 0.0 0.3

ECD 0.0 0.5 2.0 4.0 4.0 12.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 2.3 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.2

G1 0.0 2.1 1.5 2.1 13.0 8.9 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

G2 2.0 0.5 7.0 2.5 30.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 15.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grade

G3 1.2 2.0 7.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0

G4 1.2 3.2 14.5 58 7.5 57 1.0

G6 0.9 0.9 2.5 2.9 9.5 9.7 2.9 3.6 3.7 4.9 2.4 3.1 0.4 0.5

Boy 0.9 1.2 2.2 2.7 10.3 11.0 2.2 3.3 2.8 4.3 1.7 2.5 0.3 0.4
Sex

Girl 0.9 0.8 2.9 3.0 9.2 9.0 34 3.1 4.8 4.3 2.9 2.9 0.5 0.5

9 and younger 0.9 1.0 1.9 3.1 10.2 14.3 1.2 0.0 1.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

10to 13 1.1 0.8 2.3 2.4 9.1 8.1 1.0 2.1 1.3 2.2 1.0 1.6 0.2 0.2
Age group

14 to 19 0.8 1.1 2.8 3.1 9.7 10.5 4.5 4.0 5.4 5.6 3.5 3.3 0.6 0.6

20 and older 1.0 1.5 3.0 2.5 15.3 13.0 0.0 10.5 11.0 15.5 6.7 12.0 1.3 2.0
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Cognitive Disability Fluency Scores

Vowel letter Consonant letter Matra Nonword Passage
identification identification identification identification reading fluency

N | 85 78 | 85 78 | 85 78 | 85 78 ‘ 85 78 85
Overall Score | 4.2 ‘ 5.9 ‘ 0.22 | 6.8 ‘ 9.0 ‘ 0.24 | 1.9 ‘ 3.3 ‘ 0.22 | ‘ ‘ ‘ 3.4 ‘ 3.8 ‘ 0.83

Vowel letter Consonant letter Matra Nonword Passage
identification identification identification identification reading fluency

Bagmati 5.1 6.3 89 9.5 3.0 4.7 4.9 6.0 6.0 6.0
Gandaki 1.1 3.8 2.9 6.5 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.2
Province Karnali 9.7 9.0 8.0 13.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Madesh 3.4 9.3 53 11.3 1.4 6.7 0.7 2.7 0.5 2.6
ECD 2.7 8.2 2.6 12.5 0.0 12 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.6
G1 12 3.7 7.2 5.9 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0
Grade G2 8.6 3.1 28.6 10.7 0.0 0.0 11.7 0.9 0.0 0.0
G3 2.6 6.5 1.8 14 0.0
G4 7.9 15.8 8.5 11.4 11.4
Boy 3.4 5.4 6.8 9.9 13 3.7 1.4 3.9 0.9 2.9
Sex Girl 5.2 6.5 6.9 7.8 2.7 2.9 4.5 3.9 6.2 4.9
9 and younger 4.5 5.0 6.8 9.1 0.4 0.0 1.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Agegroup 10to13 3.1 55 5.6 8.0 0.5 2.3 0.5 13 0.3 12
14to 19 4.8 6.5 7.4 9.4 23 3.8 4.3 5.6 59 B3
20 and older 3.4 2.2 8.5 12.8 0.0 19.1 10.5 13.7 10.8 17.6

Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in Nepal (LEARN) — Project Evaluation Report



Longitudinal Cognitive Disability Scores

Baseline Endline

Listening Comprehension 0.8 0.9
Correct Vowel Per Minute 4.3 5.7
Correct Consonant Per Minute 6.5 8.2
Correct Matra Per Minute 21 3.4
Correct Word Per Minute 3.0 3.3

Correct Nonword Per Minute

Oral Reading Fluency 2.8 3.8

Reading Comprehension Score 0.4 0.4

Reading Comprehension Percent 3.8% 7.5%
Listening Comprehension Zero Score 39.6% 39.6%
Vowel Letter Auto Stop 58.5% 58.5%
Vowel Zero Score 58.5% 58.5%
Consonant Letter Autostop 45.3% 47.2%
Consonant Letter Zero Score 45.3% 49.1%
Matra Letter Autostop 86.8% 83.0%
Matra Letter Zero Score 86.8% 81.1%
Familiar Word Autostop 81.1% 77.4%
Familiar Word Zero Score 81.1% 79.2%

Nonword Autostop

Nonword Zero Score

ORF Autostop 86.8% 86.8%
ORF Zero Score 86.8% 83.0%
Reading Comprehension Zero Score 88.7% 83.0%
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Deaf or Hard of Hearing Zero Scores

Listening
comprehension

Vowel letter
ification

id

Consonant letter

identification

Letter matra
identification

Nonword
identification

Reading
comprehension

Overall Score

Passage reading
fluency

| 0.79 ‘ 0.31 ‘ 0.00 | 0.06 ‘ 0.07 ‘ 0.86 | 0.03 ‘ 0.09 ‘ 0.19 | 0.11 ‘ 0.10 ‘ 0.81 ‘ 0.10 ‘ 0.16 ‘ 0.33 ‘ 0.38 ‘ 0.33 ‘ 0.68 ‘ 0.67 ‘ 0.65 ‘ 0.86

Listening
comprehension

Vowel letter

Consonant letter

identification

Nonword
identification

Reading
comprehension

Passage reading
fluency

Bagmati 0.79 | 0.23 0.00 0.02 | 0.00 0.17 0.01 | 0.00 0.33 0.04 | 0.00 0.06 0.05 | 0.12 0.17 0.18 | 0.28 0.32 041 | 0.58 0.26

Gandaki 0.73 | 0.52 0.25 0.09 | 0.11 0.88 0.05 | 0.11 0.57 0.36 | 0.14 0.12 0.24 | 0.14 0.46 0.72 | 0.30 0.02 1.00 | 0.88 0.06
Province Karnali 0.89 | 0.54 0.14 033 | 0.23 0.66 0.22 | 0.37 0.52 0.44 | 0.37 0.77 043 | 043 0.99 0.80 | 0.73 0.78 1.00 | 0.78 0.15

Madesh 0.78 | 0.00 0.00 0.18 | 0.00 0.07 0.06 | 0.00 0.32 0.12 | 0.00 0.15 0.13 | 0.06 0.49 0.29 | 0.19 0.63 1.00 | 0.39 0.00

n 105 | 89 104 | 97 104 | 99 103 | 99 91 96 52 94 57 | 103

ECD 0.80 | 1.00 0.34 0.40 | 0.00 0.13 0.20 | 0.00 0.33 0.50 | 0.00 0.13 0.67 | 0.00 0.09 0.67 | 1.00 0.37 1.00 | 1.00

G1 092 | 0.14 0.00 0.10 | 0.19 0.48 0.06 | 0.18 0.31 0.14 | 0.18 0.75 0.13 | 0.27 0.29 0.88 | 0.39 0.01 1.00 | 0.73 0.02

G2 0.83 | 0.33 0.00 0.02 | 0.00 0.33 0.00 | 0.10 0.29 0.08 | 0.13 0.62 0.07 | 0.19 0.31 0.17 | 0.33 0.25 0.46 | 0.55 0.63
Grade G3 0.55 | 0.35 0.11 0.05 | 0.09 0.65 0.02 | 0.09 0.46 0.07 | 0.09 0.86 0.05 | 0.16 0.24 0.48 | 0.29 0.22 0.83 | 0.52 0.01

G4 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.88

G6 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

n 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Boy 0.77 | 0.30 0.00 0.04 | 0.00 0.06 0.02 | 0.04 0.65 0.08 | 0.04 0.39 0.08 | 0.09 0.89 0.30 | 0.26 0.71 0.59 | 0.65 0.71
Sex Girl 0.80 | 0.32 0.00 0.09 | 0.17 0.41 0.05 | 0.17 0.19 0.16 | 0.18 0.80 0.14 | 0.26 0.25 0.47 | 0.44 0.87 0.79 | 0.66 0.48

n 105 | 89 104 | 97 104 | 99 103 | 99 91 96 52 94 57 | 103

9 and younger | 0.83 | 0.38 0.00 0.14 | 0.09 0.69 0.07 | 0.09 0.82 0.18 | 0.09 0.47 0.25 | 0.10 0.24 0.60 | 0.39 0.25 1.00 | 0.71 0.01

10to 13 0.75 | 0.16 0.00 0.05 | 0.04 0.80 0.02 | 0.04 0.65 0.09 | 0.05 0.37 0.07 | 0.10 0.60 0.37 | 0.24 0.33 0.62 | 0.61 0.95
Agegroup 14to19 0.88 | 0.62 0.11 0.04 | 0.13 0.48 0.04 | 0.24 0.19 0.12 | 0.24 0.48 0.09 | 0.38 0.08 0.15 | 0.53 0.04 0.44 | 0.73 0.28

20 and older 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

n 105 | 89 104 | 97 104 | 99 103 | 99 91 96 52 94 57 | 103
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Deaf or Hard of Hearing Mean Scores

Listening Vowel lett Consonant letter Familiar word Passage reading Reading
comprehension identificat identification identification fluency comprehension
BL EL BL E

Overall Mean 03 | 1.3 0.00 | 7.7 | 9.1 0.03 | 22.2 | 29.6 0.00 | 18.1 | 24.6 0.00 ‘ ‘ 59 | 74 0.42 ‘ 0.7 | 1.0 0.35
Listening Vv Consonant letter Nonword Passage reading Reading
comprehension i ificati identification i icatio identification fluency comprehension
N 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78 85 78
Bagmati 0.8 11 32 3.0 11.8 9.9 4.2 4.2 6.2 6.0 3.9 3.7 0.7 0.7
Gandaki 1.0 0.7 1.0 2.2 6.0 8.9 0.8 1.0 0.4 1.2 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0
Province
Karnali 1.0 12 3.3 52 10.9 17.4 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Madesh 13 1.5 2.2 245 8.8 10.5 82 &5 2.0 6.5 1.3 o8] 0.0 0.3
ECD 0.0 0.5 2.0 4.0 4.0 12.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 2.3 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.2
G1 0.0 2.1 15 2.1 13.0 8.9 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
G2 2.0 0.5 7.0 2.5 30.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 15.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grade
G3 12 2.0 7.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0
G4 12 3.2 14.5 5.8 7.5 5.7 1.0
G6 0.9 0.9 2.5 2.9 9.5 9.7 2.9 3.6 3.7 4.9 2.4 3.1 0.4 0.5
Boy 0.9 12 2.2 2.7 10.3 11.0 2.2 3.3 2.8 4.3 1.7 2.5 0.3 0.4
Sex
Girl 0.9 0.8 2.9 3.0 9.2 9.0 3.4 3.1 4.8 4.3 2.9 2.9 0.5 0.5
9 and younger 0.9 1.0 1.9 3.1 10.2 14.3 1.2 0.0 1.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10to 13 11 0.8 2.3 2.4 9.1 8.1 1.0 2.1 13 2.2 1.0 1.6 0.2 0.2
Age group
14to 19 0.8 11 2.8 3.1 9.7 10.5 4.5 4.0 5.4 5.6 3.5 3.3 0.6 0.6
20 and older 1.0 1.5 3.0 245 153 13.0 0.0 10.5 11.0 15.5 6.7 12.0 13 2.0
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Deaf or Hard of Hearing Fluency Scores

N

Vowel letter
identification

| 104

97

Consonant letter
identification

| 104

99

Letter matra
identification

| 103

99

Nonword

identification

| 91

Passage
reading fluency

Overall Score

| 24.5 ‘ 28.4 ‘ 0.31 |

Vowel letter
identification

Consonant letter
identification

Matra

identification

32.1 ‘ 42.1 ‘ 0.02 | 19.2 ‘ 23.9 ‘ 0.14 |

Nonword

identification

Passage

reading fluency

Bagmati 28.4 30.3 36.2 44.1 22.4 28.3 134 18.6 14.7 11.0
Gandaki 8.0 25.1 4.5 39.8 22 18.4 0.8 10.2 0.2 4.6
Province Karnali 139 21.3 27.3 29.5 15.0 15.6 9.5 9.7 4.2 35
Madesh 25.0 34.8 429 50.1 22.4 30.2 9.4 21.3 89 13.9
ECD 9.1 19.7 4.0 28.6 0.7 9.1 0.5 1.6 0.4 0.0
G1 22.4 22.7 31.0 38.7 12.9 20.1 7.9 11.6 0.0 6.3
G2 30.5 26.2 414 40.5 27.0 23.7 15.6 20.8 157 113
Grade G3 20.6 BiL1l 23.9 42,6 17.8 27.5 9.1 17.1 4.6 10.8
G4 37.4 54.7 28.4 14.7 4.4
G6 3.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Boy 24.4 30.4 33.0 432 19.8 26.4 12.4 16.3 12.0 9.1
Sex Girl 24.5 25.7 30.8 40.6 18.4 20.4 8.8 13.9 6.4 7.9
9 and younger 17.1 27.6 224 41.2 11.2 23.0 5.9 16.4 2.2 7.8
Agegroup 10to13 23.7 28.4 31.4 457 19.0 25.1 10.5 159 9.0 Ol
14to0 19 36.6 29.0 46.4 34.6 29.4 21.9 185 12.8 19.4 74
20 and older 36.7 36.2 13.1 159 6.0
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Longitudinal Deaf or Hard of Hearing Scores

Baseline Endline

Listening Comprehension
Correct Vowel Per Minute
Correct Consonant Per Minute
Correct Matra Per Minute
Correct Word Per Minute
Correct Nonword Per Minute
Oral Reading Fluency

Reading Comprehension Score
Reading Comprehension Percent
Listening Comprehension Zero Score
Vowel Letter Auto Stop

Vowel Zero Score

Consonant Letter Autostop
Consonant Letter Zero Score
Matra Letter Autostop

Matra Letter Zero Score
Familiar Word Autostop
Familiar Word Zero Score
Nonword Autostop

Nonword Zero Score

ORF Autostop

ORF Zero Score

Reading Comprehension Zero Score

0.4

20.0

25.5

16.1

8.7

5.1

0.4

2.1%

68.9%

8.9%

10.1%

7.8%

5.6%

14.4%

14.8%

25.6%

15.2%

64.4%

44.2%

85.4%

1.3

28.4

44.6

26.9

17.6

10.3

1.0

11.1%

27.8%

3.3%

3.6%

4.4%

4.7%

5.6%

5.8%

11.4%

10.8%

27.0%

26.8%

60.0%
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Teacher Sample Overview

Baseline Endline

Male

Female

Disability

Speak Nepali at home

Speak NSL at home

44.4%
55.6%
81.5%
77.8%
14.8%

Teacher Survey Item Statistics

29.4%
70.6%
79.4%
73.5%
14.7%

Overall
Baseline
44.4

Overall Overall
Endline p-value

Gender of Male ——
respondent Female 55.6 70.6
Bajjika 0.0 0.0 0.89
Bhojpuri 0.0 2.9
Magar 0.0 0.0
What language do Maithali 3.7 2.9
you use most often Nepali 77.8 735
at home/outside of o
the classroom? Nepali Sign Language 14.8 14.7
Newari 3.7 2.9
Tamang 0.0 0.0
Other: 0.0 2.9
0 (this is first year teaching) 0.0 0.0 0.37
1 0.0 0.0
2 7.4 5.9
8 0.0 0.0
How long have you 4 0.0 29
been a teacher?
5) 3.7 8.8
6-10 29.6 14.7
11-15 0.0 8.8
More than 15 59.3 58.8
How long have you Less than one year 0.0
been a teacher at One year or more 100.0
this school? Not sure/Don't know 0.0
Kinder 29.6 17.6 0.29
G1 18.5 20.6 0.84
G2 14.8 20.6 0.56
What grades do G3 407 265 0.25
you teach?
G4 22.2 20.6 0.88
G5 37.0 529 0.22
G6 29.6 17.6 0.29
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Overall Overall Overall
Response . o
Baseline Endline p-value

Deaf or hard of hearing? 333 41.2 0.54
Blind or low vision? 51.9 41.2 0.42
Do you have learners
in your classroom with Communication or speech disabilities or difficulties? 37.0 44.1 0.58
any of the following Learning or intellectual disabilities or difficulties? 51.9 52.9 0.93
types of disabilities Physical or mobility disabilities or difficulties? 33.3 29.4 0.75
or difficulties: Other disabilities or difficulties? 222 26.5 071
Learners with multiple disabilities? 44.4 38.2 0.63
Have you ever Yes 64.7
received training
on how to .use No 394
technologies to
support learners
with disabilities? Don't know / no response 2.9
Have you ever Yes 765
received training on
how to accommodate
and engage learners No 235
with different types
of disabilities in your .
Don't know / no response 0.0
classroom?
Do you engage Yes, often 74.1 79.4 0.20
with the parents or Yes, sometimes 22.2 11.8
caregivers of the
learners in your Rarely 0.0 88
classroom? Never 37 0.0
Class in a "special school" (segregated) 44.4 26.5 0.15
. . Special education or resource class in a mainstream school 333 955 ol
Which best describes (integrated) o o d
the type of class(es) ) ) o )
Mainstream class with learners with disabilities and without
you teach? o ) ) 22.2 52.9 0.01
disabilities together (inclusive)
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
Nepali reading 77.8 61.8 0.18
Nepali writing 51.9 55.9 0.76
What subjects Mathematics 55.6 47.1 0.52
do you teach?
Sciences 44.4 50.0 0.67
Other: 66.7 61.8 0.7
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Response Ov
P Bas

erall Overall
eline Endline
0.0 0.0

Overall
p-value

Some primary 0.87
Primary completed 7.4 2.9
Lower secondary completed 0.0 2.9
School Leaving Certificate (SLC) or Technical School Leaving 148 118
. Certificate (TSLC ' '
What is your ertificate ( )
highest level of +2 (Proficiency Certificate, HSEB Migration Certificate) 18.5 20.6
academic education? | Bachelor’s degree completed 44.4 41.2
Master’s degree completed 14.8 20.6
PhD completed 0.0 0.0
Other: 0.0 0.0
Don'’t know/no response 0.0 0.0
During your pre- Yes 55.6 52.9 0.84
service training,
dld. yf)u receive any No 44.4 471
training on how to
teach reading to
early grade learners? | Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
During your pre- Yes 51.9 471 0.46
service training,
did you receive any
training on how to No 44.4 529
teach reading to
early grade learners Doritk / a7 i
with disabilities? R EERResRe s ’ ’
Have you ever Yes 22.2 17.6 0.62
received any in-
service training No 778 794
on how to teach
reading to early
grade learners? Don't know / no response 0.0 2.9
Within past year 9.5 51.9 0.01
When was the last
R . 1-2 years ago 9.5 18.5
time you received
in-service training 3-4 years ago 19.0 0.0
on how to teach 5-10 years ago 14.3 111
reading to early More than 10 years ago 42,9 18.5
grade learners?
Don't know / no response 4.8 0.0
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Overall Overall Overall
Response
Baseline Endline p-value

Have you ever
received any in-
service training on

. No 185 26.5
how to teach reading
to early grade learners
with disabilities? Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
Within past year 0.0 64.0 0.00
When was the last
. . 1-2 years ago 13.6 16.0
time you received
in-service training on | 3-4yearsago 0.0 0.0
how to teach reading | 5-10 years ago 40.9 0.0
to early grade learners | 1, han 10 years ago 45.5 20.0
with disabilities?
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
Do you consider Yes 18.5 20.6 0.84
yourself to have No 81.5 79.4
a disability? Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
Deaf or hard of hearing 20.0 42.9 0.44
Blind or low vision 80.0 429 0.22
What kind of Communication or speech 0.0 0.0
disability? Learning or intellectual 0.0 0.0
Physical or mobility 0.0 14.3 0.36
Other: 0.0 0.0
Very good 14.8 11.8 0.05
How would you
describe your skillsin | Good 185 35.3
Nepali Sign Language?
Would you say, very Poor 3.7 11.8
good, good, poor, or
do not know Nepali Do not know Nepali Sign Language 55.6 20.6
Sign Language?
Don't know / no response 7.4 20.6
Have you ever Yes 18.5 29.4 0.09
received training or
taken formal lessons | No 77.8 52.9
to learn Nepali
Sign Language? Don't know / no response 3.7 17.6
Yes 18.5 RIS 0.17
Have you ever
received training or.1 No 278 58.8
how to teach Nepali
Sign Language? Don't know / no response 3.7 17.6
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Overall Overall Overall
Response
Baseline Endline p-value

How would you Very good 22.2 0.02
.descrlb.e your .skllls Good 14.8 838
in reading braille?
Would you say, very Poor 0.0 23.5
good, good, poor, Do not know how to read braille 44.4 20.6
or do not know how
to read braille? Don't know / no response 18.5 353
Have you ever Yes 29.6 14.7 0.14
received training
or taken formal No 59.3 55.9
lessons to learn
to read braille? Don't know / no response 11.1 29.4
Yes 29.6 8.8 0.05
Have you ever
received training on No 59.3 618
how to teach learners
to read braille? Don't know / no response 11.1 29.4
Yes, at home 11.1 0.0 0.08
Do you have access to Yes, at school 259 553
a computer or tablet Yes, at home and at school 51.9 64.7
at home or at school? | \j, 74 0.0
Don't know / no response 3.7 0.0
During the last three Almost every day 38.1 382 0.00
months, how often did
you use a computer At least once a week 9.5 55.9
or tablet at school?
That is, for preparation | Less than once a week 28.6 5.9
or for in-class
instruction. Not at all 23.8 0.0
Very comfortable 11.1 20.6 0.06
How would you
describe your level Comfortable 51.9 67.6
of comfort in using a Not very comfortable 22.2 11.8
computer or tablet? Not at all comfortable 14.8 0.0
Yes, at home 25.9 0.0 0.01
Do you have access Yes, at school 7.4 59
to a mobile feature Yes, at home and at school 66.7 82.4
phone at home or
at school? No 0.0 11.8
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
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Overall Overall Overall
Response
Baseline Endline p-value

During the last three
months, how often
did you use a mobile

Almost every day

At least once a week 20.0 33.3
feature phone at
school? That s, for
. . Less than once a week 35.0 0.0
preparation, for in-
class instruction,
or with students. Not at all 0.0 33
Very comfortable 48.1 50.0 0.97
How would you
describe your level Comfortable 44.4 41.2
of comfort in using Not very comfortable 3.7 2.9
a mobile phone? Not at all comfortable 3.7 5.9
Yes, at home 37.0 23.5 0.17
Do you have access Yes, at school 0.0 14.7
to a smart phone at Yes, at home and at school 55.6 52.9
home or at school? No 7.4 8.8
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
During the last three Almost every day 40.0 65.2 0.03
months, how often
did you use a smart At least once a week 20.0 26.1
phone at school? That
is, for preparation, for | Less than once a week 33.3 0.0
in-class instruction,
or with students. Not atall 6.7 8.7
Very comfortable 48.1 44.1 0.78
How would you
describe your level Comfortable 37.0 47.1
of comfort in using Not very comfortable 7.4 5.9
a smart phone? Not at all comfortable 7.4 2.9
Yes, at home 11.1 0.0 0.10
Do you have access Yes, at school 7.4 B19)
to the internet at Yes, at home and at school 70.4 91.2
home or at school? No 11.1 2.9
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
During the last three Almost every day 47.6 72.7 0.06
months, how often did
you use the internet At least once a week 19.0 21.2
at school? That is, for
preparation, for in- Less than once a week 23.8 3.0
class instruction, or
Not at all 9.5 3.0

with students.
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Overall Overall Overall
Response
Baseline Endline p-value

Very comfortable 37.0 0.15
How would you
describe your level Comfortable 48.1 55.9
of comfort in using Not very comfortable 7.4 0.0
the internet? Not at all comfortable 7.4 0.0
1 know how to Strongly agree 222 8.8 0.24
use varied or Agree 74.1 88.2
dlfffer'e.nthted learning Disagree 00 00
activities to engage v
a diverse range Strongly disagree 37 0.0
of learners. Don't know / no response 0.0 2.9
Strongly agree 7.4
| know different Agree 70.4
strategies to mc.rtlvqte Disagree 0.0
and engage a diverse :
range of learners. Strongly disagree 3.7
Don't know / no response 18.5
. Strongly agree 44.4 29.4 0.31
I give my learners
different types of Agree 519 67.6
opportunities to Disagree 0.0 0.0
express what Strongly disagree 37 0.0
they learn. Don't know / no response 0.0 2.9
. . Strongly agree 333 26.5 0.49
I believe that it is
important to present | '8¢ 63.0 706
information to Disagree 0.0 0.0
learners in a variety Strongly disagree 3.7 0.0
of ways. Don't know / no response 0.0 2.9
. . Strongly agree 40.7 324 0.26
I believe that it is
important to allow Agree 519 64.7
learners to express Disagree 74 0.0
what they know in Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
avariety of ways. Don't know / no response 0.0 2.9
Strongly agree 44.4 35.3 0.06
I believe that it is Agree 40.7 61.8
important to motivate Disagree 14.8 0.0
and engage learners )
in a variety of ways. Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
Don't know / no response 0.0 2.9
Strongly agree 40.7 26.5 0.08
I can use a variety Agree 481 70.6
of asse?sment Disagree 11.1 0.0
strategies for )
my learners. Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
Don't know / no response 0.0 2.9
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Overall Overall Overall
Response . o
Baseline Endline p-value

. Strongly agree 40.7 26.5 0.16
I can provide
an alternative Agree bL9 706
explanation or Disagree 7.4 0.0
example when Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
learners are confused. Don't know / no response 0.0 2.9
Yes 48.1 82.4 0.01
Have you heard of No 370 176
an IEP before? : :
Don't know / no response 14.8 0.0
Have you ever Yes 30.8 82.1 0.00
received training on
how to use an IEP with | No 615 17.9
your learners (through
the LEARN project)? Don't know / no response 7.7 0.0
Have you ever used Yes 61.5 64.3 0.33
an IEP with any of No 30.8 35.7
your learners? Don't know / no response 7.7 0.0
Strongly agree 55.6 28.6 0.31
An IEP helps me Agree 44.4 67.9
understand the needs | Disagree 0.0 3.6
of my learners. Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
Strongly agree 333 14.3 0.46
The work it takes to Agree 66.7 714
create IEPs for r.ny Disagree 0.0 7.1
learners outweighs }
the benefits. Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
Don't know / no response 0.0 7.1
Strongly agree 44.4 28.6 0.40
An IEP can help match | Agree 44.4 67.9
alearner tf’ different B 111 36
technologies to )
support their reading. | Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
Strongly agree 37.0 32.1 0.59
Using technologies Agree 63.0 64.3
can help a diverse Disagree 0.0 36
range of learners }
learn to read. Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
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Overall Overall Overall

Response . o
Baseline Endline p-value

Al

. Strongly agree 11.1 0.35
Having learners use
technologies in the Agree 296 143
classroom is more Disagree 40.7 64.3
of a distraction than Strongly disagree 18.5 14.3
a benefit. Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
Strongly agree 18.5 21.4 0.34
| know how to match Agree 74.1 78.6
different technologles Disagree 74 00
to learners with :
different needs. Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
Strongly agree 22.2 25.0 0.58
I am confident Agree 778 714
using technologies Disagree 0.0 3.6
in my classroom. Strongly disagree 0.0 0.0
Don't know / no response 0.0 0.0
3 Days Teachers Training on Universal Design .
for Learning (UDL) '
Which LEARN 2 Days Re.fresher Teachers Training on Universal Design 647
trqining did you for Learning (UDL)
participate in? 10 Days NSL Training 17.6
Other 0.0
None of the above 8.8
Very satisfied 48.4
How satisfied were Moderately satisfied 48.4
you with the content Moderately dissatisfied 3.9
of these trainings? Very dissatisfied 0.0
Not sure / Don't know 0.0
Was there anything Yes 29.0
about the training No 677
that could have
been improved? Don't know / no response 32
. Strongly agree 19.4
The LEARN trainings
| attended provided Agree 613
me with skills that Disagree 161
meet my specific Strongly disagree 0.0
needs as a teacher. Don't know / no response 3.2
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Overall Overall Overall
Response . o
Baseline Endline p-value

L. Strongly agree 19.4
The LEARN trainings
| attended provided Agree 710
me with resources Disagree 32
that meet my specific | Strongly disagree 0.0
needs as a teacher. Don't know / no response 6.5
L Strongly agree 12.9
The LEARN trainings
I attended provided Agree 516
me with other support | Disagree 32.3
that meet my specific | Srongly disagree 0.0
needs as ateacher. Don't know / no response BY)
LEARN EdTech Toolkit 0.0
Learning videos 88.2
Sign language books 35.3
What kinds of EdTech | Teacher Resources 55.9
fjld youlearn al?o.ut Things you can make 55.9
in the LEARN trainings
you participated in? Laptop / Computer 50.0
Tablet 52.9
EGR materials 2.9
None of the above B9
Beautiful Minds app 5.9
Feed the Monster app 17.6
Read Along 11.8
Fredium 2.9
ACNS Sunaulo Bihani 2.9
Bloom Reader 8.8
Did you mstc.:ll any Deaf Note 38
of the following
mobile applications E-Pusiel iy 2E
on your own personal | Hamro Ramailo Katha 38.2
mobile device, without | {¢t's Read TAE 0.0
any asswt.qnce from Mero Sanket 26.5
LEARN project staff?
Nepali Barnamala 50.0
Ramailo Padhai 35.3
Tablet 235
Typoscope 14.7
EVO Daisy Player 17.6
None of the above 0.0
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Overall Overall Overall
Response
Baseline Endline p-value

LEARN EdTech Toolkit
Learning videos 76.5
Sign language books 324
Teacher Resources 32.4
Things you can make 29.4
Laptop / Computer 26.5
Tablet Bo8)
EGR materials 0.0
Beautiful Minds app 519
Feed the Monster app 8.8
Reading Along 519,
In the past five
days of school, Fredium 0.0
what kinds of EdTech ACNS Sunaulo Bihani 29
have you used with Bloom Reader 0.0
your learners? Deaf Note 8.8
E-Pustakalaya 26.5
Hamro Ramailo Katha 41.2
Let's Read TAF 2.9
Mero Sanket 32.4
Nepali Barnamala 38.2
Ramailo Padhai 29.4
Tablet 23.5
Tyroscope 2.9
EVO Daisy Player 0.0
None of the above 2.9
In the last five days of | Daily 30.3
school, how often did Three to Four times 33.3
you use any of these Once or twice 33.3
EdTech solutions in
your classrooms and Never 0.0
with your learners? Don't know / no response 3.0
Strongly agree 8.8
I could easily refer Agree 85.3
provided by LEARN. Strongly disagree 0.0
Don't know/no response 5.9
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Overall Overall Overall
Response . o
Baseline Endline p-value

Strongly agree 17.6
I could easily use Agree 76.5
the EdTech solutions Di
) isagree 2.9
to present materials .
to learners. Strongly disagree 0.0
Don't know/no response 2.9
Strongly agree 59
I could easily Agree 85.3
integrate the. Disagree 5.9
EdTech solutions :
into my lessons. Strongly disagree 0.0
Don't know/no response 2.9
Strongly agree 17.6
The EdTech solutions | /8¢ 735
were accessible Disagree 59
for learner use. Strongly disagree 0.0
Don't know/no response 2.9
Strongly agree 11.8
My learners could Agree 73.5
use t'_“e EdTech Disagree 11.8
solutions to learn }
basic reading skills. Sy dacs 0.0
Don't know/no response 2.9
Strongly agree 11.8
My learners could
use the EdTech Agree 735
solutions to enhance | Disagree 11.8
their problem Strongly disagree 0.0
solving skills. Don't know/no response 2.9
Strongly agree 5.9
My learners could Agree 67.6
use t!’\e EdTech Disagree 23.5
solutions to present )
their learnings. Strongly disagree 0.0
Don't know/no response 2.9
L. Very satisfied 89.5
How satisfied were ,
you with the EdTech Moderately satisfied 0.0
solutions you learned | Moderately dissatisfied 0.0
about through the Very dissatisfied 0.0
g
LEARN trainings Not sure/Don't know 10.5
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Overall Overall Overall
Response . o
Baseline Endline p-value

In the last five days Nepali reading 82.4

of school, in whqt. Nepali writing 206

kinds of lessons did

you use the previous Mathematics 41.2

st.rqtegles me.ntloned Sciences 204

with learners in

your class? Other 47.1
Strongly agree 14.3

The process of

using IEPs to match e £L7

technologies to Disagree 25.0

learners’ needs Strongly disagree 0.0

could be improved. Don't know/no response 0.0
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Appendix H

Scalability Assessment Tool

STS built upon previous scalability work conducted during ACR GCD’s 2014 Grant Competition to develop

a scalability assessment tool (SAT) for the 2020 Grant Competition. The 2020 SAT is a combination of
quantitative measures and qualitative reflections, based in a self-assessment, and grounded in current
literature. The SAT requires that awardees critically examine the maturity of their solutions, intended pathway
for scale, and scalability-enabling conditions across five dimensions: effectiveness; equitability; market
demand; financial sustainability; and transferability. LEARN completed the SAT self-assessment at both
baseline and endline. Below are the LEARN project’s completed baseline and endline SAT.

Scalability Assessment Tool - Baseline
All Children Reading: A Grand Challenge for Development

Organization World Education Inc.

Solution name LEARN Solution

Description of the The LEARN solution represents the holistic package of UDL Matrix, Tech Toolkit, and
solution®® to be scaled Teacher Training to support UDL-based and ICT-supported inclusive literacy learning.

For purposes of this Scalability Assessment, the primary target population is teachers,

Description of target
population

including teachers in Special Schools and Resource Classes. Ultimately, however, the project
targets parents and children—especially, but not solely, children with disabilities.

Date completed 30 July 2021

35  The solution may be a specific EdTech product-hardware and software-that they expect to scale following the end of ACR GCD Round 3 (2020 Competition), or it may be an intervention
that includes one or more EdTech products, activities, and components.
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Introduction

At what scaling stage would you currently rate your solution?3® (select one)

v Proof of concept: When the intellectual concept behind a solution is field-tested to gain an early,
“real world” assessment of its potential

Transition to scale: When solutions that have demonstrated small-scale success develop their model and
attract partners to fill gaps in their capacity to scale

Scaling: When a solution is in the process of replicating or adapting across large geographies or
populations for transformational impact

Sustainable scale: When a solution has wide-scale adoption or operation at the desired level of
exponential growth and is sustained by an ecosystem of actors

Do you have a plan for scaling up your model? (select one)

Yes, a mature plan ¢ Yes, an initial plan No, no plan

What is the ultimate level of scale-up you are hoping to achieve?
Across multiple sites within a region
Across a local region or province
Across a large jurisdiction or state

« Across a nation or country

Other:

What type of scale-up do you expect to pursue?® (select one)

Vertical: Involves introducing a solution simultaneously across a whole system; results in change through
policy, regulation, financing, political, or budgetary systems

« Horizontal: Involves expansion and replication; introduces a solution across different sites or
groups in a phased manner, often beginning with a pilot program, followed by stepwise expansion,
and learning lessons to refine further expansion

Diversification: Involves testing and adding a new solution to one that is in the process of being scaled;
typically pursued when new needs are identified

Spontaneous: May occur from individual to individual, community to community, or one service setting
to another; most likely occurs when a solution addresses a clearly felt need or when a pivotal event draws
attention to a need

Note: We anticipate that all types of scaling will occur and the project is prepared to support all types,

but horizontal scaling is likely to be most prevalent.

36 International Development Innovation Alliance (2017)
37  World Health Organization & ExpandNet (2010), Milat et al. (2020)
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1. Effectiveness ()]

la.

1b.

lc.

1d.

le.

Notatall To asmall Somewhat Toalarge Not Applicable | Justification

Is there compelling evidence (from the literature or elsewhere)
to indicate that your solution is effective in addressing reading, 1
language, and learning needs in the target population?

Is your solution’s impact visible and tangible to
casual observation?

Is there a clear emotional appeal to your solution’s impact? 2

Is there evidence that the benefits of your solution
exceeded its costs?

Is there evidence that your solution’s unit cost per
beneficiary will be maintained or reduced if scaled?

extent (1) (2) extent (3) (N/A) for N/A

Please describe the rationale and provide evidence for your effectiveness ratings:

la.

1b.
lc.

1d.
le.

There is some compelling evidence for UDL and ICT-supported UDL from high-income countries (see, for example: USAID Literacy for All
Toolkit; USAID Using Information Communication Technologies to Implement Universal Design for Learning; resources from CAST, etc.),

but such a holistic approach has not been tried in low-income countries (to the knowledge of the project team and IDP). There is some evidence
for some of the ICT resources and digital content, but there is little to no evidence that specifically focuses on their impact on children with
disabilities in Nepal.

Impact will be visible and tangible after the implementation, but is not yet.

There is emotional appeal as Government, teachers, parents, and children are interested in using ICTs and improving support for children
with disabilities.

No evidence for UDL matrix in Nepal

No evidence for UDL matrix in Nepal

Rating

Not at all (0): No empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists; evidence does not exist

for the context where the solution will be
implemented; evidence exists for some—
but not all—components of the solution
Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution
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Notatall To asmall Somewhat Toalarge Not Applicable | Justification

2. Equitability (0) extent (1) ) extent (3) (N/A) forN/A
2a. Does your solution benefit, or intend to benefit, individuals
equitably regardless of gender? 3
2b. Does your solution benefit, or intend to benefit, your target 2
populations equitably regardless of sociocultural contexts?3®
2c. Can your solution be accessed equitably by individuals
regardless of disability status? 0
2d. Does your solution benefit, or intend to benefit, individuals 2
equitably regardless of disability status?
Equitability subtotal 7
DPlease describe the rationale and provide evidence for your equitability ratings: Rating

2a. Yes, the LEARN solution will benefit students equitably, regardless of gender. Not at all (0): No empirical or anecdotal

2b.  Yes, by design, the LEARN solution intends to benefit students in a variety of contexts representing sociocultural diversity on a variety of evidence exists
dimensions including: language, rural/urban, high- / low-resource communities, caste, religion, and ethnicity. The project will reach different

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
provinces, different ecological belts (from Terai to Hilly regions) and diverse socio economic contexts. (1): Emp

: evidence exists; evidence does not exist
2c.  The holistic solution is intended to address the needs of all children and all types of disability. The strategies of the UDL matrix will address © for the context where the solution will be

all individuals; however, each individual technology might not be accessible for everyone. In addition, the solution may not fully meet the
needs of students with multiple, severe disabilities and high support needs.

implemented; evidence exists for some—
but not all—components of the solution
2d.  The solution will cover all kinds of disability along with struggling learners of mainstream schools (project covered schools).  Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;

evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution

38 Sociocultural context means the immediate physical and social settings in which people live. Examples include rural versus urban; high income versus low income;
and different geographic or cultural locations.
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Notatall To asmall Somewhat Toalarge Not Applicable | Justification

3. Market demand (0) extent (1) %)) extent (3) (N/A) for NJA

3a. Isthere evidence of actual and projected user demand

for your solution?

3b. Does your solution address an issue that is high on the policy
agenda of relevant stakeholders, including national or local
governments, multilateral organizations, or national or
international NGOs?

DPlease describe the rationale and provide evidence for your market demand ratings: Rating

3a. Teachers, parents, and children all indicate demand for ICTs. However, because the holistic LEARN solution is under development,

Not at all (0): N irical dotal
there is not demand for the specific solution as defined here. ot at all (0): No empirical or anecdota

evidence exists
3b. There is documented need for teacher training on inclusion. (See LEARN Needs Assessment.) In addition, GoN is developing new

inclusive education policy (Inclusive Education policy, School Sector Reform plan and Education strategy) which further outlines GoN
priority for increased provision of inclusive education. GoN also has documented priority to support learning via ICTs.

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists; evidence does not exist

for the context where the solution will be
implemented; evidence exists for some—
but not all—components of the solution

Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution
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Notatall To asmall Somewhat Toalarge Not Applicable | Justification

4. Financial sustainability (0)

extent (1) (2) extent (3) (N/A) for N/A

4a. Does your solution have a credible plan for
financial sustainability? 1
4b. Is the level of resourcing required to implement your
. . 2
solution at scale sustainable?
4c. Is the problem being addressed by your solution identified
as important by funding agencies? 1
4d. Will scaling your solution be strategically useful to funders 2
or funding agencies?

Financial sustainability subtotal

Please describe the rationale and provide evidence for your financial sustainability ratings:

4a. The LEARN solution has a plan for financial sustainability that is based on past experience of successfully scaling approaches to teacher training,
pedagogy, and new educational concepts. The plan relies primarily on existing structures including federal Government, local government,
OPDs, and parents. Scaling the LEARN solution does not depend on scaling specific ICTs or access to ICTs. One challenge, however, is that
the economic impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic are stretching budgets for both individuals and government bodies.

4b.  Yes, as described above, the LEARN Solution is intended to embed within existing structures, processes, policies, and practices. If the project
can bring the solution to the intended reasonable scale and uptake within the short project duration, it will have sufficient momentum to
continue scaling sustainably.

4c.  Yes, inclusive education is a priority for GoN and a number of donors (e.g. UNICEF, World Bank, USAID), INGOs, NGOs, and OPDs in Nepal.
GoN policies and the work of the multi-stakeholder Inclusive Education Technical Working Group are evidence of this.

4d. Yes, the solution aligns with the strategic direction to funders and funding agencies.

Rating

Not at all (0): No empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists; evidence does not exist

for the context where the solution will be
implemented; evidence exists for some—
but not all—components of the solution
Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution
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Notatall To asmall Somewhat Toalarge Not Applicable | Justification

5. Transferability sustainability (0)

extent (1) (2) extent (3) (N/A) for N/A

5a. How technically sophisticated are the products, components,

and/or activities of your solution? 1
5b. Can the products, components, and/or activities of your 1
solution be easily added to existing systems?
5c. Do you expect that the products, components, and/or
activities of the scaled-up solution will be as effective in 1

pre-scale implementation?

5d. If the products, components, and/or activities of your solution
will be changed or adapted during scale-up, do you expect

that the solution will be as or more effective in addressing the 2
problem in the target population?
5e. Is your solution implementable at scale within your 9

organization’s existing infrastructure?

5f.  Are the infrastructure requirements of your solution feasible
for scale-up by other organizations?

Transferability sustainability subtotal

Please describe the rationale and provide evidence for your transferability ratings:

5a. The solution incorporates both high-tech and low-tech supports and focuses on UDL principles. It may be complex for some teachers
with limited experience and resources.

5b.  Yes, government can add products, components, and/or activities of our solution in their existing system. Products like UDL matrix, Teachers’
Training Manual etc. are intended to be added into the existing systems after continuous testing and obtaining successful results. Development
will be based on GoN teacher training policies, priorities, inputs, etc. Schools, teachers, and parents will be encouraged to access resources on
existing devices.

5¢c.  The challenges that occur during the pre-scale phase will be overcome and the gaps will be fulfilled during the scale up phase.

5d. The LEARN solution is designed to be flexible to allow for micro-contextualization given Nepal's heterogeneity of contexts and designed to
incorporate new ICTs as needed, available, and relevant.

5e. From a technology perspective, implementation at scale may be supported by our organization (World Education) but does not require
World Education support, as there is no proprietary technology, no hosting, no app, or website to be maintained. World Education currently
implements a number of other early grade learning projects and has close relationships with key GoN stakeholders and can support scale up
during and after the project through those channels.

5f. Yes. As above, there is no technology infrastructure required for a particular organization to scale. Other organizations (e.g. INGOs,
OPDs will be able to replicate and support scale up in the same way other World Education projects can, as noted above.

Rating

Not at all (0): No empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists; evidence does not exist

for the context where the solution will be
implemented; evidence exists for some—
but not all—components of the solution
Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution
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Instructions: Input the subtotal for each dimension. Calculate the dimension score by dividing the dimension
subtotal by the total number of points for the dimension. If any questions are marked as N/A, reduce the total
number of dimension points by 3 per N/A before calculating the dimension score.

For example, the equitability dimension has 4 questions for a total of 12 points. If an awardee marks N/A on
one question, to a small extent on one question, and somewhat on two questions. The dimension subtotal
would be 5, the total dimension points would be 9, and the dimension score would be (5/9*100) = 55.6%.

Dimension Score
(subtotal/total dimension points * 100%)

1.  Effectiveness (out of 15) 4 26.7%
2. Equitability (out of 12) 7 58.3%
3. Market demand (out of 6) 3 50.0%
4.  Financial sustainability (out of 12) 6 50.0%
5. Transferability (out of 18) 10 55.5%
SAT Total (out of 63) 30 47.6%

Reflection

Instructions: Using the average scores by dimension, reflect upon areas of strength and areas for
improvement. Describe what needs to be done to strengthen the scalability of your solution, including specific
actions that should be taken. Also describe the type of technical assistance that ACR GCD could provide to
help strengthen the scalability of your solution.

Effectiveness:

Limited evidence is an area of improvement for LEARN. UDL as a concept is relatively new in Nepal,
although many of the principles have been embraced under other names. There is little to no precedent for a
holistic approach to ICT-supported UDL such as that of the Matrix approach outlined in USAID’s guide and
which the project aims to contextualize for Nepal. While there is some evidence for individual technology
components, this evidence is relatively weak as it tends to be from either outside Nepal, implementation with
children without disabilities, implementation only with children with a particular type of disability, or at very
limited scale (and often with a high level of resourcing). EdTech solutions have been implemented in scattered
form and effectiveness is contextual.

To strengthen scalability, LEARN should generate evidence for both component ICT solutions and the
holistic solution, especially in a variety of contexts.
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Equitability:

Equitability is a strength of the LEARN solution. In project design, LEARN placed greater emphasis on
creating a solution that will best meet the needs of all children in Nepal, regardless of disability type (or
presence), level of resources available, school type, language, etc. As a result, LEARN Solution is intended to
address the needs of all children and all types of disability. The strategies of the UDL matrix will address all
individuals. The individual technology components might not be accessible for everyone, but the solution as
a whole aims to provide options so that there will be some supports for everyone. Areas of improvement for
equitability for the LEARN solution mirror those areas in need of targeted attention in education in Nepal
more broadly, including: language minorities, poor communities (e.g. remote hills, Terai), etc.

Market demand:

Inclusive Education (IE) and EdTech solutions to address IE issues are always a high priority on the policy
agenda of relevant stakeholders in the education sector (paper) but limited in practice. Evidence based-
advocacy in regards to the use and effectiveness of EdTech solutions is necessary.

Financial sustainability:

The LEARN Solution is intended to be sustained financially by integrating with existing GoN structures,
policies, practices, and plans. At the local level, by working in a few schools in each of a large number

of municipalities and districts, the project aims to encourage local governments to replicate across their
jurisdictions. In addition, it will be available for other implementers to replicate and incorporate into
programming. Cost of and access to ICTs will likely remain a challenge; LEARN aims to therefore provide
flexible options that are not dependent on a particular type of ICT.

Transferability:

The UDL matrix, training manual and some technical components can be well scaled up and easily
transferred, whereas it can be a bit challenging for some individual EdTech components, depending on the
technology required and resources available. The flexibility and teacher-training focus of the LEARN solution
are strengths; however, flexibility could potentially prove confusing or result in ineffective adaptation.

Leveraging Existing Accessibility Resources in Nepal (LEARN) — Project Evaluation Report

263



Scalability Assessment Tool - Endline
All Children Reading: A Grand Challenge for Development

Organization World Education Inc.

Solution name LEARN Solution

Description of the The LEARN solution represents the holistic package of UDL Matrix, Tech Toolkit, and
solution®® to be scaled Teacher Training to support UDL-based and ICT-supported inclusive literacy learning.

For purposes of this Scalability Assessment, the primary target population is teachers,

Description of target
population

including teachers in Special Schools and Resource Classes. Ultimately, however, the project
targets parents and children—especially, but not solely, children with disabilities.

Date completed 19 May 2023

39  The solution may be a specific EdTech product-hardware and software-that they expect to scale following the end of ACR GCD Round 3 (2020 Competition), or it may be an intervention
that includes one or more EdTech products, activities, and components.
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Introduction

At what scaling stage would you currently rate your solution?4® (select one)

Proof of concept: When the intellectual concept behind a solution is field-tested to gain an early,
“real world” assessment of its potential

Transition to scale: When solutions that have demonstrated small-scale success develop their model and
attract partners to fill gaps in their capacity to scale

v Scaling: When a solution is in the process of replicating or adapting across large geographies or
populations for transformational impact

Sustainable scale: When a solution has wide-scale adoption or operation at the desired level of
exponential growth and is sustained by an ecosystem of actors

Do you have a plan for scaling up your model? (select one)

Yes, a mature plan ¢ Yes, an initial plan No, no plan

What is the ultimate level of scale-up you are hoping to achieve?
Across multiple sites within a region
Across a local region or province
Across a large jurisdiction or state

« Across a nation or country

Other:

What type of scale-up do you expect to pursue?#' (select one)

Vertical: Involves introducing a solution simultaneously across a whole system; results in change through
policy, regulation, financing, political, or budgetary systems

Horizontal: Involves expansion and replication; introduces a solution across different sites or groups in
a phased manner, often beginning with a pilot program, followed by stepwise expansion, and learning
lessons to refine further expansion

¢ Diversification: Involves testing and adding a new solution to one that is in the process of being
scaled; typically pursued when new needs are identified

Spontaneous: May occur from individual to individual, community to community, or one service setting
to another; most likely occurs when a solution addresses a clearly felt need or when a pivotal event draws
attention to a need

Note: We anticipate that all types of scaling will occur and the project is prepared to support all types,

but horizontal scaling is likely to be most prevalent.

40 International Development Innovation Alliance (2017)
41  World Health Organization & ExpandNet (2010), Milat et al. (2020)
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1. Effectiveness ()]

la.

1b.

lc.

1d.

le.

Not at all Toasmall Somewhat

extent (1) (2)

Is there compelling evidence (from the literature or elsewhere)
to indicate that your solution is effective in addressing reading, 1
language, and learning needs in the target population?

Is your solution’s impact visible and tangible to

casual observation? 2
Is there a clear emotional appeal to your solution’s impact?

Is there evidence that the benefits of your solution

exceeded its costs? 2
Is there evidence that your solution’s unit cost per 9

beneficiary will be maintained or reduced if scaled?

Toalarge
extent (3)

Justification
for N/A

Not Applicable
(N/A)

Please describe the rationale and provide evidence for your effectiveness ratings:

la.

1b.

lc.

1d.

le.

Earlier, there was some compelling evidence for Universal Design for Learning (UDL) and ICT-supported UDL from high-income countries
only. However towards the end of LEARN there were some compelling changes observed in the teachers’ attitudes, their teaching styles,
students’ participation and engagement.

The impact of the solution is visible and tangible. The teachers are now using the UDL strategies and the technologies (low-tech and high-tech)
in their classrooms, and changes in attendance and engagement of the students in the classroom are evident. The teachers shared that the
technologies catered to the auditory and visual needs of the children. It is clear through observations in classrooms that the solution provided
the teachers multiple ways to teach, and teachers report it accelerated the students’ participation and learning.

There is emotional appeal to the solution as the interest of the teachers and head teachers in using technology in the classroom increased and
significant efforts were made towards making the classroom technology friendly. They expressed that such support needs to be continued as

it has added benefit for the children in their learning, especially for children with disabilities. Furthermore, the local government, provincial
government, training centers, and education units also acknowledged the impact of the technology in learning and requested for technical
support to continue. The solution also received a significant amount of media coverage in Nepal, demonstrating the emotional appeal of making
learning more engaging for children, especially children with disabilities, using ICTs.

No formal cost analysis has been conducted, but the benefits of the solution exceeded its cost because it has been seen that the teachers have been
using the technologies: TV screen, tablets, speakers, and low tech materials proactively; and the students have been more engaged and encouraged
to come to the school regularly. After seeing the impact, some schools have added more technologies paid for from their own budgets and arranged
necessary human and technical resources required. In addition, the solution provides a model for going beyond the traditional approach wherein
individual projects develop individual ICT solutions by compiling and distributing already existing free resources. At the same time, they also build
capacity among teachers and the education system to use and support these.

Yes, the unit cost of the solution per individual can be somewhat maintained and reduced if the provincial/local government takes ownership
of the outcomes and scales up the solution in their respective areas. However, the LEARN solution includes the use of technologies and the
cost of the technologies fluctuates frequently which can be difficult if scaled.

Rating

Not at all (0): No empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists; evidence does not exist

for the context where the solution will be
implemented; evidence exists for some—
but not all—components of the solution
Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution
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Notatall To asmall Somewhat Toalarge Not Applicable | Justification

2. Equitability () extent (1) (2) extent (3) (N/A) for N/A
2a. Does your solution benefit, or intend to benefit, individuals
equitably regardless of gender? 3
2b. Does your solution benefit, or intend to benefit, your target 3
populations equitably regardless of sociocultural contexts?42
2c. Can your solution be accessed equitably by individuals
regardless of disability status? 3
2d. Does your solution benefit, or intend to benefit, individuals 3
equitably regardless of disability status?
Equitability subtotal 12
DPlease describe the rationale and provide evidence for your equitability ratings: Rating

2a. Yes, the LEARN solution has benefited individuals equitably, regardless of gender. ALL students in the classroom (in different types of schools

Not at all (0): N irical dotal
and classrooms) and the teachers can use and benefit from the solution. ot at all (0): No empirical or anecdota

evidence exists

2b.  Yes, by design, the LEARN solution intends to benefit students in a variety of contexts representing sociocultural diversity on a variety of
dimensions including: language, rural/urban, high-/low-resource communities, caste, religion, and ethnicity. The project has reached different
provinces, different ecological belts (from Terai to Hilly regions) and diverse socio-economic contexts.

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists; evidence does not exist

for the context where the solution will be
implemented; evidence exists for some—
but not all—components of the solution
Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution

42 Sociocultural context means the immediate physical and social settings in which people live. Examples include rural versus urban; high income versus low income;
and different geographic or cultural locations.
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3. Market demand (0)

3a.

3b.

Toasmall Somewhat
extent (1) (2)

Not at all

Is there evidence of actual and projected user demand

for your solution?

Does your solution address an issue that is high on the policy
agenda of relevant stakeholders, including national or local
governments, multilateral organizations, or national or
international NGOs?

Toalarge
extent (3)

Justification

Not Applicable
for N/A

(N/A)

DPlease describe the rationale and provide evidence for your market demand ratings:

3a.

3b.

Yes, there is actual user demand for the solution. Demand can be seen by the willingness of schools and local governments to invest or
commit to invest to further and expand the project. Accessibility is a major challenge for people with disabilities and there is a significant need
and demand for accessibility resources in Nepal. This involves identifying and promoting existing accessibility resources, such as accessible
buildings, transportation systems, and assistive technologies, and building on them to improve accessibility across the country. However, a

comprehensive survey or study would need to be conducted among people with disabilities to determine the actual and projected user demand.

Yes, the issue of inclusive education has been high on the list of Nepal Government as the constitution states “Right to Education” for all.
Similarly, the National Education policy also states about providing free and compulsory education for all addressing all diversity within the
children including their interest and needs. The government has been implementing several programs and activities that align to reach the goal
of inclusive education. The alignment with Government priorities can be seen in the high level of engagement of local, provincial, and federal
government stakeholders in monitoring use of the solution and learning from implementation. The solution also addresses the issue of access
to education for children with disabilities, which has been a point of advocacy of several OPDs.

Rating

Not at all (0): No empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists; evidence does not exist

for the context where the solution will be
implemented; evidence exists for some—
but not all—components of the solution

Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution
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Notatall To asmall Somewhat Toalarge Not Applicable | Justification
extent (1) (2) extent (3) (N/A) for N/A

4. Financial sustainability (0)

4a. Does your solution have a credible plan for
financial sustainability?

4b. Is the level of resourcing required to implement your
solution at scale sustainable?

4c. Is the problem being addressed by your solution identified
as important by funding agencies?

4d. Will scaling your solution be strategically useful to funders

or funding agencies?

Financial sustainability subtotal

Please describe the rationale and provide evidence for your financial sustainability ratings: Rating

4a. The solution has been partnering with different other stakeholders. Different stakeholders (OPDs, People with disabilities, GoN,) have
committed to scaling the solution so the solution has a credible plan to some extent for financial sustainability. By drawing on free and already
existing resources, the solution requires minimal ongoing funding.

Not at all (0): No empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
4b. The level of resourcing required to implement the solution at scale is sustainable. The solution is designed to be scalable and can be (L): Emp

. . . . e . evidence exists; evidence does not exist
implemented with a variety of resources for different types of disabilities as required.

for the context where the solution will be
4c.  Yes, the problem being addressed by the solution is a trending area of work for many funding agencies, many of whom have started

incorporating UDL and EdTech in their project design as well.

implemented; evidence exists for some—

but not all—components of the solution

4d. Yes, scaling the solution is likely to be strategic and useful to funding agencies because of the adaptability of the solution and because the Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;
solution incorporates and takes forward many previous investments from funding agencies (e.g. apps, digital books, etc.). While the impact :
data and lessons learned are still being analyzed, it is likely that the solution will have additional evidence for impact, teacher reception, and
use cases that will enable funders to invest in a solution with evidence.

evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution
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Notatall To asmall Somewhat Toalarge Not Applicable | Justification
extent (1) (2) extent (3) (N/A) for N/A

5. Transferability sustainability (0)

5a. How technically sophisticated are the products, components,

and/or activities of your solution?

5b. Can the products, components, and/or activities of your
solution be easily added to existing systems?

5c. Do you expect that the products, components, and/or
activities of the scaled-up solution will be as effective in

pre-scale implementation?

5d. If the products, components, and/or activities of your solution
will be changed or adapted during scale-up, do you expect
that the solution will be as or more effective in addressing the
problem in the target population?

5e. Is your solution implementable at scale within your
organization’s existing infrastructure?

5f.  Are the infrastructure requirements of your solution feasible
for scale-up by other organizations?

Transferability sustainability subtotal

Please describe the rationale and provide evidence for your transferability ratings:

5a. The products of the solution are not very sophisticated; however, a preliminary understanding of the subject matter is required in order to
have optimum use of the product. It requires basic technical skills to use the different tools provided by the solution. The LEARN project
has provided TV screens, tablets, Evo E-11 Daisy Player, projectors, laptops, etc. as hardware ed-tech materials and the Ed-Tech Toolkit as
software, which serves as the guidebook to use all the digital materials.

5b.  Yes, the components, products and the activities can be easily added in any system because it is user-friendly and is easy to integrate. It is also
open source so it can be easily adapted as required.

5c.  The solution is likely to be effective in scale-up; however, some backstopping is necessary. In addition, as many of the challenges encountered
are on the user side with limited digital literacy and ICT familiarity among some teachers, additional support to users would be helpful.

5d. Yes, the components, products, and the activities can be updated, added to, and adapted for additional effectiveness and impact. For example,
new digital materials or apps can be added. If the solution is adapted or changed, the solution will be as or more effective in addressing the
problem of the targeted population as it will exactly meet the need and demand of the population and will be directly beneficial to them. The
adaptation and changes will broaden the solution’s scope and will directly benefit the targeted population based on their need and demand.

5e.  Yes, to some degree. Other programs have already started embedding our solution, components, and activities in their project design and
implementation. The organization plans to integrate these components and activities in the upcoming project and plans.

5f. Yes, as we have focused on freely available existing products which are directly being endorsed by the government, the infrastructure required
for this solution is easily feasible for scale-up by other organizations.

Rating

Not at all (0): No empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists

To a small extent (1): Empirical or anecdotal
evidence exists; evidence does not exist

for the context where the solution will be
implemented; evidence exists for some—
but not all—components of the solution

Somewhat (2): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence
exists for some—but not all—components
of the solution

To a large extent (3): Empirical evidence exists;
evidence exists for the context where the
solution will be implemented; evidence exists
for all components of the solution
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Instructions: Input the subtotal for each dimension. Calculate the dimension score by dividing the dimension
subtotal by the total number of points for the dimension. If any questions are marked as N/A, reduce the total
number of dimension points by 3 per N/A before calculating the dimension score.

For example, the equitability dimension has 4 questions for a total of 12 points. If an awardee marks N/A on
one question, to a small extent on one question, and somewhat on two questions. The dimension subtotal
would be 5, the total dimension points would be 9, and the dimension score would be (5/9*100) = 55.6%.

Dimension Score
(subtotal/total dimension points * 100%)

1. Effectiveness (out of 15) 10 66.7%
2. Equitability (out of 12) 12 100%
3. Market demand (out of 6) 6 100%
4.  Financial sustainability (out of 12) 9 75%

5. Transferability (out of 18) 13 72.2%
SAT Total (out of 63) 50 79.4%

Reflection

Instructions: Using the average scores by dimension, reflect upon areas of strength and areas for
improvement. Describe what needs to be done to strengthen the scalability of your solution, including specific
actions that should be taken. Also describe the type of technical assistance that ACR GCD could provide to
help strengthen the scalability of your solution.

Effectiveness:

Despite limited evidence of the effectiveness of UDL, ICTs for children with disabilities or any similar
solution in the context of Nepal or any low-income countries, LEARN has been able to introduce context
specific UDL strategies and technologies to support them. The LEARN team (World Education, technical,
and implementing partners) and the government bodies received technical support from IDP on UDL and
its principles which helped in understanding the concept and figuring out context appropriate strategies. In
the course of the project several provincial and local governments have shared a commitment to take the
project’s outcome forward with necessary technical support from the project team. Similarly, several schools/
Headteachers/SMC have also acknowledged the progress that they have seen after project implementation
and are willing to take forward the outcomes.

To strengthen the scalability of the solution, continuous follow up with the provincial and local bodies is
necessary and support mechanisms for the schools/teachers need to be identified.
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Equitability:

The concept of UDL aims to benefit ALL children in the classroom regardless of the existing diversity.
However, many barriers exist—e.g. infrastructural, gaps in technical skills, human resource, attitudinal,
etc.—and these create obstacles in ensuring equitability of the solution’s benefit. LEARN has created a pool
of resources and materials (EdTech toolkit) useful for children with disabilities and ALL children and has
tried making it as accessible as possible. There is scope for adding/adapting and changing the resources in the
toolkit so that it can be used by a wider population.

Therefore, bringing in several stakeholders together and brainstorming, identifying and creating or
outsourcing more low-tech options, context appropriate technologies/materials that could be appropriate
for the children with multiple or severe disabilities and ALL children is necessary.

Market demand:

The solution being implemented in Nepal has been able to successfully address the major challenge of
accessibility faced by people with disabilities. Due to the significant need and demand for accessibility
resources for children with disabilities in Nepal, the solution has sparked discussions around the importance
of UDL and the crucial role that technology can play in bridging the existing gap on accessibility.

In order to ensure that the benefits of this solution are sustained over the long term, it is important to foster
collaboration with various stakeholders, including government bodies and OPDs. By working together to
create mechanisms for carrying forward the existing toolkit, these stakeholders can help to ensure that the
solution remains effective and relevant to the needs of people with disabilities in Nepal. This collaborative
approach is a vital step towards ensuring the long-term success of the project and meeting the ongoing
demand for accessibility resources.

Financial sustainability:

The solution in question has been developed with a focus on utilizing freely available existing resources,
thereby providing a solid foundation for financial sustainability of the project. Additionally, both local and
central government stakeholders have demonstrated a strong commitment towards the achievement of the
project’s goals and objectives, ensuring continuity in its implementation. Various funders and donors have
already expressed interest in taking ownership and integrating the components of the solution into their own
project designs, thereby contributing further towards financial sustainability.

Despite the positive outlook, funding for sustained support and scaling has not yet been secured. However,
given the aforementioned commitments and support, the project still stands a good chance of achieving its
long-term financial sustainability goals.
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Transferability:

The solutions implemented in this project are based on locally available resources and are designed to be
easily transferable to other stakeholders. This transferability is made even simpler and more sustainable by
the fact that the local governments, as well as the central government, have taken direct ownership of the
solution. This ensures that access to the solution is easily granted to other stakeholders who may wish to
incorporate these components into their own project designs.

Furthermore, the activities, components, and products associated with this project are all highly adaptable
and can be effectively replicated or transferred to different contexts, locations, or organizations, based on
specific requirements and needs. This flexibility ensures that the project can be easily tailored to meet the
unique demands of different stakeholders, thereby maximizing its impact and effectiveness.
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Appendix|
LEARN Monitoring & Evaluation Matrix

Project tools Evaluation tools

Associated
MEL
Evaluation Question Indicator

Parent [ caregiver

o
c
SE
o=
£ 3
S o
£ <
- ©
[ ]
£
[
)

Attendance
records
observation
Teacher action
research diaries
Teacher KAP
Training survey
KAP survey
Meeting records
Home visit
Learner survey
Teacher survey
Stakeholder Kl /

Classroom
records

1. Towhat extent did learners receive
the intended dosage of EdTech FA1LA4
exposure based on their IEP?

2. What were learners’ levels of
satisfaction with the project’s N/A X
different EdTech solutions?

a. What do learners believe could
be improved about the project’s N/A X
EdTech solutions?

b. How well did the project’s
EdTech solutions meet learners’ FA1A5 X
specific needs?

3. To what extent did teachers FA1.B.1
receive the intended dosage
of training? FALB.2

4. What were teachers’ levels
of satisfaction with the N/A X
project’s trainings?

a. What do teachers believe could be

N/A
improved about the trainings? X

b. How well did the trainings meet

N/A
teachers’ specific needs? X
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Project tools Evaluation tools

Associated
MEL
Evaluation Question Indicator

Project monitoring
tools [ checklist
Attendance
records
observation
Teacher action
research diaries
Teacher KAP
Training survey
KAP survey
Meeting records
Home visit
Learner survey
Teacher survey
Parent [ caregiver
Stakeholder Kl /

Classroom
records

5. What were teachers’ levels of
satisfaction with the process of
using IEPs to match learners with N/A
specialized learning materials
using EdTech?

a. What do teachers believe could be

; N/A
improved about the process?

b. What were teachers’ levels of
satisfaction with the project’s N/A
EdTech solutions?

c. How well did the project’'s
EdTech solutions meet teachers’ N/A
specific needs?

6. To what extent did parents/
caregivers receive the intended FAL1.C2
dosage of training?

7. What were parents/caregivers’
levels of satisfaction with the N/A
project’s trainings?

a. What do parents/caregivers
believe could be improved about N/A
the trainings?

b. How well did the trainings
meet parents/caregivers’ N/A
specific needs?

8. To what extent did LEARN teachers
change their knowledge, attitudes,
and practices on use of EdTech and
UDL for learners with disabilities?

N/A
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Project tools Evaluation tools

Associated
MEL
Evaluation Question Indicator

Project monitoring
tools [ checklist
Attendance
records
observation
Teacher action
research diaries
Teacher KAP
Training survey
KAP survey
Meeting records
Home visit
Learner survey
Teacher survey
Parent [ caregiver
Stakeholder Kl /

Classroom
records

Did teachers have increased
knowledge and improved attitudes
on how EdTech can support FA1.B.7
learners’ reading and/or

language skills development?

b. How and to what extent did
teachers utilize project EdTech
solutions in their classrooms
and with their learners?

FA1.B.3

c. Didteachers have increased
knowledge and improved attitudes FA1BS5:
on how UDL principles can

, . FA1.B.6
support learners’ reading and/or
language skills development?
d. How and to what extent did
teachers utilize UDL principles FA1B.4

in their classrooms and with
their learners?

9. To what extent did LEARN
parents/caregivers change
their knowledge, attitudes, and N/A
practices on use of EdTech for
learners with disabilities?

a. Did parents/caregivers have
increased knowledge and
improved attitudes on how EdTech FAL.C.6
can support learners’ reading and/
or language skills development?

b. Did parents/caregivers have
increased knowledge and
improved attitudes on how they FA1.C4
can support learners’ reading and/
or language skills development?
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Project tools

Associated
MEL
Evaluation Question Indicator

Project monitoring
tools [ checklist
Attendance
records
observation
Teacher action
research diaries
Teacher KAP
Training survey
KAP survey
Meeting records
Learner survey
Teacher survey
Parent [ caregiver
Stakeholder Kl /

Classroom
Home visit
records

c. How and to what extent did
parents/caregivers utilize project
EdTech solutions with their children
at home?

FA1.C3 X

10. Did LEARN learners’ reading
and/or language skills improve FAL1 X
from baseline to endline?

a. What contextual factors—including
geographic, demographic, and
socioeconomic factors—were N/A
associated with learners’ reading
and/or language skills gains?

b. To what extent did different
EdTech solutions contribute
to learners’ reading and/or
language skills gains?

FA1.A 4

1. What contextual factors—including
geographic, demographic, and
socioeconomic factors—were
associated with beneficiaries’
use or non-use of the project’s
EdTech solutions?

FA1.A4

12. How scalable is the
N/A
LEARN model? / X X
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