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Chapter 15

UDL and its implications in MOOC
accessibility evaluation
Francisco Iniesto and Garron Hillaire

15.1 Introduction
Assessing the accessibility of online educational environments is not easy. As we
scale up educational technologies like with Massive Open Online Courses
(MOOCs), we may amplify the impact of (in)accessible designs (Martin, Salvatierra,
& González, 2016). With MOOCs, we reach more learners and need to consider
the variability that comes with scale (Papathoma et al., 2020), as previously highlighted in this book (Chua, 2022; Conde Gafaro, 2022; Iniesto, McAndrew,
Minocha & Coughlan, 2022; Rizvi, Rienties, Kizilcec, & Rogaten, 2022). While
the challenges and opportunities online learning at scale faces in terms of accessibility are great, the support from educators and technical experts of the platforms
that host such courses has historically been minimal (Sanchez-Gordon & Luján-
Mora, 2017).
As indicated in Chapter 9, Iniesto et al. (2022) implemented an accessibility
audit to understand how to improve the accessibility in MOOCs for learners with
accessibility needs from an expert evaluation perspective. The audit was conducted
to help understand the current state of accessibility in MOOCs (Iniesto, 2020).The
methodology in the audit combined accessibility evaluation methods across four
main evaluation areas to compose four different checklists in a common heuristic
evaluation approach: technical accessibility, user experience (UX), quality and
learning design evaluations.
Universal Design for Learning (UDL) was selected for the learning design component because UDL offers benefits for both learners and educators in its implementation in higher education. The greatest benefits of UDL implementations are
often experienced by those learners with accessibility needs. While implementing
UDL there is a reduction in the need for and time required to arrange individual
accommodations, it is a proactive design that supports a diverse accessibility needs,
and it offers a greater opportunity to develop more self-aware and knowledgeable
learners (CAST, 2018). UDL has a thorough development and widespread use in
primary, secondary and further educational contexts worldwide and it is already
included in the curricula at university level (e.g., Gronseth et al., 2019). UDL is
used in educational international initiatives such as INCLUDE (The International
Collaboratory for Leadership in Universally Designed Education) (Bracken &
DOI: 10.4324/9781003177098-18
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Novak, 2019) and UDLL (Universal Design for Learning – License to Learn)
(Griful-Freixenet, Struyven,Verstichele, & Andries, 2017).The most recent Inclusion
and Education report (UNESCO, 2020) assesses the progress towards Sustainable
Development Goal 4 which ensures inclusive and equitable quality education and
promote lifelong learning opportunities for all, drawing attention to all those
excluded from education because of background or ability, naming UDL 16 times
in the report.
Lifelong learning and opportunities to all provided thanks to the implementation of UDL in online learning embraces the open world learning theme as an
enabler that empowers creating expert educators and learners who are critical of
the learning resources and platforms. To support the long-term aim of developing
learners as expert evaluators of their learning environments, we focus first on the
development of a rubric to evaluate MOOCs based on the UDL guidelines. In
Chapter 15, we detail the reflective process followed to update the UDL framework, designed for developing accessible educational resources, to an evaluation
checklist for MOOCs and the implications this process has for extending the aim
of UDL from creating expert learners to creating expert evaluators. While we do
not believe UDL can be simplified solely to a checklist we view this as a tool that
can help to close the loop between the intention of course designers with evaluations from learners.With that goal in mind, we report on adapting the UDL guidelines to an evaluation checklist, the authors of Chapter 15 computed inter-rater
reliability using Cohen’s Kappa to validate the checklist as an iterative process for
improvement (Gwet, 2014).

15.2 UDL to evaluate MOOCs
UDL offers a framework that considers how to design learning environments to
develop expert learners, defined in this framework as resourceful and knowledgeable, strategic and goal-directed, purposeful and motivated (CAST, 2017). UDL
favours the elimination of physical, sensory, affective, and cognitive barriers to
access, learning, and participation of learners (Meyer, Rose, & Gordon, 2014). It
aims to use various teaching methods to remove barriers to learning (understood
as anything that prevents learners from fully engaging in learning) and give all
learners the same opportunity to achieve their learning goals. UDL is based on
three principles, as further explained in Table 15.1:
1

2

Provide multiple means of engagement. Learners differ in how they may feel
involved and motivated to learn.Therefore, it is necessary to offer options that
reflect the interests of learners, strategies to face new tasks, choices for self-
evaluation and reflection on their expectations.
Provide multiple means of representation. Learners vary in the way they perceive
and understand the educational content. Therefore, it is necessary to offer different options to approach materials through various channels of perception,
be it auditory, visual, or motor, so it is required to provide the information in
a format that allows as much as possible to be adjusted by the learner.
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Table 15.1 U DL Principles and guidelines

Access

Build

Internalise
Goal

Provide multiple
means of
engagement

Provide multiple
means of
representation

Provide multiple
means of action and
expression

(7) Provide
options for
recruiting
interest
(8) Provide
options for
sustaining effort
and persistence
(9) Provide
options for
self-r egulation
Purposeful and
motivated

(1) Provide options
for perception

(4) Provide options
for physical
action

(2) Provide options
for language &
symbols

(5) Provide options
for expression &
communication

(3) Provide options
for
comprehension
Resourceful and
knowledgeable

(6) Provide options
for executive
functions
Strategic and
goal-d irected

Source: Adapted from CAST (2018).

3

Provide multiple means for action and expression. Learners differ in how they can
work during learning and express what they know. It is necessary to offer
varied options for action through materials with which all learners can interact, facilitate fluent opinions, and seek the stimulation of the effort and the
motivation towards a goal.

Since the UDL Guidelines are meant to be informed by both new research and
feedback from the field, they have been updated several times in the past. As indicated in Table 15.1, the guidelines start with the principle Provide multiple means of
Engagement but originally it was Provide Multiple Means of Representation. While the
principles were reordered the guidelines were not renumbered which is why
guidelines 7–9 appear first in the framework. UDL has recently informed that
guidelines are going to be updated again following a community-driven process
(CAST, 2020).
The three design principles contain nine guidelines and 31 checkpoints.
Principles outline the overall goal while the checkpoints provide specific design
advice that considers accessibility and learning. In the most recent version of the
UDL Guidelines (CAST, 2018), the guidelines and checkpoints have been further
organised into access, build, and internalise categories. The “access” category
includes guidelines that suggest ways to increase access to the learning goal by
recruiting interest and by offering options for perception and physical action. The
“build” category comprises guidelines that suggest ways to develop effort and persistence, language and symbols, and expression and communication. Finally, the
“internalise” category incorporates guidelines that suggest ways to empower
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learners through self-regulation, comprehension, and executive function. Each one
of them shows the maturing process to become an expert learner.
Therefore, the UDL approach is to present the information in ways that fit
learners’ needs, rather than requiring learners to adapt to the information (Rose &
Meyer, 2006). This is useful for those users with learning and attention difficulties
because it allows them to interact with the materials in several different ways
(Cook & Rao, 2018). At the same time, UDL supports every learner to choose the
best path for their learning. This approach is relevant to understand learners who
may like the curriculum to adjust to their needs. As reported above, one of the
objectives of UDL is not simply the mastery of content knowledge or new technologies, it is the mastery of the learning process where education should help turn
novice learners into expert learners (CAST, 2017), which aligns itself with MOOCs
pedagogical perspective where learners are expected to be self-directed in their
learning (Conde Gafaro, 2022).
The framework proposed by UDL is intended to produce educational content
following the principles of UDL rather than being evaluated once those resources
are provided (Hall, Cohen,Vue, & Ganley, 2015). However, UDL has been proved
as an appropriate framework to categorise and address barriers to learning for
online environments (Rao, Ok, Smith, Evmenova, & Edyburn, 2020). Following
the UDL objective to promote expert learners the process of using the UDL
framework to evaluate MOOCs is an exercise to show the ability to evaluate the
online environment for barriers to learning. Figure 15.1 shows that the process of
the application of the framework as an evaluative framework for MOOCs is a support for those learning about technology accessibility and learning. Educators and
learners can benefit from evaluating them in a process that facilities exploring their
educational needs as expert evaluators (i.e., expert learners).

15.3 The design and validation of the framework
The design and validation of the framework fell into three phases. The first phase
was the creation of the checklist by the first author. The second phase was reviewing the checklist with the UDL expert, in other words, the second author. Finally,
the third phase involved an inter-rater reliability agreement protocol between both
raters.
15.3.1 Creating the framework
The meta-framework proposed included four components (Iniesto, McAndrew,
Minocha, & Coughlan, 2019). The MOOC accessibility audit components are as
follows:
1
2

Technical accessibility evaluation. Checking of conformance to guidelines
through WCAG (2018) and the text-based files.
User experience (UX) evaluation.The evaluation of usability and UX characteristics of the user interface design and pedagogical design.
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Quality evaluation. Evaluation of MOOCs properties, the quality of the
design, platform, and support for learners.
Learning design evaluation. Evaluation of the learning design characteristics
within MOOCs using UDL.

All of them share a standard set of characteristics: checklists were applied to evaluate the MOOC once it was run and had the same structure (principle, guideline,
and criteria). Some further characteristics included:
•

•

The checklist shares the same structure for every single criterion:
• What to test for: information to help the reviewer to know what the
criterion is evaluating.
• Testing method: information to help the reviewer to proceed to test the
criterion.
• Comments: space for the reviewer to add free comments.
The checklist shares the same rating method:
• NA (Not achieved): The feature to test is missing.
• PA (Partially achieved): The feature to test is available but not integrated.
• LA (Largely achieved):The feature to test is available and partially integrated.
• FA (Fully achieved): The feature to test is available and fully integrated.
• If the criterion is not applicable, Not Applicable is added to the comments

The use of “What to test” for and “Testing method” was based on the accessibility
heuristic evaluation template by the Inclusive Design Research Centre (Pererya,
2016). The four evaluation criteria were taken from the OpenUpEd quality label
benchmark (Rosewell & Jansen, 2014). As Brajnik, Yesilada, and Harper (2010)
claimed, heuristic evaluations can be complex and even produce wrong results
(false positives). For that reason, a good definition of what should be evaluated and
how the evaluation should be carried out has been developed to help the evaluator.
In the “Testing method” the explanation provided aims to reinforce what a fully
achieved item would be. Developing a rating system that has four different values
seeks to avoid a system that considers that a criterion is only fulfilled or not fulfilled, by adding the nuance that a criterion can be partially or largely implemented, in addition the use of comments allows the opinion of the evaluator to be
explained to enrich the feedback available.
In the case of the learning design component reported in Chapter 15 the first
author produced a draft for each of the 31 UDL checklists, named criteria in the
audit. The design of the criteria for this component required a completely new
development in the sections “What to test for” and “Testing method”. For that
purpose, the first author used UDL examples proposed by CAST, which helped to
prepare specific cases in MOOCs (CAST, 2016).
15.3.2 Designing the framework
The design and validation processes between the two authors included a total of
five meetings (Figure 15.2). That had two aims: improving the component
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Inter-rater reliability
meengs
2
1
Framework FutureLearn
Nov

Dec

3
edX

4
Canvas

5
Coursera

Jan

Feb

Mar

2017-2018

Figure 15.2 D esign and validation meetings.

specifications iteratively and training to be critical using UDL (i.e., become an
expert evaluator). Therefore, it was an iterative process between the two authors,
whereby the second author acted as the rater for the validation of the design. The
two initial meetings served different purposes: the first meeting had the objective
of setting the evaluation framework reviewing the checklist proposal. The second
meeting was used to carry out a process of testing the checklist on a MOOC of
FutureLearn (Table 15.2). The sample for the validation process for the three
remaining meetings included MOOCs from Coursera, edX and Canvas. The reason for the four differentiated platforms was to enrich the sample since different
providers have different MOOC offering and pedagogical designs, as well all
MOOCs cover differentiated subjects to allow finding varied barriers to learning.
15.3.3 Validating the application of the framework
In each of the validation meetings, the content of “what to test for” and “testing
method” sections of the criteria were reviewed and improved to evolve from general testing to MOOCs structure. The updated version was used in the next evaluation. Figure 15.3 shows the evolution of criteria 9.1 and 2.2 as examples from
meetings 4 to 5 (final version).
To allow validation of the framework, inter-rater reliability was computed.
Inter-rater reliability, also known as inter-rater agreement, applies a score of how
much consensus there is in the ratings given by various raters to test validity
(Hallgren, 2012). Inter-rater reliability is useful in processes to determine if a scale
is appropriate for measuring a variable. In the case of rater disagreement, it need
not follow that the scale proposed is defective but that, for example, the raters need
more training and better requirements (i.e., the process of becoming an expert
evaluator through the improvement of the evaluation framework).
The inter-rater reliability protocol followed a systematised process that included
two steps per inter-rater reliability meeting. The first step consisted of a brief talk
before the individual evaluation to agree on the checklist version to be used and
the course sample (i.e., webpages and educational resources from the platform
and course) were understood by the raters. In the second step, the results of the

Table 15.2 Sample for the validation process
Platform provider

MOOC

Course provider

Subject

Validated

1
2

FutureLearn
edX

The Open University
MIT

Canvas

Engineering
Mathematical
Sciences
Biological sciences

No
Yes

3
4

Coursera

Smart Cities
Introduction to Computational
Thinking and Data Science
Biometric Technologies:
Identification for the Future
Learning How to Learn:
Powerful mental tools to help
you master tough subjects

Education

Yes

Source: Adapted from Iniesto (2020).

Canberra Institute of
Technology
University of California

Yes
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Figure 15.3 UDL checklists / Learning design criteria testing method evolution.

evaluation and possible improvements were discussed. In case of discrepancy, an
agreement was then reached between the evaluators on how that particular criterion should be qualified (Cook et al., 2009).
The terminology that describes the agreement process includes:
•
•

•
•

Success and failure. Success criteria are considered fully achieved (FA) and
largely achieved (LA), failure criteria are considered partially achieved (PA)
and not achieved (NA).
Agreement. Evaluators can agree that is either perfect agreement or moderate
agreement.
• Perfect agreement. A perfect agreement is considered when the evaluators gave the same rating to a criterion (e.g., FA vs FA, NA vs NA).
• Moderate agreement. Moderated agreement is when the rating given by
the evaluators differs within the same group (success or failure).
Disagreement. The rating between the evaluators differed between success or
failure (e.g., PA vs FA or NA vs FA).
Final agreement. The final rating as discussed and agreed.

We included statistical mathematical agreement using Cohen’s Kappa (k) when
examining the agreement between two raters (0.01–0.20 slight agreement, 0.21–
0.40 fair agreement, 0.41–0.60 moderate agreement, 0.61–0.80 substantial agreement and 0.81–1.00 perfect agreement) (Gwet, 2014).
The edX agreement was of 24 out of 31, with 10 full agreements (k = 0.55).
With Canvas there was a consensus of 24 out of 31, 11 of full agreement (k = 0.55).
Finally, with Coursera, there was a concurrence of 26 out of 31, 12 of the criteria
with full agreement (k = 0.59) (Table 15.3). Overall, the results indicated that the
level of agreement increased during the third round of evaluation. In all cases, for
the full evaluation process Cohen’s Kappa showed a moderate agreement. When
looking at the principles there were agreement fluctuations even when the specifications of the criteria included in the checklists were improved at each iteration. As
well, there was variation at the criteria level in each iteration, which might be due
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Table 15.3 C ohen’s Kappa between evaluators
Engagement
edX
Canvas
Coursera

0.28
0.19
0.8

Representation

Action and
expression

Full evaluation process

0.83
0.47
0.42

0.57
0.57
0.39

0.55
0.55
0.59

to the nature of the sample, with different MOOCs and providers, and the richness
of specifications in the UDL criteria.
To understand where the raters were improving their agreement and areas
where it was more difficult, we further disaggregated the analysis at the principle
level. Tables 15.4, 15.5 and 15.6 show the agreements and disagreements including
both moderate agreements and final agreement. These tables are helpful to show
visually the discrepancies during the process. Only one criterion of the 31 had not
incurred any discrepancies (“Use multiple tools for construction and composition”, 5.2), which exemplified the different interpretations that can be made while
learning how to internalise UDL. Highlighted disagreements in the following
explanations included those who have appeared in two or more evaluations.
For the principle “means of engagement” (Table 15.4), those criteria where
there had been a substantial discrepancy were:
•

•
•

“Optimise individual choice and autonomy” (7.1) and “Optimise relevance,
value, and authenticity” (7.2). It was difficult to evaluate if learners can choose
their challenges while participating in discussions and assignments and if those
allow learners to connect with their learning goals.
“Foster collaboration and community” (8.3). Difficulties when evaluating
arose to determine if learners can find support to foster collaboration to
encourage discussions.
“Facilitate personal coping skills and strategies” (9.2). In a MOOC environment, it was not straightforward to identify places for learners to identify coping skills in discussions, either originated by facilitators or learners themselves.

Therefore, in MOOCs it is difficult to evaluate the engagement between learners
and educators (and learners themselves) in discussions and assignments, an aspect
reported both in the literature (Bote-Lorenzo & Gómez-Sánchez, 2017) and in this
book (Chua, 2022; Conde Gafaro, 2022; Rizvi et al., 2022), losing part of the MOOC
claimed support for social interaction (Sunar, White, Abdullah & Davis, 2016).
In the case of “means of representation” (Table 15.5), at criteria level key disagreements were:
•

“Highlight patterns, critical features, big ideas, and relationships” (3.2) and
“Maximise transfer and generalisation” (3.4). It was not easy to identify examples of essential features, places where having previous knowledge could help.
As well, the existence of tools for the learners to personalise and generalise
their learning.
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Table 15.4 Agreement process for “provide multiple means of engagement”

7.1 Optimise individual choice and autonomy
7.2 Optimise relevance, value, and authenticity
7.3 Minimise threats and distractions
8.1 Heighten salience of goals and objectives
8.2 Vary demands and resources to optimise challenge
8.3 Foster collaboration and community
8.4 Increase mastery-o riented feedback
9.1 Promote expectations and beliefs that optimise motivation
9.2 Facilitate personal coping skills and strategies
9.3 Develop self-a ssessment and reflection

edX

Canvas

Coursera

R1

R2

FA

R1

R2

FA

R1

R2

FA

PA
LA
LA
PA
NA
LA
NA
PA
LA
PA

NA
PA
LA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
PA
LA
NA
NA
PA
NA
PA
PA
PA

LA
LA
LA
PA
NA
LA
FA
LA
LA
PA

PA
PA
LA

PA
PA
LA

LA
LA
LA

LA
LA
LA

NA
PA
LA
PA
PA

NA
LA
LA
PA
PA

PA
FA
LA
PA
LA
LA
FA
PA
PA
NA

FA
FA
NA

LA
LA
NA

Note: R1 = Rater 1; R2 = Rater2; FA = Final Agreement; NA = Not Achieved; PA = Partially Achieved; LA = Largely Achieved; FA = Fully Achieved.
Source: Adapted from Iniesto (2020).
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Criteria \ checklists

Table 15.5 Agreement process for “provide multiple means of representation”
Criteria \ checklists

Source: Adapted from Iniesto (2020).

Canvas

Coursera

R1

R2

FA

R1

R2

FA

LA
FA
PA
PA
FA
PA
PA
NA
PA
FA
LA
FA

FA
LA
PA
NA
LA
NA
NA
PA
PA
PA

LA
LA
PA
NA
LA
NA
PA
PA
PA
PA

PA

PA

PA
PA
NA
PA
PA
NA
PA
Not applicable
PA
NA
NA
LA
LA
PA
PA
LA
PA
PA
FA
LA
PA
PA

R1

R2

FA

PA
LA
PA
LA
FA
LA
LA
FA
LA
LA
FA
LA
LA
FA
LA
Not applicable
FA
LA
LA
PA
LA
PA
LA
FA
LA
FA
LA
LA
FA
LA
LA
PA
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1.1 Offer ways of customising the display of information
1.2 Offer alternatives for auditory information
1.3 Offer alternatives for visual information
2.1 Clarify vocabulary and symbols
2.2 Clarify syntax and structure
2.3 Support decoding of text, mathematical notation, and symbols
2.4 Promote understanding across languages
2.5 Illustrate through multiple media
3.1 Activate or supply background knowledge
3.2 Highlight patterns, critical features, big ideas, and relationships
3.3 Guide information processing, visualisation, and manipulation
3.4 Maximise transfer and generalisation

edX
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Table 15.6 Agreement process for “provide multiple means of action and expression”
edX
R1
4.1 Vary the methods for response and navigation
4.2 Optimise access to tools and assistive technologies
5.1 Use multiple media for communication
5.2 Use multiple tools for construction and composition
5.3 Build fluencies with graduated levels of support for practice and
performance
6.1 Guide appropriate goal-s etting
6.2 Support planning and strategy development
6.3 Facilitate managing information and resources
6.4 Enhance capacity for monitoring progress
Source: Adapted from Iniesto (2020).

LA
LA
LA
LA

Canvas
R2

FA

Coursera

R1

R2

FA

R1

R2

FA

FA
FA
LA
PA

LA
LA

LA
LA

NA
NA
PA
PA

LA
NA

PA
PA

PA

PA

PA
NA
LA
PA

PA
LA
PA

NA

PA

PA

NA

NA

LA

LA
NA
PA
PA

NA

PA

NA
NA

PA
PA

PA
NA
NA
LA

PA

PA

PA
NA
NA
LA
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In MOOCs information about prior knowledge should be clear before
enrolment and there should exist pointers to external resources during the course.
As well, there is a lack of possibilities for personalisation, something that is
problematic at the platform level since it affects courses even if they have been
designed allowing space for personalising the learner experience (García-Peñalvo,
Fidalgo-
Blanco, & Sein-
Echaluce, 2018). Finally, for “means of action and
expression” principle (Table 15.6), criteria showed disagreements at some stage, but
they were not repeated across the several evaluations.
The fact that the “means of engagement” principle accumulated more disagreements than “means of representation” but still more than “means of action and
expression” pointed towards engagement complexities in MOOCs. Expert learners in MOOCs are often strategic and goal-directed, therefore, they are good at
self-directed learning (Watted & Barak, 2018), but do worse in being purposeful
and motivated, which is aligned with the drop-out rates and difficulties to keep the
engagement in MOOCs (Petronzi & Hadi, 2016).

15.4 Discussion and moving forwards
In Chapter 15 we have reported on the adaptation of the UDL framework for
evaluation purposes following an inter-rater reliability validation process. UDL
evaluation processes by educators and learners facilitate the empowerment of creating expert learners who are critically evaluating the educational platforms and
resources. Discussions during the validation process between the two raters
included multiple conversations on what to evaluate in MOOCs using the UDL
framework. In that sense, one of the principal difficulties was to distinguish whether
the requirements should be addressed at platform or course level. This aspect is
identified where the reliability agreements were lower which is underpinning differences between the platforms s and their individual features for hosting educational resources and underlying pedagogical models. That aspect is linked with the
lack of specification of MOOC completion and inclusion of discussions in educational resources, the lack of options to optimise individual choice and ways of
customising the display of information. Aspects already reported in the broader
literature of learning at scale in MOOCs (Joksimović et al., 2018).
A key aspect of the UDL checklist after its validation was its complexity. Criteria
in the UDL checklist were often rich, covering multiple aspects to be evaluated,
which made it complicated for an evaluator to decide a final rating.That was linked
with the fact of the complexity of acquiring expertise in UDL, and therefore an
expert evaluator through the MOOC evaluation process. Future evaluations should
consider including more MOOCs per platform provider, and more platforms, to
understand the different evaluations between course providers using the same platform. In a broader context, further research in learning design and accessibility in
MOOCs should also consider other aspects such as the role of learning analytics to
understand the diversity of learners needs (Cooper, Ferguson, & Wolff, 2016), how
learner-emotions affect learning (Hillaire, Iniesto, & Rienties, 2019) and how personalisation informs the learning process and engagement (FitzGerald et al., 2018).
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The process in Chapter 15 has shown that UDL cannot be stored in a box and
applied as a simple checklist. The design and validation of evaluation checklists
indicate a complexity of learning, whereby different concepts derived from the
UDL framework proposed and how practising in this iterative evaluation and validation process helps to internalise UDL principles and guidelines. But as well
showcasing the appearance of complex concepts to evaluate or redundancies that
might be creating difficulties in that mastering process.
15.4.1 Implications for practice
When producing educational resources all stakeholders should be considered in
their design and evaluation processes including educators and learners. To all
those educators interested in universal and inclusive design, reflecting on the
UDL principles and guidelines may help when producing educational resources
and critically evaluating them, which may facilitate and foster inclusion and
widen access. To make online courses more accessible it is necessary to put in
place processes to identify barriers to learning and strengthen mechanisms that
facilitate agile responses in addressing those barriers. Regardless of whether to
design MOOCs or any other online course, it is necessary to consider the different platforms that exist and how their pedagogical designs influence our decisions. In this sense, they can affect aspects of UDL such as the production of
educational resources in alternative formats, the promotion of interaction and
engagement between learners or the inclusion of space to allow reflection and
personalisation of the learning experience.
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