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1. Executive Summary
The SMART-UDL needs analysis was designed to identify barriers, support needs and current practices in English language learning and teaching, and to create an evidence base for the subsequent project outputs. The analysis brings together three target-group perspectives: students, teachers and parents/families. It is directly linked to the WP2 objective of informing the European Language Learning/Teaching Difficulties Report and the Inclusive Language Learning Implementation Framework Plan, which in turn guide WP3 content development.
	534
student responses
	32
teacher participants
	92
families in the parent comparison
	3
school-based survey countries


The student evidence shows a strong motivation to learn English but also substantial barriers in speaking, pronunciation, vocabulary, listening, confidence, access to technology and affordability of extra support. Teacher evidence indicates that ICT is present but not consistently embedded, while systematic use and knowledge of Universal Design for Learning (UDL) remain limited. Parent evidence shows major cross-country differences in home exposure, confidence and expectations, together with common demand for practical, interactive and low-threshold support.
Across the three evidence streams, the most consistent priorities are: safe and frequent speaking practice; multimodal and engaging content; accessible digital tools; free or low-cost support; stronger teacher capacity in UDL; flexible ways for students to demonstrate learning; and simple resources that allow parents to support English at home without needing high English proficiency.
2. Purpose and WP2 Context
WP2 is the evidence-building stage of SMART-UDL. According to the approved application, the needs analysis should identify the processes and difficulties experienced in teaching and learning English, provide the basis for the European Language Learning/Teaching Difficulties Report, and inform a UDL-ICT integrated implementation framework for WP3. The work package also foresees native-language translations to increase accessibility and reduce language barriers.
This report therefore has three main functions:
Consolidate the needs evidence collected from the project target groups.
Identify common and country-sensitive barriers relevant to inclusive English learning.
Translate the evidence into practical design requirements for the next project phase.
3. Methodology and Data Sources
3.1 Evidence Streams
	Target group
	Main source
	Coverage
	Method
	Role in this report

	Students
	Consolidated student questionnaire + Students Survey Results
	534 responses
	Structured questionnaire with Likert-type, categorical and open-ended items
	Identifies learner barriers, motivation, access issues and preferred learning conditions.

	Teachers
	English Teaching Practices Questionnaire Results
	43 participants
	Structured questionnaire + open-ended responses
	Identifies teaching practices, ICT use, UDL awareness, inclusion support and professional-development needs.

	Parents/Families
	Partner Parent Survey: Cross-Country Comparison of Survey Results and Analysis
	92 families from Sweden, Türkiye and Latvia
	Comparative parent questionnaire + qualitative comments
	Identifies home exposure, parent confidence, school expectations and support needs.


3.2 Analytical Approach
The existing project analyses combine descriptive statistics with interpretation of open-ended responses. For this integrated report, the findings are grouped under learner needs, teaching-practice needs, home-support needs and cross-cutting UDL implications. The purpose is not to conduct inferential statistical testing, but to identify practical patterns that can guide the design, review and pilot implementation of project materials.
Where numerical results are reported, they are reproduced from the project's analysed survey outputs. Qualitative comments are used only in anonymised form and are summarised by theme rather than linked to identifiable respondents.
4. Participant Profile and Coverage
4.1 Students
The student needs analysis includes 534 responses. The project summary reports that participants were primarily 9-13 years old, with 345 respondents in secondary school. The gender distribution was approximately balanced (50.9% girls and 49.1% boys). A large majority (429 students) identified themselves as Beginner or Pre-intermediate learners, making the evidence directly relevant to the project's A1-A2 focus.
4.2 Teachers
The analysed teacher report records 43 participants: 20 from Türkiye, 15 from Latvia and 8 from Sweden. Most respondents were female (76.7%), 58.1% taught at secondary level, and 69.8% reported more than ten years of English-teaching experience. More than half reported C1 English proficiency (53.5%). Digital competence was most often reported as intermediate (51.2%) or basic (37.2%).
Universidad Autónoma de Madrid (UAM) did not supply school-based teacher or parent respondents. Its WP2 contribution is academic and pedagogical: UDL expertise, methodological support and quality validation.
4.3 Parents and Families
The parent comparison covers 92 families from Sweden, Türkiye and Latvia. The Spanish university partner did not involve parents in this survey. The parent dataset is intentionally interpreted by country because the three contexts show meaningful differences in exposure to English, parent confidence and expectations of school support.
5. Student Needs
5.1 Language-Skill Difficulties
	Area
	High difficulty (4-5)
	Interpretation

	Pronunciation
	79.6%
	Pronunciation difficulty contributes to reduced confidence and oral participation.

	Speaking
	77.2%
	Students need more low-pressure opportunities to speak and make mistakes safely.

	Vocabulary
	75.3%
	Vocabulary limitations affect both comprehension and expression.

	Listening
	72.8%
	Students need slower, repeated and multimodal listening support.


5.2 Confidence, Anxiety and Emotional Safety
76.3% of students reported low self-confidence in learning English.
78.8% reported anxiety when speaking English in a group.
83.1% agreed that learning English can be stressful sometimes.
88.2% reported that teacher support makes learning easier, showing that positive feedback and encouragement are important protective factors.
Open-ended student feedback reinforces these results. Students repeatedly asked for more speaking opportunities, more acceptance of mistakes, and supportive environments where they can practise without embarrassment. The qualitative analysis also identified teacher encouragement and emotional safety as key conditions for confidence.
5.3 Access, Equity and Learning Conditions
88.4% reported that out-of-school resources such as courses, tutoring and supplementary books are financially challenging.
83.3% reported that limited technological possibilities hinder learning.
66.9% reported not having a quiet study space at home.
63.1% reported limited family support or encouragement, while 63.9% reported insufficient time/space support at home.
85.6% considered school English lesson hours insufficient for their learning needs.
These findings support the project commitment to free, open-access and school-supported learning pathways. Digital solutions should be designed so that technology expands access rather than creating an additional barrier.
5.4 Engagement and Preferred Learning Approaches
91.4% described learning English as meaningful and motivating.
91.6% believed learning would be easier with more digital games and applications.
55.6% did not find current lesson materials interesting or engaging.
87.4% believed they would be more successful with additional support or lessons.
86.1% were interested in speaking clubs or oral events.
87.4% showed high interest in cultural exchange or international projects.
89.9% were clearly or potentially willing to participate in focus groups and contribute student voice.
	Student design implication
High motivation is already present. The main challenge is to convert that motivation into participation by reducing speaking anxiety, increasing choice and interaction, and providing engaging multimodal practice.


6. Teacher Needs and Teaching Practices
6.1 ICT Use and Digital Capacity
Teachers report that ICT is present in English teaching but is not fully embedded in daily practice. Smartboards are the most frequently reported device. ICT is used more consistently for receptive skills such as listening and reading than for productive skills such as speaking and writing. Mobile-phone use is generally restricted, with more than half of respondents reporting that phones are never allowed in English lessons.
Smartboards / interactive whiteboards are the most frequently reported classroom technology (56.3%).
For listening, 43.8% reported using ICT often and 18.8% always.
For reading, 46.9% reported using ICT often and 6.3% always.
Speaking and writing show less consistent digital integration.
Teachers describe using Kahoot, Quizizz, Wordwall, Quizlet, EBA/OUP tools, Google tools, YouTube, audiobooks and digital stories; a small number also mention ChatGPT.
6.2 UDL and Inclusive Practice
31.3% reported never using UDL and 34.4% rarely using it in practice.
Only 9.4% said they knew UDL, while 46.9% were unsure whether they knew the methodology.
71.9% reported having no additional human resources to support inclusion.
Curriculum adaptations are more common than systematic UDL or co-teaching approaches.
Most respondents did not identify additional strategies for accessibility or diversity beyond the options already listed in the questionnaire.
This is a strong justification for the project's Teacher Guide, UDL training, common lesson-design checklist and practical examples. The evidence suggests that teachers need concrete implementation support rather than only theoretical explanations of UDL.
6.3 Professional Collaboration and Methodology
Teacher responses show a mix of communicative, grammar-focused, reading/writing-focused and task-based approaches. Pair work, small-group work and individual work are relatively common, while flipped-classroom approaches are uncommon and gamification is generally used occasionally rather than consistently. Professional coordination among English teachers exists but is not universal.
	Teacher design implication
WP3 should provide ready-to-use examples, simple UDL decision rules, accessible digital alternatives and implementation guidance that teachers can apply without requiring advanced technical expertise.


7. Parent and Home-Support Needs
7.1 Cross-Country Differences
	Indicator
	Sweden
	Türkiye
	Latvia

	Daily English use at home
	75%
	30%
	32%

	Parent knowledge sufficient to help
	90%
	22%
	32%

	Digital confidence
	85%
	53%
	46%

	School satisfaction
	45%
	26%
	71%

	Child speaking/listening difficulty
	10%
	67%
	18%


The parent evidence shows that families do not start from the same position. Sweden has much higher daily exposure to English and parent confidence, while Türkiye and Latvia show stronger demand for practical parent support. Latvia reports higher satisfaction with school support, whereas Türkiye shows the strongest demand for additional lessons and digital resources.
7.2 Common Parent Priorities
English movies/videos are a major home-learning opportunity in all three countries (Latvia 86%, Sweden 80%, Türkiye 74%).
Access to digital devices/internet is high in Sweden (95%) but lower in Latvia (71%) and Türkiye (65%).
Parents request more speaking opportunities, fun and interactive methods, and stronger teacher-parent communication.
Türkiye shows high demand for additional lessons/after-school activities (74%) and digital resources/interactive games (67%).
Parent willingness to improve their own English is especially high in Türkiye (89%) and moderate in Latvia (50%).
Interest in cultural exchange/international projects is high in all three countries: Sweden 90%, Türkiye 81%, Latvia 75%.
These findings justify a Parent Guide that is practical, low-threshold and usable even when the adult does not speak English fluently. The guide should emphasise short routines, encouragement, videos, games, simple speaking activities, multilingual support and clear links to the SMART-UDL platform.
8. Cross-Target-Group Synthesis
	Cross-cutting need
	Student evidence
	Teacher/parent evidence
	UDL response

	Speaking confidence and anxiety
	High speaking/pronunciation difficulty and group anxiety
	Parents identify speaking gaps; teachers use ICT less consistently for productive skills
	Low-stakes oral practice; choice of response mode; recordings, pair work and gradual scaffolding.

	Engagement
	Students want games, videos and interactive learning
	Parents favour entertainment-based learning; teachers use gamification but not consistently
	Multiple means of engagement; choice, relevance, gamification and cultural exchange.

	Multimodal access
	Listening/vocabulary barriers and varied learning conditions
	Teacher use of multimedia exists but UDL knowledge is limited
	Multiple means of representation: audio, visual, text, subtitles, pictograms and repeatable content.

	Digital access and equity
	Technology and cost barriers are substantial
	Home device access varies by country; teachers report uneven ICT integration
	Free/open resources; low-bandwidth and mobile-friendly options; downloadable alternatives.

	Teacher capacity
	Students benefit strongly from teacher support
	UDL use/knowledge is low and inclusion support staff are limited
	Teacher Guide, training, practical checklists and reusable model lessons.

	Family support
	Home learning conditions vary widely
	Parent confidence is low in Türkiye/Latvia; families request tools and workshops
	Simple Parent Guide, 10-minute routines, multilingual support and school-home communication.

	Flexibility and inclusion
	Students differ in level, confidence and environment
	Teachers use adaptations but systematic UDL is uncommon
	Flexible pacing, accessible design and multiple ways to demonstrate learning.


9. Implications for WP3 and Project Outputs
The needs analysis is not an isolated research activity. Its purpose is to guide the design, review and pilot implementation of the next project outputs. The following requirements should therefore be treated as evidence-based design priorities for WP3.
	Evidence-based need
	Required project response
	Where it should appear

	Speaking anxiety / pronunciation
	Short, repeatable, low-pressure speaking tasks; voice recording; pair/group practice; supportive feedback
	Lesson contents, ILP, pilot activities

	Vocabulary and listening barriers
	Audio + visual + text support; captions; word banks; replay options
	Digital lessons, videos, e-books, interactive PDFs

	High interest in games and digital media
	Gamified tasks, quizzes, interactive stories and student choice
	E-platform and ILP

	Technology and financial barriers
	Free/open resources; downloadable and low-bandwidth alternatives; no dependency on paid tools
	E-platform technical/content standards

	Low teacher UDL familiarity
	Step-by-step Teacher Guide, model lessons, UDL checklist, practical training
	Teacher support and quality system

	Variable parent confidence
	Low-threshold home activities, multilingual guidance, simple digital support
	English at Home: Parent Guide

	Need for cultural exchange
	Collaborative international tasks and authentic communication
	Pilot activities, eTwinning/dissemination

	Learner variability
	Choice, flexible pacing, accessible formats and multiple response options
	All UDL-aligned materials


10. Data Protection, Ethics and Accessibility
Public reporting uses aggregated findings and anonymised qualitative themes; respondent-level data are not reproduced.
Student open-ended examples are anonymised. Where translation into English was required, the reporting source indicates that this was done for analytical purposes.
Public versions of WP2 outputs should contain the project number, EU visibility statement, publication date and a clear indication of the responsible project team.
Where accessible publication formats are produced, headings, readable tables, meaningful link text and alternative text for informative images should be used.
11. Limitations
The needs analysis is based on project survey data and self-reported responses from the participating school contexts. The findings should therefore be interpreted as evidence from the SMART-UDL partnership rather than as population-level estimates for all European schools. Student findings are presented at partnership level, while teacher and parent findings reflect the participating school-based contexts.
12. Conclusions
The integrated needs analysis confirms the relevance of the SMART-UDL approach. Students are motivated to learn English but face major barriers in oral communication, confidence, access and engagement. Teachers are already using a range of digital tools, but systematic UDL implementation and inclusive digital design remain limited. Parents value English learning and want to help, but their confidence, digital capacity and access to practical guidance differ significantly across the partnership contexts.
The evidence therefore supports a common project response built around the three UDL principles: multiple means of engagement, representation, and action & expression. In practical terms, SMART-UDL should provide accessible multimodal materials, safe speaking opportunities, flexible assessment, free digital resources, teacher guidance, and simple parent support activities. These conclusions should be carried forward into the European Language Learning and Teaching Difficulties Report and the Inclusive Language Learning Implementation Framework, and then tested through WP3 pilot implementation.




Supporting Project Documents 
 SMART-UDL Student Needs Analysis – Detailed Survey Results
·  SMART-UDL English Teaching Practices Questionnaire – Results
· SMART-UDL Parent Survey – Cross-Country Results and Analysis
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