


Teacher Support Mechanism, implemented since January 2009, is
expected to address this issue. But it is yet unclear how this system will
evolve over the remaining project period and thereafter.

The project also has a social inclusion component through which it seeks
to provide benefits to historically marginalized or excluded social groups,
particularly women, both by increasing their representation in the
teaching profession and by making the overall school environment
conducive for girls and DAG children. It has provided 2500 DAG pre-
service training fellowships, with the expectation that these fellows will
be ultimately absorbed into the teaching profession. However, their rate
of absorption is still low, even though there has been a significant
improvement in this regard since 2006.

Content on gender and cultural sensitization has been incorporated into
the regular training courses. At the same time, a large number of teachers
and education officials have been provided separate short-term training
on gender sensitization. Special remedial classes have also been
organized in collaboration with the local School Support Groups
constituted for the purpose of helping female and DAG students in their
studies. Although many traditionally marginalized groups such as Dalits
and Janajatis continue to be underrepresented in the student population
and teaching profession, there has been a definite increase in student and
teacher diversity at the primary level during the project period.
Furthermore, this change has been picking up pace in the aftermath of the
recent political changes which have resulted in increasing calls for
inclusion in various sectors of the Nepali state and polity.

There has also been a gradual improvement in the internal efficiency of
primary education during the project period. Dropout and repetition
rates have decreased and the survival rate to grade 5 has increased. The
percentage of children passing the grade 5 examinations has also
increased. These indicators suggest that student learning outcomes have
also improved during the project period.
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Thus, when we look at the overall status update of project performance in
the four components as of early January 2009, it can be seen that, on
average, more than 97% of the proposed project targets in the four
different components have been achieved. More significantly, about 99%
of the proposed 115,700 teachers have been trained in the various
modules of teacher training.



6. Lessons Learned and Recommendations

Educational reform is a complex process that requires the materialization
of project inputs into immediate outputs and medium to long-term
outcomes that have a positive impact on the education system. Teacher
Education Project has envisioned this outcome to be an improvement in
the quality of Nepal's basic and primary education.

TEP has, like most other initiatives in Nepal's education sector, has
adopted a top-down, inputs-focused approach, with the major activities
focusing on improving the training-related infrastructure of the NCED
and its line agencies, developing better training curricula, training more
teachers, and improving the diversity of the teaching cadre. Evidence
shows that such an approach is quite effective at delivering the inputs but
not so effective at instituting behavioral changes at the classrooms level,
where these inputs are ultimately translated into improved student
learning outcomes.

The top-down, inputs-focused approach adopted by TEP has been very
successful in accomplishing its major target of providing training to all
untrained teachers. In particular, it has been quite effective in enhancing
the teachers' subject knowledge and orienting them to student-centered,
child-friendly and activity-based methods of classroom teaching. In
future, as NCED moves away from its current responsibilities of pre-
service training, it is necessary to ensure that HSEB and Faculty of
Education/Tribhuvan University, who will assume the responsibility for
teacher preparation program for all levels of teaching force. This will
require, among others, greater collaborations among the NCED and pre-
service training institutions, particularly with respect to:
- training accreditation mechanisms;
- regular revisions in the training courses so that they reflect the
regular changes and revisions in the national curriculum; and,
- providing adequate opportunities to prospective teacher
candidates for comprehensive practice teaching.

One of the major weaknesses of TEP has been the lack of a strong
monitoring and evaluation and teacher support mechanism in place very
early into the implementation of the project. Establishment and
institution of such a mechanism at the classrooms level was necessary to
continuously oversee the teaching-learning processes and provide
professional support to the teachers to use the knowledge, skills and
attitudinal changes received during training. Such a system has been
established only at the very last minute of project completion (in January
2009), and thus, for the major duration of the project, teachers received
little monitoring and evaluation and follow-up support after training.
Nevertheless, a Monitoring and Evaluation Framework as attached in
Annex-4 , which was designed exclusively for establishing improved tools
and mechanism for the entire NCED system to make effective in the days
to come.

Available evidence on the effectiveness of the RC-system has shown that
it has not been so effective in extending professional support and services
to the teachers under the BPEP and EFA: 2004-2009 programs (see, for
instance, Sharma et al. 2004, Bista and Carney 2001). At the moment, it is
unclear how this very RC-system can be used more effectively by TEP to
provide additional support/services, such as the preparation of teaching
improvement plans. Thus, there is a need for further consultations and
deliberations on this activity. In particular, if the RC-system is to be used
for implementing and institutionalizing teacher support mechanism, it is
necessary that the current structure of the RCs be reconceptualized. This
can be done by either decreasing the size of the school cluster or by
increasing the number of staff at the RC who are capable of supporting
the continuous professional development of the teachers at the school
level (see also Sharma 2004 and Bista and Carney 2001).

There is also a lack of clarity regarding the future roles of the ETCs after
they have accomplished their current mandate of training all untrained
teachers by the end of TEP. Trainers and coordinators at the various ETCs
are unsure about how these institutions will evolve after the
implementation of School Sector Reform (SSR) Program. In future, should



ETCs function as lead resource centers to provide professional support to
the resource centers? Or should they provide continuous professional
development support to the teachers in the current form, separately from
the RCs? These issues are not adequately highlighted in the SSR Plan and
require further deliberations within the NCED and the broader education
system.

Similarly, TEP has not been able to institute a system or mechanism that
monitors and measures the translation of project inputs (i.e., teacher
training) into improved student learning achievements. In the absence of
such a provision in place, project outcome and benefit monitoring has
resorted to using indirect indicators such as the internal efficiency of the
education system that is dependent on a combination of the effects of the
various ongoing reform initiatives in the education sector. Thus, it is
imperative that future projects/reform initiatives develop more specific
mechanisms to measures project-specific outputs and outcomes.
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Annex 1: Teacher Education Project: Program Framework

groups in the
teaching cadre

allow for increased intake
of teachers from these

Design Summary | Performance Target Monitoring Risks/Assumption
Mechanisms

Sector Goal:

Improvement in | UUDropout rate decreased | LJLJEMIS [![JBasic education

overall from 13 percent to 12.5, | [I[/Project continues to be a

quality and and repetition rate from | monitoring Government priority.

efficiency of the 24.5 percent to 23. data

primary education | [1[IGrade 5 pass rates

sub sector increase from 72 percent

to 77.

[I[lTeachers trained in the
basic package increased
from 43 percent to 100
percent.

Purposes:

a. Build capacity | 00130 professional —staff | C[JProject LLMOES
for policy, from NCED, PTTC, and | monitoring commitment to
planning, DEC are trained in job- | data teacher training
management, related competencies remains strong.
and delivery of through multiple training LA  comprehensive
teacher training modalities. training  policy is

formulated.

[UStaff tenure at
NCED, PTTC, and
DEC is stable.

b. Enhance | O0Training of targeted | CJ0Project U OTeachers are
professional number of monitoring available for
skills of - teachers (115,700 data training.
teachers  and teachers receive training | [J[IStudies of | [I[JSupervision and
trainers of varying durations); training follow-up of trained

- trainers (1,480 trainers impact teachers are
and 70 master trainers | [J[IStudent adequate.
are trained) learning

LUStudent learning | evaluations
outcomes are improved.

Promote | 112,500 candidates from | [J/LIMOES LUMOES
representation among women and other | statistics commitment to
of females and disadvantaged groups are | LI[IProject recruitment of
other provided fellowships for | monitoring female teachers is
disadvantaged pre-service training to | data strong.
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groups.

Outputs

1. An effective and | [J[INCED, PTTC, and DEC | [I[IProject [[]Selected staffs are
sustainable administrative and | monitoring released for training.
system for management functions are | data LiliStable staff tenure
teacher improved as evidenced by at NCED, PTTC, and
education is training schedules being DEC.
established followed and streamlined
through administrative

Strengthened procedures.
professional
skills of
personnel
Designed and | OOTMIS  information is | CProject J0Coordination
operationalized collected, analyzed, and | monitoring between institutions
monitoring and disseminated. data responsible for
evaluation LLSample administration and
system reports training is adequate.
NCED | OUOImproved quality of | OOProject [Government

undertaking incoming  teachers is | monitoring commitment to pre-
accreditation, ensured through | data service teacher
licensing, and certification of minimum training is strong.
evaluation qualifications.

. Enhanced skills | UUNCED, PTTC, and DEC | LILProject [1[JSelected staffs are
of staff in personnel are trained | monitoring released for training,
institutions using multiple modalities. | data and have stable
imparting 102  receive in-country tenure.
training training and 28 obtain

international training.

e. Improved | ULUNCED training resource | LLProject LU UQuality civil
physical center is established. monitoring works contractors are
infrastructure [1['Need-based data available and

improvements and selected.

additions are made to

existing NCED and PTTC

infrastructure.

LUDEC recording facilities

are renewed and

refurbished.
2. Effective teacher | Learning materials are | [Project OOSupervision — and

education used in delivering training | monitoring feedback mechanisms




curriculum and
materials are

and are activity-based.

data

are well-coordinated
between the

prepared. administrative  and
training institutions.
3. Teachers, | (111,480 trainers receive | [I[IStudies of
trainers, and | training. training
management 70 master trainers are | impact
personnel are | trained.
trained. OOTeaching content and
delivery skills are improved
a. Master trainers, | through:
trainers, and | - 32,000 teachers trained in
teachers are | package 1.
trained. - 45,000 teachers trained in
packages
2-3.
- 34,400 teachers trained in
package 4.
b. Education | 1100 administration | LJ[JProject
administration officials and 500 primary | monitoring
officials and | school head teachers are | data
primary  school | trained annually.
head teachers are
trained.
4. Educated | 102,500 eligible LJProject L'JThe Government
teachers who can | candidates are monitoring committed to give
better serve the | awarded fellowships for data priority in teacher
needs of | Pre-service training. employment to
disadvantaged disadvantaged
groups and girls groups, particularly
a. Eligible females.
candidates  from [I[Selected staffs are
disadvantaged released for training
groups, and have stable
particularly tenure.
females, are
provided
fellowships ~ for
pre-service
teacher training.
b. Teachers and | OOThe sensitization | [I[1Project U 0The Government
administrators are | package is prepared and | monitoring committed to raising
sensitized to the | integrated into the training | data enrollments  among
needs of | curriculum to raise the
disadvantaged awareness of the needs of disadvantaged
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groups and girls. disadvantaged groups. groups,
particularly females.
J0Adequate number
of
eligible candidates are
available and will
apply.
[1[0Social
environment is
conducive and
receptive to these
efforts.
Inputs: [1[Project OOCounterpart funds
1. Civil works monitoring are provided on a
2. Equipment and data and other | timely basis.
furniture progress LDProcurement and
3.Instructional reports contracting
materials [JReports on arrangements are
4.Program staff well managed.
development development LDCapacity of
and studies programs MOHE  staff is
5.Staff [J['Project strong.
development accounts
6.Consulting
services
7.Program
implementation
DEC = Distance Education Center, EMIS = education management

information system, MOHE = Ministry of Higher Education, MOES =
Ministry of Education and Sports, NCED = National Center for Education
Development, PTTC = primary teacher training centers, TMIS = teacher
management information system. Source: ADB 2001: Appendix 1.



Annex 2: Shortlist of Verifiable Indicators for Monitoring and

Evaluation, TEP
Expected Value
SN | Indicators Measurement Baseline | Mid-Project | End-Project
2000 2003 2005/06
A General Key
Indicators for
the Basic Education
Subsector
1 Net enrollment rate Proportion of children of | 71 74 77
PS target age cohort
enrolled in PS
2 Gross enrollment rate Proportion of children 124 117 114
enrolled in PS to the PS
target age cohort
3 Dropout Proportion of PS | 13 12.8 12.5
enrollees who fail to
return for the next
year
4 Repetition rate Proportion of PS | 245 23.9 23
enrollees who fail to
move on to the
next higher grade
5 Teachers with package | Number of teachers who | 17,322 100 %
I pre-service have completed Package
Training 1
6 Student-teacher Ratio Number of PS students | 39 39 39
per PS teacher
B Specific Key
Indicators for
Teacher Education
1 Relevant NCED, PTTC, | Number of relevant
and NCED, PTTC and DEC
DEC staff obtaining | staff completing staff
training development training
2 Female teachers Proportion of female 22.5 23 24
teachers
3 Untrained teachers Number of PS teachers | 33
with no training
4 Teachers trained in | Number of PS teachers 17,332 37,407 All
package 1 completing package 1
5 Upgrading 180 hours | Number of teachers | 9,693 8646 9693
training with 180 hours training
6 Teachers trained in | Number of PS teachers 13,638 25,956 44,030
packages completing packages 2
2and 3 and 3

Xiv

7 Teachers trained in | Number of PS teachers 156 5,757 34,432
Package 4 completing package 4
8 | Fellowships awarded to | Number of fellowships
women/members of awarded to women and
disadvantaged groups members of
disadvantaged groups
9 Number of students | Number of  tuition | 0 6,500 12,500
benefiting waivers awarded to
from pre-service | women/members
training of disadvantaged
groups
10 | Training sessions at | Number of training | 5cycles | 6 cycles 7 cycles
NCED sessions conducted by
NCED
11 | Training sessions at | Number of training | 3 cycles | 3 cycles 3 cycles
PTTC sessions conducted by
PTTC
12 | Training sessions at FOE | Number of training | 0 1 cycle 1 cycle
sessions conducted by
FOE
13 | Training sessions at by | Number of training | 0 1 cycle 1 cycle
HSSs sessions conducted by
HSSs
14 | Pre-service training | Number of schools | 0 65 65
school accredited
accreditation
15 | Workshops held by | Number of workshops | 4 5 6
NCED held by NCED

DEC = distance education center, FOE = faculty of education, HSS
higher secondary school, NCED = National Center for Education, PTTC
primary teacher training center.
Source: ADB 2001: Appendix 9.




Annex 3: TEP Performance Status in Basic 30 Indicators as of January

2009
S.N. Basic Performance Indicator Project Progress PS %
Target Status (PS)

Overall Project contribution to the system

1 % of fully trained teachers nm 66634 82

2 % of partially trained teachers with at some | nm 79684 98
modules ranging from 2.5 months to 7.5 months

3 Rate of Training Transfer into the classroom nm 50 50

Component 1: Building an Effective and Sustainable System for Teacher Education

4 Number of project staff receiving international | 28 0 0
training in various occupational competencies

5 Number of staff receiving in-country training in | 102 218 100
various occupational competencies

6 No. of new construction ( TRC, Hostel, Cafeteria) 3 3 100

7 No. of organizations underGoNe basic + final | 10 10 100
renovation/completion of incomplete
construction/protection works

8 Refurbishment of DEC's studio lab (construction | 1 1 100
of visual lab)

9 Establishment of DoE-linked TMIS 1 1 100

10 No. of training professionals accessed to TOT | nm 900 100
facilities for pre-service training

1 No. of training professionals received TOT for in- | 900 3000 100
service training

12 No. of master trainers trained 70 200 100

13 International consultancy recruited (in man | 45 45 100
month)

14 International Consultancy utilized till end of 15 | 45 43.5 97
August 2008

15 National consultants recruited 240 240 100

16 National consultancy utilized till end of 15 | 240 175 73
August 2008

Component 2: Developing Effective Teacher Education Curriculum and Materials

17 No. training curriculum and material sets | 20 20 100

developed and used

XV

Component 3: Providing Teacher and Management training

18 No. of teacher trained in Basic in-service 32000 30398 95

19 No. of teachers trained in condensed (180) basic | 9700 536 6
training package

20 No. of teachers trained in integrated second and | 43300 32804 76
third in service training package (also includes
2300 trained in ole pack-III)

21 No. of teachers trained in the fourth in service | 34000 39723 117
training (Phase-III) package

22 No. of teachers having 15+ years of experience | 4300 535 14
and 45+ years of age trained in  overall
condensed training package

22 No. of graduates in 10-month pre-service | 15000 15000 100
training

23 No. of administrative officials trained in various | 600 562 94
management training courses

24 No. of primary school head teachers trained in | 3000 3450 100
one-month management training course

25 No. of teachers trained in various modules of | 115700 103996 90
teacher training

Component 4: Serving Girls and Other Disadvantaged Groups

26 No. candidates graduated with fellowship 2500 2500 100

27 Rate of recruitment of fellowship graduates in | Nm 39 39
the teaching force

28 No. of relevant stakeholders attended culture | nm 6500 100
and gender sensitization training

29 No. of School Support Groups mobilized 600 600 100

30 No. of students benefited from Tutorial classes nm 20000 100
Average >90

Note: nm denotes “not mentioned”.
Source: NCED 2009: 2-3.
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Introduction

This report presents a conceptual framework for a monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) system at the National Center for Educational
Development (NCED). NCED already has a functioning monitoring
and follow-up support (MFS) scheme whose stated objective is to help
improve training and teaching performance (NCED 2065 B.S.). The
conceptual framework presented in this document builds upon the
existing MFS scheme.

NCED is the government body responsible for building the professional
capacity of public (community) school teachers, school administrators,
and government bureaucrats working in the education sector.
Accordingly, the core function of NCED is to train (i) teachers, (ii)
school-level managers and administrators and (iii) government
bureaucrats at various levels of the Ministry of Education (MoE).The
training of teachers is the primary mandate of the Center. Its other key
mandates include conducting research studies on educational issues,
particularly those related to teacher training; making policy
recommendations for strategic decision-making in the school education
sector; accrediting non-government teacher training programs; and
monitoring and evaluating teacher training programs and activities.

The primary training facilities at NCED consist of a network of 9
regional educational training centers (ETC-As), 20 secondary
educational training centers (ETC-Bs) and 5 educational training sub-
centers (ETSCs) strategically distributed across the country. Residential
portions of NCED’s standard 10-month in-service teacher training
programs are conducted in these 34 training centers. In addition, NCED
also has access to 46 district-level lead resource centers (LRCs) recently
established by the government to function as the district-level human
resource development (HRD) institutions.

In the area of teacher training, NCED only conducts in-service training
to current primary, lower secondary and secondary school teachers.
Pre-service training, or training for aspiring teachers with the requisite
educational qualifications, is conducted through private institutions
affiliated with NCED. Pre-service training is available only at the
primary level. The in-service training packages offered by NCED are 10-
month programs, delivered through a combination of ETC-based and
school-based face-to-face training, and distance-mode training. The
residential ETC-based training, which constitutes the most rigorous part
of the training, takes places both in beginning and at the end of the 10-
month training period. The distance-mode training takes place during
the middle five months of the program. This training essentially
requires the trainees to study pre-specified learning materials on their
own while they are teaching in their schools. The trainees also receive
some support in their learning process through group contact sessions
attended by other trainees and school resource persons.

The main objective of the teacher training programs at NCED is to raise
the quality of teaching in the classroom. In order to ensure that trainee
teachers fulfill the minimum requirements of the training programs in
which they participate, they are required to pass an exam at the end of
the training period. It is expected that teachers who successfully
complete the training and pass the exams will utilize the methods and
knowledge gained during the training in their regular teaching process,
thereby raising the quality of teaching. The M & E system presented
here aims to provide information on the extent to which the above
objective of the NCED training programs is being met.

While the objective of the NCED teacher training programs is to raise
the quality of teaching, the ultimate beneficiaries of the training are the
students. It is expected that the improved teaching practices will lead to
improvements in student learning. It must be pointed out, however,
that the proposed M & E system does not attempt to evaluate the impact
of the teacher training programs on student learning. It simply focuses
on the outputs of the teacher training programs.



A rigorous evaluation of the impact of the teacher training programs on
student learning would require student learning outcome data for two
sets of students: a group of students taught by trained teachers
(treatment group) and another group of students taught by untrained
teachers (comparison group).!¢ Furthermore, it would be necessary to
compile student learning data before they are taught by trained teachers
(pre-test data) as well as after they are taught by these teachers (post-
test data). Clearly, this type of impact evaluation is beyond the scope of
the proposed M & E system.

The rest of this report is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the
objectives of the proposed M & E system. Section 3 summarizes the
current service delivery model of the NCED in-service teacher training
programs. The next section briefly outlines the monitoring and
evaluation approach taken in this report. This is followed by Section 5--
the core section of this report. It describes in detail the key elements of
the monitoring and evaluation plan used to evaluate how well the
knowledge and skills delivered in the teacher training programs are
being translated into teaching practice. Section 6 presents some
concluding remarks.

Objectives of the M & E system

The main objective of the proposed M & E system is to monitor and
evaluate the extent to which knowledge gained/ delivered in the
teacher training programs is being utilized in the classroom process. It
therefore focuses on monitoring and evaluating teaching practices in the
classroom. Note that it evaluates only the proximal outcomes of training
programs in that it looks at teaching practices and not at improvements
in student learning resulting from the teaching training programs. A
second objective of this M & E system is to provide a feedback channel

16 Ideally, students should be randomly assigned to the treatment and comparison
groups.
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through which teachers, administrators and policymakers can
understand shortcomings in translating training knowledge into
teaching practice and identify ways for addressing these shortcomings.

Service delivery model of the NCED in-service teacher training
programs

The quality of classroom teaching is determined by a combination of
factors associated with the teachers, students, and the school/classroom
environment. While the teacher training programs at NCED aim to
enhance the quality of teaching, it must be emphasized that these
programs focus primarily on changing the knowledge base and skill
levels of the teachers and do not directly deal with the students and
classroom environment. Thus the teaching outcomes observed in the
classroom cannot necessarily be attributed to the teacher training
programs alone. The monitoring and evaluation system must also
attempt to track the status of other enabling conditions that are beyond
the control of the teacher.

In order to build an M & E system that focuses on evaluating how well
training knowledge is being translated into classroom practice, it is
important to understand the service delivery model associated with the
NCED teacher training programs. While students are the ultimate
beneficiaries of the NCED teacher training programs, teachers are their
immediate clients. The steps through which the NCED in-service
training programs reach the teachers and students are summarized
below. The service delivery model for the NCED approved pre-service
training programs will not be discussed here.

It is important to emphasize that the current service delivery model is
expected to change with the implementation of the school sector reform
(SSR) program scheduled to begin in July 2009. In particular, there is a
lack of clarity regarding the future roles of the ETCs after they have
accomplished their current mandate of training all untrained teachers
by the end of June 2009 (Bhatta 2009). While the proposed M & E
framework does take into account the agencies currently involved in the



delivery of training services, it does not necessarily rely on the
continuation of the existing service delivery process.

The first step in the training delivery process is the development of the
training package. All training packages are developed and finalized at
the NCED central office in Sano Thimi by a team consisting of NCED
central-level trainers and external experts. It should be noted that,
currently, there is only limited involvement of ETC level trainers or
teachers in this process. In theory, the training packages are supposed
to be reviewed and revised each year based on finding of M & E reports
and feedback obtained during trainings. In practice, however, regular
revision of training packages has not been done.

Training of master trainers (MToT) comprises the second step of the
training delivery process. Master trainers are based at the central NCED
office and are subject-specific training experts. Their responsibility is to
train other trainers who will actually conduct the teacher training
programs in the various training centers around the country. MToTs are
conducted by NCED experts involved in the development of the
training package. Currently, there is no system of systematically
evaluating the skill levels or understanding of MToT participants. The
participants, on the other hand, do provide feedback to the MToT
trainers during the training.

The MToT is followed by the training of trainers (ToT). These training
programs are conducted by the NCED master trainers. The ToT
participants are trainers from the various ETCs. Currently, there are few
opportunities for periodic refresher trainings to help the trainers keep
up to date with new developments in the field.

The fourth step is the training of teachers. ETC level trainers conduct
these trainings. As discussed earlier, there are separate 10-month
training courses for the primary and lower secondary/secondary level
teachers. Each course is divided into three phases/modules and is
delivered through a combination face-to-face training and distance-
mode training. The structure of these courses is summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Structure of the NCED 10-month in-service training programs

Training particulars

Module 1 (Phase I)

Module 2 (Phase
1I)

Module 3 (Phase III)

Primary level in-service
training

Face-to-face

including
Self-learning in | school-based
Mode of delivery Face-to-face distance mode practicum
Duration 2.5 months 5 months 2.5 months
Own ETCs/ETSCs,
school/local schools near
Location ETCs/ETSCs resource center ETCs
Residential/non
residential Residential Non-residential Residential
Lower  secondary —and

secondary level in-service
training

School- Self-learning in School-
Mode of delivery Face-to-face  based distance mode Face-to-face based

1.5
Duration 1 month months 5 months 1 months 1.5 months

Own

Teacher's school/local Teacher's
Location ETCs/ETSCs  school resource center ETCs/ETSCs  school
Residential /non Non- Non-

residential Residential residential | Non-residential Residential residential
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Source: Adapted from NCED (2065 B.

S)

Note that in the case of primary-level training, teachers are required to
engage in practice teaching during the ETC-based residential portions of
the training (first and third phases). Each teacher's practice teaching is
observed by relevant evaluators and feedback is given to the teacher.
The first and third modules of the secondary/lower-secondary level
training also provide opportunities for classroom observation during
the school-based portions of the training. However, since the school-
based portions are conducted in the teachers' own schools, it is possible



for trainers and qualified evaluators to observe the teaching practices of
only a small sample of teachers.

The second module of both primary and lower secondary/secondary
level-training requires teachers to study on their own using self-learning
materials prepared by NCED. In addition, they are also provided
learning support through radio broadcasts and group discussions
during weekly contact sessions at the local resource centers. The contact
sessions are facilitated by RPs and NCED trainers. In practice, these
contact sessions have not proved to be effective.

The fifth step of the service delivery process is classroom teaching. The
knowledge and skills gained by the trainee teachers during the training
should be reflected in improved teaching practices in the classroom.
Thus the classroom is where the benefits of the teacher training
programs reach the students.

As the main objective of the M & E system is to evaluate how well the
knowledge and skills delivered in the teacher training programs are
being translated into teaching practice, the proposed system focuses
primarily on the fifth step of the service delivery process. It does,
however, also briefly discuss how the monitoring and evaluation of
training delivery can be improved.

Monitoring and evaluation approach

As mentioned above, the primary focus of the proposed M & E system
is monitoring and evaluation of the teaching process. An evaluation of
the teaching process naturally requires close observation of classroom
teaching by an external evaluator. However, in order to enhance the
effectiveness of the M & E system, the teachers themselves must also be
involved in the evaluation process. In other words, the approach taken
here emphasizes a more participatory approach to M & E where the
teachers themselves get involved in the development of the M & E tools
and in conducting the evaluation. It also places a heavy emphasis on
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the roles of the school and local resource center in monitoring and
evaluating the teaching process.

Monitoring and evaluation must take place at each stage of the service
delivery process. And at each stage, feedback must be provided in two
directions: a) to personnel who are being monitored/evaluated and b)
to managers and administrators responsible for the personnel being
monitored. Improvement of program performance depends heavily on
the extent to which the subjects of the monitoring process obtain and
utilize the feedback on their performance. The existing monitoring and
evaluation system does not pay sufficient attention to this direction of
feedback. Feedback provided to managers and administrators higher up
in the administrative structure, on the other hand, is important for
evaluating the performance of the personnel and for revising the
program itself. In particular, monitoring and evaluation of the teaching
process must be linked to the performance evaluation of teachers.

In the present context, the responsibility of appointing, reallocating and
promoting teachers lies with the agencies under the Department of
Education (DoE) rather than with NCED. Teacher training, on the other
hand, is the responsibility of the agencies under NCED. Hence, it is
necessary to develop a channel through which the classroom-level
monitoring and evaluation findings are properly utilized by both NCED
agencies and DoE agencies for the purpose of a) helping teachers
improve their teaching performance and b) evaluating teacher
performance.

Participatory approach

It has already been mentioned that the effectiveness of the M & E
system partly depends on the extent to which the main subjects of the
evaluation see themselves as participants in the process. Participation
can take place at different stages of the evaluation including in the
definition of performance indicators, development of M & E tools,
collection of data, analysis of data and development of future plans of




action (Estrella and Gaventa 1998). The degree of participation,
however, cannot be the same in all stages.

In the current framework, it is proposed that classroom teaching
performance data be collected for all individual teachers in the public
school education system using standardized class observation tools. The
goal is to collect data that will be useful to all levels of the teacher
training system. Developing a database of this nature requires the
identification of a standard set of performance indicators and survey
tools that can be used for the entire nation. Tools custom-tailored for
individual teachers cannot be used for this purpose.l” Hence, making
this step participatory means ensuring the active participation of a
representative set of teachers in the process of building these tools. In
other words, the process of developing the tools must involve teachers
in the expert group and must also include workshops where the major
participants are teachers. It does not mean that every teacher in the
country will be asked to provide inputs in the development of these
tools.

However, as discussed later in Section 5, this M & E approach proposes
to view the standard evaluation forms as "live documents" that can be
modified before classroom observation takes place using inputs from
individual teachers being evaluated. Thus, each individual teacher also
participates in the development of tools used in the M & E Process. The
information collected using these non-uniform, modified tools cannot
be entered in the national database; however, this information and
analyses based on this information are valuable sources of feedback for
the teacher.

The proposed data collection process, by design, requires the
participation of teachers. In particular, it requires that each teacher do a
self-evaluation apart from the evaluation done by the person observing

7 If custom tailored tools are used for different teachers or schools, it will not be
possible to enter this information in a standard national or regional database--a
separate database base must be created for each teacher or school.
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her classroom teaching. Furthermore, this framework also puts strong
emphasis on peer evaluation so that teachers are actively involved in M
& E process. At the same time, self and peer evaluations require the
teachers to play the role of analysts as well. By analyzing their own and
their peer's classroom teaching process, they are also able to enhance
their own understanding of what is required to enhance the teaching-
leaning process.

Note that this framework does not discuss the potential role of the local
community in the M & E process. The local community can certainly
play an important role in monitoring the administrative aspects of the
school. For example, they can help the school to ensure the regular
attendance of teachers and students, and also monitor the progress in
enhancing the school's infrastructure. However, observing and
analyzing the teaching-learning process in the classroom requires
specific training and expertise. Hence, it is not reasonable to expect
community representatives to regularly participate in this process.

Monitoring and evaluating classroom teaching

The classroom is where the teacher's knowledge and skills are
translated into teaching practice. Hence this stage of the service delivery
process is the central focus of the M & E system. The discussion below
summarizes the following key elements of the classroom teaching
monitoring and evaluation plan: a) objectives b) assumptions c)
identification of personnel being evaluated d) indicators and measures,
e) data sources and data collection approach, f) frequency and timing, g)
responsible personnel, h) output, and i) feedback process. It also briefly
discusses the use of the Teacher Management Information System
(TMIS) in the M & E system.

Objectives

The main objective of this M & E activity is to observe the extent to
which the teacher is able to translate training knowledge into practice



and provide her with feedback that will help improve her teaching
performance in the future. The second objective of this activity is to
evaluate the teacher's teaching performance and the state of the
teaching environment for the purpose of apprising the relevant
managers and administrators within the school as well as higher up in
the administrative structure. The third objective is to provide feedback
to NCED on the challenges and needs associated with translating
training knowledge into practice so that improvements can be made in
the training programs.

Assumptions

This M & E plan assumes that earlier stages of the service delivery
process have been successfully completed. Thus, it assumes that
teachers who have been formally certified by the NCED training
program have been properly trained and that the training program has
been well designed and implemented. Another assumption it makes is
that resource constraints and administrative structures change over
time. Thus while current resource constraints and the existing
administrative structure might make it difficult to implement the
proposed M & E framework immediately, it is assumed that these
constraints are not be permanently binding.

Who is monitored/evaluated

As the main objective of the M & E activity is to analyze the extent to
which teachers are able to translate training knowledge into practice,
trained teachers are the primary subjects of the evaluation. However, in
order to gain a good understanding of the improvements in teaching
practices resulting from the teacher training programs, it is useful to
compile teaching performance data for teachers both before and after
they have received training. Hence, untrained teachers and teachers
unable to complete the training programs should also be the subjects of
the evaluation. Currently, only trained teachers and teachers enrolled in
the training programs are monitored and evaluated by NCED.

23

Indicators and measures

Two different sets of indicators need to be used in the monitoring and
evaluation of classroom teaching. The first set focuses on the teacher
and on the teaching process. The second set focuses on the environment
within which the teacher is operating. The difficulties in properly
translating training knowledge into teaching practice in the absence of a
conducive school environment must be recognized by the M & E
personnel.
The indicators associated with the teaching process cover the following
broad areas: a) class preparation, b) content coverage and organization,
c) delivery approach and skills, d) use of different activities and
teaching materials, e) student-teacher interactions f) classroom and time
management, g) student evaluation approach, and h) engagement of
students. A common goal of teacher training programs is to help
teachers make significant improvements in some or all of the above
areas. In other words, positive changes in these areas reflect the
translation of knowledge and skills gained from teacher training into
classroom practice.
A comprehensive set of indicators and measures covering these areas
has already been developed by NCED. They are incorporated in the
following forms currently used by NCED for monitoring and evaluation
purposes (see Appendix 1, 2 and 3):

Classroom observation forms for trained teachers, NCED form

no. 13 (ATTeIAYTd fA8TehepT HaTT 3deiidhed BRa) (NCED 2065 B.S.),

+ Peer evaluation form, form no. 20 (JEUTS! H&TT dcllched BIRH)

(NCED 2064 B.S.), and
» Facilitator/instructor classroom observation form, form no. 21

(P& 3Taclihed R, Teotdhdl/TTA&Td) (NCED 2064 B.S.).

The first and second forms include 38 and 35 different indicators,
respectively. The third form uses a short list of 14 aggregate indicators.
Ordinal scales are used for each indicator to rate teaching performance.
The first form uses a 5 point rating scale while the second form uses a 3



point rating scale. As most of the indicators in these two forms are
similar, NCED should consider using a single consolidated evaluation
form. It is also useful to replace the existing 3 and 5 point rating scales
by a 10 point rating scale to allow finer differentiation in performance
rating. The indicators in these three forms can be used as the starting
point in developing a final set of indicators for the new monitoring and
evaluation system.

The indicators associated with the teaching environment should cover
the following areas: course load faced by the teacher, class size, space
constraints in the classroom, availability of teaching-learning materials,
classroom arrangement, immovability of classroom furniture and other
school infrastructure limitations. Most of the indicators associated with
these areas can also be found in the Department of Education’s
Education Management Information System (EMIS).

The process of finalizing the indicators and M & E tools must ensure the
active participation of teachers as discussed in Section 4.

Data sources and data collection approach

Information associated with classroom teaching will be collected
through self-evaluations done by the teachers themselves, classroom
observations, and one-one-one interviews with teachers. Classroom
observations are performed by peers as well as by external
monitors/evaluators.

The questions included in the self-evaluation are essentially the same as
those included in the classroom observation forms. The self-evaluation
is done by the teacher immediately after her class has been observed by
the external evaluator. It serves the dual purpose of making the
evaluation more participatory and giving the external evaluator
valuable information for feedback purposes.

It is useful to view the evaluation forms as "live documents" that can be
modified using inputs from the teachers being evaluated. In order to
encourage the participation of the teachers in the evaluation process, the
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external evaluator should discuss the evaluation process and the
evaluation tools (form/questionnaire) with the teacher before the
evaluation takes place. The teacher and the evaluator can, at that time,
incorporate new items in the existing questionnaire if necessary. Both
self-evaluation and classroom observation by an external evaluator
should be done using this modified evaluation form.

Peer evaluations can also use the same basic evaluation forms used for
external evaluations. Any peer evaluation serves two purposes. First, it
provides an avenue for giving constructive, non-threatening feedback to
the teacher being evaluated. And second, it allows the evaluator to
reflect upon her own strengths and weaknesses and learn from the
teaching techniques used by her colleagues.

Peer evaluations, and monitoring and evaluation by external experts are
already used by the M & E system at NCED. This concept note
proposes to make the evaluation more informative and participatory by
(i) supplementing these evaluations by data from self-evaluations done
by the teachers, and (ii) using "live" evaluation forms that can be
enhanced through discussions with the teachers.

Data on the teaching environment should be collected by the external
evaluators through direct classroom observation and discussions with
the teacher being evaluated. Some of the relevant school-level data
should be obtained through discussions with the school administrators.

As will be discussed later, this evaluation framework proposes to make
the local resource person (RP) the primary external evaluator of
classroom teaching. The evaluations done by the RPs will be used by the
teacher and school administration, by the district education office, by
NCED agencies and by the RP herself. Hence it is necessary to prepare
three copies of the evaluation. These copies will be filed properly at the
school, at the resource center (RC) and at the district education office
(DEO). In practice, color coded carbon paper forms can be used for this
purpose.



Entering the classroom observation data in the TMIS database is an
essential step in the data collection process. A brief discussion on TMIS
is presented later. At this point, it suffices to say that the responsibility
of entering the data in the system should ultimately be delegated to the
RPs themselves.

Frequency and timing

The effectiveness of any monitoring and evaluation system depends
partly on the frequency and timing of the evaluations. External
monitoring and evaluations should be performed at least two times a
year. The first such evaluation should be done in the first few weeks of
classes. This will encourage the teachers to start delivering quality
instructions at the beginning of the academic year itself. The second
evaluation can be done in the last term of the school year. As each
teacher does a self-evaluation immediately following the classroom
observation by the external evaluator, self-evaluations are also
performed at least two times during the academic year.

Peer evaluations should be timed so that the external and peer
evaluations are evenly spread out during the year. Peer evaluations
should also be done at least three times each year, two times by fellow
teachers and once by the head teacher. By properly spacing the peer and
external evaluations over the year, it is possible evaluate the teachers at
regular intervals at least five times a year.1

18 The monitoring and evaluation approach discussed above relies on evaluations
based on single class observations. The only people who are able to observe the class
throughout the year are the students in the class. Hence, end-of-year evaluations
done by students could also serve as an alternative useful source of information in the
case of secondary school teachers. Handling data from student evaluations, however,
would be too cumbersome for the M&E system. Also note that while continuous
monitoring and evaluation is desirable in theory, it is necessary to ensure that M & E
activities do not place an undue burden on the teachers and disrupt the normal
functioning of the school.
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Currently, systematic classroom observation by external experts and
peers is only done during the first and third modules of the 10-month
in-service training programs. There is no system of regular monitoring
of classroom teaching during the school year.'® Recognizing this
deficiency in the system, the Regional Educational Directorates (REDs)
and DEOs have recently begun an initiative to mobilize school
supervisors (SS) and RPs for the purpose of monitoring and evaluating
teacher performance. The frequency and timing of these efforts,
however, are not entirely clear.

Responsible personnel

Building upon the government's initiative to mobilize the RPs and SSs
for monitoring and evaluation, the proposed M & E system
recommends making the RP the primary external evaluator of
classroom teaching.20 The RP will be responsible for observing
classroom teaching, providing feedback to the evaluated teacher,
providing feedback to the school, and sending the evaluation to the
DEO. In the short run, the RP will maintain a folder for each school
where individual teacher evaluations will be filed. In the long run, the
RP will also be responsible for entering the evaluation information in
the TMIS database. Given the key role of the RP in this M & E system, it

" In order to gain feedback on the extent to which skills from the training programs
are being translated into the classroom, NCED conducts a survey of a small number of
schools and teachers three times each year. During this survey, NCED central level
experts systematically observe the teaching practices of selected teachers, provide
them with relevant feedback, and utilize this information in the preparation of a
national-level report. Note, however, that since this M & E exercise involves only a few
teachers each year, it is mainly useful for gathering information relevant for evaluating
and revising the existing training programs. It is not very useful from the perspective
of giving regular feedback to individual teachers.

*® A number of studies and reports have, in the past, emphasized that involvement in
classroom-based teaching should be the primary function of the RP (see, for example,
Bista and Carney 2001). Thus the role of the RP proposed in this M & E framework is
not new.



is essential that all RPs receive proper M & E training from NCED.
Furthermore, it will also be important to redefine the overall
responsibilities of the RPs so that they can spend the required time on
the M & E tasks discussed here.

As mentioned earlier, internal monitoring and evaluation of each
teacher will done by peers as well as by the head teacher. Classrooms
observations by head teachers are especially important since they are
directly responsible for leading, supporting, and evaluating the
performance of teachers. The head teacher will advise teachers based on
the information obtained from her direct class observations
supplemented by a review of the peer-evaluations and evaluations done
by the RC. She will also be responsible for periodically (e.g., each
trimester) holding meetings with teachers to discuss issues related to
improving the quality of instruction in the classroom. She is also the
school official with whom the external evaluator (RP) interacts regularly
to provide feedback to the school. As these activities will demand extra
time commitment on the part of the head teachers, it is important that
they be provided at least partial relief from their teaching
responsibilities.

Outputs

Classroom /teacher level

The filled classroom observation forms are the initial outputs of the M &
E system. As suggested earlier, ratings of teaching performance using
pre-specified indicators constitute the most important part of the form.
In additional to these ratings, however, the filled form also includes
summary comments from the evaluator. These comments include a
summary of suggestions for teaching improvement, points discussed
during the feedback session, commitments from the teacher regarding
future efforts, constraints faced by the teacher, and recommendations
for minimizing such constraints (for example, see classroom observation
form # 13 in Appendix 1).
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Having a long list of indicators in the observation form helps the
evaluator to be comprehensive in her observation. But a long list can
also make it difficult for the teacher to properly understand the findings
of the observation. It is, therefore, important to have a mechanism for
quickly summarizing the findings in a succinct and understandable
manner immediately after that observation is complete. One useful tool
that could be used for this purpose is the star plot2!. This type of plot
allows us to display the observer's ratings in the various dimensions of
the teaching process in a single figure, thereby giving a quick overview
of a) the dimensions where the teacher is doing particularly well or
badly, and b) areas that need improvement. Note that this and other
graphical tools can be very useful in providing feedback at the school
level and higher levels as well.

For example, as discussed earlier, the classroom observation indicators
might cover the following broad areas: a) class preparation, b) content
coverage and organization, c) delivery approach and skills, d) use of
different activities and teaching materials, e) student-teacher
interactions f) classroom and time management, g) student evaluation
approach, and h) engagement of students. The star plot shown below
gives an example of a star plot covering these dimensions. The teacher's
performance in each area is shown in a different axis. In this example, it
is immediately clear that the teacher needs to makes substantial
improvements in three areas--class preparation, delivery and class
management. Thus one of the outputs of the evaluation process is this
type of star plot summarizing the performance of the teacher. In order
to use a star plot efficiently, the observation form would need to include
a properly labeled blank star plot.

! The star plot is also know as radar plot, spider plot, and web plot.
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The evaluator's comments as well as the star plot are two major outputs
produced in the school immediately after the class observation has been
completed. Another important output generated by the evaluator is a
brief analysis of how her observations compare with the teacher's self
evaluation (recall that a self-evaluation by the teacher under observation
is also an integral part of the evaluation process). This output is aimed
at providing valuable feedback to the teacher for improving her
teaching process.

School level
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One output at the school level is a summary evaluation report that
discusses the school's strengths, weaknesses, areas in need of
improvement, and suggestions in regards to classroom teaching. The
head teacher or a teacher designated by the head teacher would be
responsible for reviewing all the evaluation reports (self-evaluations,
peer evaluations, RP evaluations) and the RP's summary reports and
preparing a summary based on the review at least two times each year.
This summary must also attempt to track the changes taking place in the
teaching process and environment over time.

Similarly, the RP will also prepare a summary report for each school
under her supervision at least two times a year using the information
gathered from the classroom observations. This report will be shared
with the school as well as with the district education office.

Resource center level

In addition to the summary reports for individual schools, the RP will
also prepare a summary report for all the schools under her supervision
once a year. This report will, among other things, present a comparative
picture of the various schools being supported by the RP and will
attempt to identify the best practices, strengths and common weakness
prevalent in these schools. This summary should help the RPs to plan
their activities during the following year. The RC level report will also
be shared with the schools and the DEO.

District level

While the district education office will have access to summary reports
from the various RCs, it will also useful for them to directly analyze
the raw TMIS data for the district as a whole to identify the strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats facing the district. This
information will be very relevant in making resource allocation
decisions not only among schools but also among the various aspects of
the teaching-learning process (including teacher training refresher
courses). The analysis done at the district level would also be useful in



identifying effective as well as poorly performing schools and teachers
from the perspective of classroom teaching.

ETC level

As the training of teachers is primarily the responsibility of ETCs, it is
essential that each ETC analyze the TMIS data alongside the relevant
district-level reports to identify (i) areas of strength and (ii) the
dimensions of the classroom teaching process that need improvement in
its specific catchment area. Information from these two sources should
also be supplemented by periodic field visits whose main purpose
would be to interact with the RPs and observe the classroom process in
a sample of schools within the area supported by the ETC. While it is
not clear how the structure of Nepal's teacher training system will
evolve as the country moves towards a federal structure, there is no
doubt that regional teacher training institutions will continue to play an
important role in the education system. Thus it is important that each
ETC develop the capacity to analyze how well training is being
translated into classroom practice in its catchment area and revise
training packages accordingly. Output from these analyses should be
presented in the form of bi-annual reports.

It is also worth pointing out that under the school sector reform (SSKR)
program scheduled to begin in July 2009, comprehensive in-service
teacher training will no longer be offered by the NCED agencies. Rather,
the responsibility of training teachers will shift to alternative providers
(APs)22 who will offer pre-service training to potential teachers. Hence
in the future, the M & E related output of ETCs should focus on
supporting the APs and RPs in their work. In particular, the ETCs
should provide technical training to the RPs and APs (including
refresher training), devise training packages that suit local needs, and
ensure that the activities of RPs and APs are consistent with local needs.

> The APs consist of the Faculty of Education; Higher Secondary Education Board
approved programs, and PPTCs.
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Central (NCED) level

How the teacher training system as a whole is performing in terms of
translating teacher training into classroom practice is a question of
central importance at the NCED level. Thus a comprehensive annual
national level report based on the data collected from the M & E system
is a key output of the M & E system. The various ETC and district
reports themselves serve as one set of secondary data for the national
level report. It is expected that NCED staff will regularly visit each ETC
and obtain other relevant information from first-hand interactions with
the ETC level trainers. This information will also be useful for preparing
the annual report. The third source of data for this report is the TMIS
database. Raw data on individual teachers available from TMIS will
enable the central level researchers to not only look at the status of
different classroom process indicators at the national level, but will also
allow them to track changes in these indicators over time and analyze
them by ETC or at different levels of geographical disaggregation.

It will also be possible to analyze the relationship between training
related indicators and classroom process indicators using the TMIS
data. In particular, it will be very useful to examine how the training
test scores of teachers are related to the various indicators of classroom
teaching performance. Evidence of a weak relationship between test
scores and classroom delivery skills, for example, could provide insights
into where more emphasis is required in the NCED training programs.
The national level study can also identify the most effective schools
nationwide and obtain best-practice information from such schools
though targeted case studies. Information of this nature can be very
useful for revising training packages, allocating training resources, and
program planning in general.

Feedback process

Recall that one of the objectives of this M & E system is to provide a
feedback to individuals and agencies at different levels of the education



system so that training knowledge can be translated more effectively
into teaching practice. As mentioned earlier, after any evaluation
exercise, feedback must be provided in two directions: a) to personnel
who are being monitored/evaluated and b) to managers and
administrators responsible for the personnel being monitored. Note that
the evaluation reports discussed in the previous section can be viewed
as the source of feedback to the managers and administrators at each
level of the system. The discussion below summarize the process
through which feedback is provided to each level, clarifying who gives
the feedback, what is included in the feedback, how the feedback is
given, and when the feedback is given.

Classroom/teacher level

In order to encourage the proper translation of teacher training into
teaching practice, teachers must be at the center of the feedback process
of the M & E system. Reflecting upon one's own strengths and
weaknesses is an essential first step in tackling personal shortcomings
and building upon our strengths both in our personal as well as
professional lives. Thus the introduction of the self-evaluation process
in this M & E system provides an important channel of feedback to the
teachers. As mentioned earlier, the self-evaluation is performed at the
same time as the external evaluation by the RP.

Another channel of feedback to the teachers is the peer evaluation
process. After a class has been observed by peers and peer-evaluation
forms have been filled, the evaluators and the teacher should discuss
the findings in an informal environment. As it is often difficult for
teachers to critically comment on their colleagues' teaching styles,
discussion sessions between fellow teachers can focus on providing
constructive suggestions to the teacher. The discussion sessions
between the teacher and the head teacher, on the other hand, should
cover all areas. These discussions, along with the filled evaluation
forms, will provide the teacher with substantial feedback for making
improvements in her teaching approach.
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Inputs from the external evaluator (at least two times each year)
constitute the third set of feedback comments to the teacher. An in the
case of peer evaluations, the external evaluator provides feedback to the
teacher on the very day the evaluation is performed. Apart from her
own evaluation form, the external evaluator will also review the
teacher's self-evaluation and past external evaluations before having a
one-on-one discussion session with the teacher. She will also review the
teacher's teaching improvement plan (TIP) before the first class
observation. The discussion should let the teacher present her self
evaluation first, and then ask her to do a comparative study of her self-
evaluation and the external evaluation. This comparative study will
enable the teachers to identify problem areas that might not be readily
apparent to them, and provide more opportunities for improvement.
The discussion can then focus on strategies for future improvements
and commitments from the teacher.

The outcomes of the discussions during the feedback sessions, whether
after the peer evaluations or after the external evaluations, must be
documented for future reference. These written comments will provide
valuable guidance to the teacher throughout the year.

Recall that the feedback from the head teacher will be based not only on
her observation of the class, but also on a review of all the other
evaluation reports including self-evaluations, peer evaluations,
evaluations by external evaluators, and evaluations of the classes taught
by other teachers. Thus the feedback provided by the head teacher will
be particularly important for the teacher. Furthermore, this process will
also be relevant to the head teacher for evaluating the teaching
performance of the teachers in her school.

School level

> The TIP is a new concept currently being piloted in two districts. This is part of the
RC based teacher support mechanism.



The two primary channels of feedback to the school are the resource
person and the head teacher or another person designated specifically
for this task. As discussed earlier, the RP will prepare periodic reports
for each school and share it with the schools. The RP will also hold
discussion with the school head teacher and other staff during her
school visits. These reports and discussion sessions will not only
provide constructive inputs for improving the classroom process, but
will also identify the constraints faced by the school and teachers and
suggest ways for addressing these constraints.

The head teacher (or the designated M & E staff member) will hold
monthly staff meetings where the teachers are able to share their
experiences, discuss challenges and collectively generate ideas for
improving the quality of instruction in the classroom. These meetings
will focus not just on the delivery of classroom instruction but also on
the management and reallocation of resources required for improving
the classroom environment. During these meetings, the head teacher
will also share the findings of the class observation reports from
external evaluators. Apart from these monthly meetings, the head
teacher will also hold staff meetings each trimester specifically for the
purpose of sharing her own summary reports with the teachers.

Resource center level

The discussions each RP has with the head teachers and individual
teachers being supported by her are important channels of feedback at
the RC level. Insights obtained through these discussions are, to a large
extent, incorporated in the summary reports for the individual schools
and for the all the schools supported by the resource center. This
information is very relevant for planning the reallocation of resources
and indentifying areas where the RC should increase its emphasis.

In addition, it is also important that regular quarterly meetings be held
among the resource persons in each district. These meetings will
provide an opportunity for the RPs to share their experiences, learn
from each other, refine their school-support plans, and apprise the DEO
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of the state of the teaching-learning environment in the district. These
meetings must be organized by the DEO. School supervisors can
potentially be delegated the responsibility of organizing and conducting
these meetings. The district education office will actively participate in
the meetings to provide relevant suggestions and support to the RPs.
Trainers from the relevant ETC will also participate in these meetings at
least twice a year both for providing inputs and for gaining a better
understanding of training needs.

District level

The main feedback channels to the district education office are the RP
reports and the quarterly RP meetings organized by the DEO. The
nature and relevance of the RP meetings has been discussed in the
previous subsection. In addition, the school supervisor should also
make field visits to a random selection of schools each quarter to
observe the classroom process firsthand.

ETC level

As discussed earlier, while role of the ETCs under SSR is not entirely
clear, we can expect that supporting the APs and RPs and devising
training packages will be a major part of their work. The feedback
channels through which information relevant to these tasks reaches the
ETC are field visits focused on classroom observation, district reports
from the DEOs, RP reports, and RP meetings attended by ETC trainers.
In addition, the ETC can get relevant feedback on their training
packages during and immediately after they conduct the training of
APs, RPs and SSs. The ETC can give relevant feedback to the RPs and
SSs during the RP meetings and by sharing their bi-annual reports.

Central (NCED) level

Recall that a comprehensive annual national level report based on the
data collected from the M & E system is a key output of the M & E
system. The various sources of information required for preparing this
output are the primary channels through which NCED can receive




feedback relevant for planning purposes in general and for reallocating
training resources properly across geographical regions and training
areas.

Use of TMIS

The discussion above makes it clear that the TMIS is a key component of
the proposed M & E system. A rudimentary TMIS has already been
developed by NCED and has been integrated into the government's
EMIS as a distinct module* The current version of the TMIS
software/database, however, only includes background information on
individual teachers. It does not have provisions for entering information
on the classroom performance of these teachers.?>

In order to make the TMIS useful for M & E purposes, it must be
enhanced to allow the entry of (i) teaching performance information
recorded in the individual classroom observation forms and (ii)
information on the teaching environment faced by the individual
teacher. It is also important that information on how individual teachers
performed in the teacher training programs (i.e., their training test
scores) be recorded in the system. Analyses of the teaching
performance information entered in the TMIS will, as discussed earlier,
enable the various actors involved in the teacher training and
supervision process to make informed decisions and plans. While
statistical analyses of raw TMIS data will require special expertise, the
TMIS software should be designed to quickly generate some simple
graphs and tables that can be readily produced and understood by
policymakers, DEO and NCED/ETC staff, and school officials.

> In the past, the EMIS database only included school-level information. With the
addition of the TMIS module, the new EMIS database now includes information on
individual teachers as well.

% These limitations were also noted by the M & E specialist for TEP in 2006 (Jalil 2006).
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It was suggested in Section 5.7 that, eventually, the RP should be
responsible for entering the teaching evaluation information in the
TMIS database. This decentralized approach to adding teacher
information to the TMIS database will require the TMIS system to be
accessible through a computer network. At the same time, it will also
require a sound IT security system to prevent abuse through illegal
access. In the short run, the responsibility of entering the classroom
observation data in the TMIS can be delegated to the DEO.

Conclusions

The primary objective of the NCED teacher training programs is to
enhance the quality of public education in Nepal by raising the quality
of teaching in the classroom. Guided by this objective, the monitoring
and evaluation framework proposed in this report puts the teacher and
the classroom process at the center of the M & E process. Thus regular
class observation and feedback to teachers feature very prominently in
this M & E framework. Furthermore, this framework requires the active
participation of teachers in the M & E process. It proposes to involve
teachers in the development of standardized M & E tools, in the
customization of tools at the schools level, in the class observation
process, and in the data analysis and feedback process.

In this framework, the M & E process is as much a teacher support
mechanism as it is a channel for providing relevant information to
managers, administrators and trainers. Teachers, head teachers, and RPs
are the primary monitors and evaluators of classroom teaching in this
framework. Providing constructive feedback to the teacher being
evaluated is a key responsibility of these monitors. The RP serves as the
main external evaluator of the classroom process and is also responsible
for preparing reports that will serve as valuable inputs to the DEO and
NCED agencies for modifying/enhancing their programs and training
packages.



The TMIS software/database is an integral part of the propose M & E
system. Apart from information on the backgrounds of teachers, the
TMIS database will also store teaching performance data for individual
teachers collected by the RPs. Ultimately, the RPs will be responsible
for entering the teacher performance data in the TMIS.

Clearly, an M & E system based on the proposed framework will
require teachers and relevant personnel at the various levels of the
education system to allocate some of their time to M & E activities on a
regular basis. It will also require these personnel to be well trained in
monitoring and evaluating the classroom process, and providing
feedback to the teachers. Listed below are some recommendations
related to these and other issues that will need to be tackled during the
finalization of the M & E system.

* As the RPs are the primary external evaluators of classroom
teaching, it is essential that their overall responsibilities be
redefined so that they can spend the required time on the M & E
tasks discussed in this framework. In particular, the RPs will not
be able to fulfill their responsibilities if the number of schools
supported by each RP is not reduced substantially. A practical
formula for determining the number of schools per RP needs to
be developed.

* The RPs and SSs must receive training in all areas related to the
M & E process. They need to be well trained in M & E tools
development, conducting class observation, providing feedback
to teachers, using the TMIS system, and preparing M & E
reports.

* Individual teachers and head teachers must also receive proper
training in M & E tools development, conducting class
observation, and providing feedback to their peers. Currently,
trainees enrolled in teacher training programs offered by APs
receive very little hands on experience in these areas. The
existing training packages need to modify accordingly. As for
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teachers already in the system, NCED and its agencies will need
to take responsibility for training them properly.

The research capability of ETCs must be developed further. The
staff at individual ETCs must be able to a) perform basic
analyzes of TMIS data, b) synthesize information obtained from
field observations, and RP and DEO reports, and (iii) prepare
reports based on this information. Such report will not only aid
the planning and decision making process, but will also be
useful for revising training packages and providing training to
RPs and SSs in classroom observation and report preparation.

This framework requires the head teacher to play a key role in
the M & E process. Given that the head teacher is, in general,
overloaded with administrative and teaching responsibilities, it
will be difficult for her to participate adequately in the M & E
process unless she is relieved of some of these responsibilities. In
practice, it will also be necessary to designate a teacher to co-
ordinate the M & E process within the school. This designated
point person can also be made responsible for properly filing
evaluations, reviewing evaluations, making presentations, and
running discussions.

While NCED and its agencies are responsible for training
teachers, the proposed framework makes RPs and teachers the
primary evaluators and monitors of the classroom process. It is,
thus, important for the NCED agencies to have a reliable channel
of communication with the DEO, RPs, SSs and teachers. The
ETCs, in particular, must have direct access to copies of reports
prepared by the RPs and SSs, and ETC personnel should
regularly participate in the RP meetings.
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Appendix 1: Classroom observation form for trained teachers, NCED

form no. 13
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Appendix 2: Peer evaluation form, form no. 20
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Appendix 3: Facilitator/instructor classroom observation form,
form no. 21
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