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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

All Children Reading: A Grand Challenge for
Development (ACR GCD)—a partnership between
the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID), World Vision, and the
Australian Government—advances EdTech
innovation and research to improve reading
outcomes for marginalized children in low-
resource contexts. Unfortunately, data on early
grade learners with disabilities is not widely
available, partly due to the lack of validated tools
appropriate for school-based interventions.
However, a new tool called the Child Functioning
Module-Teacher Version (CFM-TV) may prove
useful in obtaining such data.

STUDY BACKGROUND

The CFM-TV Validity Study contributes to global
evidence on the usefulness of the CFM-TV for
providing data on learners with disabilities in
school settings, primarily for the purpose of

/

What is the CFM-TV?

The Child Functioning Module-
Teacher Version (CFM-TV) was
developed by the Washington
Group on Disability Statistics (WG)
in partnership with UNICEF.

The CFM-TV adapts the
WG/UNICEF’s popular household
survey and census tool—the Child
Functioning Module (CFM)—for use
by teachers. Like the CFM, the CFM-
TV poses a series of questions
through which teachers “rate”
learners along 12 domains of
functional difficulty, according to a
social model of disability instead of
a medical model. These domains
include vision, hearing, mobility,
communicating, learning,
remembering, concentrating,
accepting change, controlling
behavior, making friends, anxiety,
and depression.

-
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disaggregating reading outcomes and secondarily for the purpose of serving as a
screening tool. “Validity” refers to the uses and interpretations of a tool, not the tool
itself. As this is a validity study, the results are context specific to Nepal. Working with
58 primary schools across four provinces in Nepal where ACR GCD awardees
implemented inclusive education programs, the CFM-TV Validity Study used a
mixed-methods approach to explore how the CFM-TV performs when implemented

by teachers in a school setting.

School-to-School International (STS)—ACR GCD's monitoring, evaluation, research,
and learning partner—implemented the CFM-TV Validity Study with assistance from
Progress Inc., a Nepali data collection firm, as well as World Vision Nepal and Page
One, a Nepali medical screening organization. The team used data collected through

cognitive interviews (Cls), surveys, key informant interviews (KlIs), CFM-TVs, CFMs,

and medical screenings for visual, hearing, and mobility disabilities to answer three
research questions and consider the validity of the CFM-TV for the primary purpose



of disaggregating reading outcomes and the secondary purpose of screening
learners (Figure 1).

Figure 1. CFM-TV Validity Study Research Questions

What are teachers’ To what extent are
interpretations of teacher ratings on the
the CFM-TV CFM-TV influenced by
questions? teacher and school

How consistent are learners’ functional difficulty
classifications as identified by the CFM-TV and CFM?
How consistent are learners’ functional difficulty or
disability classifications as identified by the CFM-TV and

characteristics? medical screeners in seeing, hearing, and walking?

(3

STUDY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The CFM-TV Validity Study seeks to understand whether the CFM-TV can provide
data for disaggregating learning outcomes by disability status by examining factors
that might influence teachers’ assessment of learners’ functional difficulties and
analyzing the consistency of the CFM-TV with the CFM completed by primary
caregivers (PCGs) and medical screenings completed by trained medical
professionals. The design combined elements of descriptive research with elements
of diagnostic accuracy studies to understand factors that might influence teachers’
assessment of learners’ functional difficulties and the consistency of the CFM-TV with
the CFM and medical screenings. Data were collected at two timepoints—Round 1
occurred in December 2022 in 38 schools, while Round 2 occurred in May 2023 in 20
schools. Table 1 details the tools, school types, and respondents for each round of
data collection.



Table 1. Data Collection by Tool, School Type, and Timepoint

Teacher

PCG

Medical

Tools

Tools

Screener

School Types

Tools

Background
Material

CFM-TV
Survey

Cognitive Interview

Key Informant
Interview

CFM

Survey

Vision Screening
Hearing Screening
Mobility Screening

Mainstream School

Mainstream with
Resource Class

Special School

Madrasa'

Round 1

18 schools

1,804 responses
101 respondents

38 respondents
36 respondents

226 responses

226 respondents

12 schools
12 schools

9 schools

5 schools

Round 2
20 schools
418 responses
56 respondents

20 respondents
20 respondents

403 responses
403 respondents
404 responses
387 responses
393 responses

11 schools
7 schools

2 schools

Data analysis began with descriptive statistics of all teacher and PCG tools, including
CFM-TV and CFM items. STS’s analysts calculated prevalence rates through chi-
square tests and multi-level regression models to understand teacher factors
influencing CFM-TV ratings and in what contexts the CFM-TV may be performing
differently than expected. Analysts implemented a similar approach to understand
factors influencing agreement between teachers’ and PCGs’ responses on a subset
of cases with paired responses on the CFM-TV and CFM, respectively, to examine if
CFM-TV results provided similar prevalence estimates used for disaggregation.
Paired responses were collected for one learner from both teachers and/or PCGs
and medical screeners. To understand consistency between the CFM-TV and
medical screenings—considered a “gold standard” in identifying disabilities, though
not without limitations—analysts compared results from the two tools for a sample of

' Madrasas are private religious schools in Nepal.



learners assessed separately by medical professionals and teachers. Figure 2
provides a map of paired responses.

Figure 2. Matched Responses by Respondent

Primary Caregiver Teacher Medical Screener
Tools Tools Tools

629 paired CFM and 2299 CEM-TV » 404 paired medical
2 -TV records _
CFM-TV responses screens and CFM-TV
from 157 teachers responses

Analysts reviewed qualitative data from teacher Cls and Klls using a thematic
analysis approach.

CONCLUSION

The CFM-TV seems to be an appropriate tool for national-level estimates for data on
children with disabilities in Nepal overall, and is likely sufficient for national-level
estimation in the domains of vision, hearing, and mobility?2. Comparisons with CFM
results show sufficient to moderate agreement and reliability for these prevalence
estimates in these three domains, but not for cognitive or psycho-social domains.
The CFM-TV may also provide valid data for reading outcome disaggregation in
other contexts besides national-level estimates, though the timepoint of data
collection, school type, and language might affect the validity of disability estimates
provided by the CFM-TV in specific contexts. These factors may be mitigated by
collecting data later in the school year, providing training on standardized reference
points for teachers in special schools, providing local language training on functional
difficulty domains, or adapting the CFM-TV tool into local languages.

Comparisons with medical screening data show that the CFM-TV is inappropriate
for individual-level identification of learners’ disability for pre-screening. Teachers
under-reported functional difficulties compared to medical data in all domains,
especially in hearing.

Key findings from each research question are discussed in more depth below, along
with recommendations resulting from these findings.

2 Note that this study does not take into consideration the validity of those reading outcomes, as this study did not
examine how reading assessments might need to be modified to accommodate learners with disabilities.
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KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO RESEARCH QUESTION 1

What are teachers’ interpretations of CFM-TV questions?

Results from the study indicate that, in Nepal, the CFM-TV may be a valid
tool for providing national-level estimates of disability prevalence in some
domains and could be used for disaggregating reading outcomes if used for
similar estimating purposes. Validity is promising if estimating prevalence
only in the functional difficulty domains of vision, hearing, and mobility, as
teachers’ interpretations of questions were in the intended scope of
WG/UNICEF domains, and PCGs’ responses showed sufficient to moderate
agreement and reliability for this prevalence estimate.

Teachers used learners’ interaction at school and in the classroom to assess
functional difficulties, which may provide a limited perspective of a child’s
full range of abilities. Some teachers expressed this point of reference as a
limitation, recognizing that their experience with a specific learner may not
fully represent the learner’s abilities or difficulties. Additionally, teachers used
their classroom as a point of reference and may have conflated learners’
academic performance with a functional difficulty's presence (or non-
presence) in ways that were not always immediately appropriate for the
domain. Specifically, some teachers linked the functional difficulty of seeing
with a learner’s ability to write, remembering with memorization, and
concentrating with the ability to follow instructions.

Teachers predominantly used a normative assessment of their learners.
This is in line with the CFM-TV tool, which, on some items, specifically asks the
respondent to assess learners compared with children of the same age.
However, this is complicated in a classroom where teachers may not use a
reference point equivalent to other teachers. When asked about their point of
reference, teachers in mainstream schools or mainstream schools with
resource classrooms used learners from these schools/classrooms only as
their point of reference. Comparatively, teachers in special schools used
learners from special schools only as their point of reference.

Providing background materials to teachers did not impact how they rated
their learners. Teachers who received background materials outlining the
differences between functional difficulty and disability as defined in Nepal
rated 22.5 percent of learners as having a functional difficulty, while teachers
that did not receive background materials rated 21.4 percent of learners as
having a functional difficulty. However, in Klls and Cls, many teachers



requested additional training on these concepts as well as teaching practices
to support learners with disabilities, and 96.5 percent indicated training would
be helpful on the teacher survey.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Train teachers in the Develop classroom-specific Clarify comparisons. Teachers’
WG/UNICEF domains. Teachers  examples of the CFM-TV use of a normative assessment
would likely benefit from domains. Providing teachers to rate their learners
additional training on the 12 with specific examples of, and complicates the validity of the
domains of functioning training on, functional CFM-TV tool for national-level
assessed in the CFM-TV, difficulties expressed in disaggregation. More training
especially psycho-social classroom activities may help for teachers on what is
domains that teachers contextualize the CFM-TV intended by “children of the
indicated they had trouble questions to a school setting. same age” could mitigate this
interpreting. issue. As such, it is critical to

consider school type when
interpreting prevalence rates.

KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO RESEARCH QUESTION 2

To what extent are teacher ratings on the CFM-TV influenced by teacher and

school characteristics?

¢ Language of instruction, school type, class size, and teachers’ comfort
teaching learners with disabilities all affected teachers’ overall functional
difficulty ratings for learners.

¢ Language of instruction: A class’s language of instruction significantly
affected functional difficulty prevalence ratings by teachers, though this
finding was dependent on which language. As would be expected, higher
rates of functional difficulty were found in classes where Nepali Sign Language
(NSL) was used compared to Nepali, where rates were 95.4 percent and 17.8
percent, respectively. However, significantly lower rates of functional difficulty
were found in classes where languages other than Nepali and NSL were used—
including Baijjika, Urdu, Maithili, and Newari. Only 9.7 percent of learners were
rated as having a functional difficulty in these classes.

e School type: As expected, a higher prevalence of functional difficulty was
found in special schools and resource classes, although teachers indicated
that not all learners had functional difficulties. This may indicate that
teachers in special schools and resource classes are not interpreting
functional difficulty consistently in their ratings, which may affect the validity
of the tool's results in these settings and might have implications for use of



the CFM-TV in programs that especially target special schools or schools
with resource classrooms. An exceptionally low proportion of learners in
madrasas were rated by their teachers as having a functional difficulty (1.2
percent). Madrasas may have lower capacity to support learners with
disabilities and are also likely to be disproportionately affected by language
since madrasas do not use Nepali as the language of instruction, the
language in which the CFM-TV tool is currently available.

Class size: The average class size within the study was 37 learners per class,
and class size affected the prevalence of functional difficulty even when
controlling for school type. Teachers with lower-than-average class sizes
reported 30.7 percent of their learners as having a functional difficulty, while
teachers with average-or-higher class sizes reported only 12.6 percent of their
learners as having a functional difficulty. Teachers in larger classes may not
be able to get to know learners very well, and as explained in interviews,
teachers had some hesitance about their ability to credibly complete the
CFM-TV for learners whom they did not know.

Comfort teaching learners with disabilities: Teachers’ self-reported comfort
level teaching learners with disabilities was a statistically significant factor in
their propensity to rate learners as having a functional difficulty. Teachers
with above-average comfort levels teaching learners with disabilities had
statistically significantly lower odds of rating a learner as having functional
difficulty. Teachers with above-average comfort levels tended to be those at
mainstream schools or those at mainstream schools with resource classes,
and teachers with lower comfort levels tended to teach at special schools,
though this factor was not significant while controlling for school type.
Teachers with above-average rates of comfort teaching learners with
disabilities rated 14.1 percent of learners as having functional difficulties,
compared with a rate of 30.5 percent among teachers with below-average
comfort.

Teachers specifically requested training on functional difficulty domains
and support for learners with disabilities. In interviews, many teachers stated
that they did not feel equipped to support learners with disabilities,

Teachers felt the class/grade teacher should be responsible for collecting
functional difficulty data (rather than a subject teacher), as class/grade
teachers are the most familiar with learners and are thus best positioned to
provide reliable data about those individuals. Teachers were also statistically
significantly less likely to rate a learner as having a functional difficulty in



seeing in R1 when teachers were more familiar with their learners, providing
more evidence that teacher familiarity affects functional difficulty ratings.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Provide teachers with training
in supporting learners with
disabilities. Given that
teachers’ comfort levels in
teaching learners with
disabilities affected their CFM-
TV ratings, and because
teachers specifically requested
it, training in supporting
learners with disabilities would
be beneficial. Teacher training
should include supporting
learners with disabilities
through inclusive pedagogy
and provision of proper
accommodations and
modifications so that teachers
are equipped to support
learners appropriately after
identification.

Collect data once teachers
know their learners. Valid data
for national-level
disaggregation is more likely to
be collected after the school
year is underway and teachers
have had some time to become
acquainted with their learners.
Although true of all classes, this
is an essential consideration in
schools with large class sizes.

Adapt the CFM-TV into local
languages. Given that
language of instruction affects
teacher ratings, adaptations of
the CFM-TV into local
languages should be
considered when using the tool
for national-level
disaggregates.

KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO RESEARCH QUESTION 3

How consistent are learners’ functional difficulty/disability classifications as

identified by the CFM-TV, CFM, and medical screeners?

o The agreement between teachers’ CFM-TV and PCGs’ CFM responses is
sufficient for overall functional difficulty ratings. Teachers and PCGs agreed
in 84.9 percent of cases with a kappa score of 0.63, indicating “substantial
agreement.” As the CFM is a tested tool for collecting census-level statistics,
these comparability findings indicate that the CFM-TV would be appropriate
for similar use. The CFM-TV and CFM also showed similar performance in
comparison to medical screenings in vision and hearing.

e Comparisons between CFM-TV and CFM results in individual domains are
nuanced. There was sufficient agreement between teachers’ and PCGs’
responses in the hearing domain and moderate agreement in the vision
domain. However, other domains had much lower rates of agreement and
kappa scores. Given this, in conjunction with teachers’ Cls, there is substantial
evidence that teachers’ ratings in cognitive and psycho-social domains
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may not be consistent with PCG responses.

o Teachers report statistically significantly lower prevalence of difficulties in
vision, hearing, and mobility compared with medical screeners. Teachers
reported 12.9 percent of learners had a functional difficulty in seeing
compared to 16.1 percent of medical screenings. Similarly, teachers reported
10.6 percent of learners had difficulty in hearing compared to 23.2 percent in
medical screenings. Finally, teachers reported 2.8 percent of learners had
difficulty in walking compared to 4.3 percent, according to medical screeners.
Agreement rates according to domains varied, with agreement in vision at
93.2 percent with a kappa score of 0.73; in hearing at 86.1 percent and a kappa
of 0.54; and in mobility at 95.5 percent with a kappa of 0.41.

e Teachers have some degree of success in identifying learners with
disabilities; however, they struggle to identify the degree of disability. There
are many instances where teachers rated learners to have a lower level of
functional difficulty compared to what medical screeners found. This suggests
that if teachers are asked to identify learners with disabilities for pre-
screening, the CFM-TV using the standard cutoff of “a lot of difficulty” would
not identify all the learners who might benefit from additional diagnostic
screening and follow-up services.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Do not use the CFM-TV to identify individual Continue testing the CFM-TV. Further exploration
learners with disabilities. Teachers commonly of the CFM-TV’s diagnostic accuracy is needed,
rated learners to have a lower level of functional  especially regarding mobility. The sample size
difficulty compared to medical screeners. attained for this study did not provide sufficient

power to provide conclusive evidence in this
domain. Additional research into the teachers’
assessment of learners’ psycho-social domains
would also shed light on the CFM-TV’s validity in
these domains.



INTRODUCTION

All Children Reading: A Grand Challenge for Development (ACR GCD)—a partnership
between the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), World
Vision, and the Australian Government—advances EdTech innovation and research
to improve reading outcomes for marginalized children in low-resource contexts.

ACR GCD partners recognize the importance of
disaggregating learner data—particularly reading . Definitions in this Report
outcomes—by disability status. Current validated This report frequently uses the

. . ceps terms functional difficulty and
tools for census-level estimates of functional difficulty o .
in learners rely on primary caregiver (PCG) responses disability. The Washington Group
n ) : Y . P Y g P ll sets use the term functional
This requires projects to have access to PCGs who

difficulty in its question sets as a

can serve as respondents, which is often logistically more neutral proxy for disability,
challenging for school-based interventions. ACR GCD  [eERTaE aaiele s (o g Ao [Vi=Ke | 51
partners identified the need to collect data on across cultures and individuals
learners’ disability status using a classroom-based and might introduce bias into
tool with the teacher as the respondent. tools. In this report, references to

Unfortunately, no validated classroom-based tool functional difficulty refer
exists. Consequently, ACR GCD identified the Child SeeeiicelAciEiClmm,
Functioning Module-Teacher Version (CFM-TV) as a V\{GSh,'r,]gton Group Tools, while
. . L disability refers to the broader
potentially appropriate tool and conducted a validity concept that questions on
study in Nepal to determine the instrument’s functional difficulty measure.
appropriateness for disaggregation by disability
status. This report summarizes that process and the
study’s results.

BACKGROUND

In 2001, the United Nations Statistical Division established the Washington Group on
Disability Statistics (WG) to address the need to collect valid, reliable data on
persons with disabilities in national surveys and censuses. The WG created a brief set
of items so disability estimates could be compared across nations. The WG's items
contrasted with medical evaluations, administered by trained specialists that usually
identify individuals with disabilities who could qualify for or benefit from medical
services. Such evaluations require time and expertise to properly administer. In
contrast, the WG's tool of six questions—the Short Set on Functioning (WG-SS)—fits
into the social model’s conceptualization of disability. The WG-SS can be
administered by a non-technical expert in a quick, and cost-efficient manner.

10



After completing the WG-SS, the WG has continued to develop and validate more
tools: the 37-question Extended Set on Functioning; an enhanced, 14-question
version of the WG-SS; and the Child Functioning Module (CFM). The WG developed
the CFM in partnership with the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) for use in
household surveys. In CFMs, PCGs answer 24 questions about their children and rate
their levels of difficulty across 11 domains.® A short synopsis of each intended domain
is presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Intended Interpretations of CFM Domains

Vision Problems seeing things in day or night, close up or far away, reduced ability to see
out of one or both eyes and limited peripheral vision.

Hearing Have hearing loss or auditory problems of any kind, including reduced hearing in
one or both ears, the inability to hear in a noisy environment or to distinguish
sounds from different sources.

Not intended to capture children who can hear sounds but either do not
understand or choose to ignore what is being said to them.

Mobility Varying degrees of gross motor difficulties. Walking is a good measure of gross
motor skills because it requires a mix of strength, balance, and the ability to
control body movements against gravity, and because it is the primary mode
used to move around and cover distances without the use of assistive devices.

Communication | Difficulty exchanging information or ideas with others at home, school or in the
community using spoken language. If there is no spoken language and no
available accommodation, it will be very difficult for the child to communicate,
particularly outside of the immediate family. The module measures understanding
others (receptive communication) and being understood by others (expressive
communication).

Learning Cognitive difficulties that make it hard to learn. All aspects of learning are
included. The information or skills learned could be used for school or for play or
any other activity.

Remembering Use of memory to recall incidents or events and identifies children with cognitive
difficulties. Remembering should not be equated with memorizing.

Concentrating Attention difficulties that limit a child’s ability to learn, interact with others and
participate in their community. Children with difficulties in attention cannot
concentrate on a task, often make careless mistakes, lose interest very quickly, do
not listen and may be disorganized, forgetful, and easily distracted. This is often
associated with attention deficit, hyperactivity or learning difficulties and is
manifest in school as an inability to read, calculate or learn new things.

8 Levels of difficulty are as follows: no difficulty, some difficulty, a lot of difficulty, cannot do at all.

1
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Accepting Cognitive or emotional difficulties that make children very resistant to change.
change Identifies those who have notable problems transitioning from one activity to
another on a consistent basis, and with changes to their routine to the extent that
it undermines their ability to participate in standard childhood activities. For
example, it should capture children who are on the autism spectrum—a disorder
that is often characterized by inflexible routines and rituals. This question is not
intended to identify children who at times can be stubborn.

Controlling Behavioral difficulties that limit a child’s ability to interact with other people in an
behavior appropriate manner. May include kicking, biting, and hitting in younger children.
May include telling lies, fighting, bullying, running away from home, or skipping
school/playing truant for older children.

Making friends Difficulty socializing with other children to an extent that it impacts their ability to
participate in standard childhood activities. The ability to form relationships is an
important indicator of normal development. Difficulties in this domain may also
reflect other functional limitations because the inability to get along may be the
result of emotional, behavioral, communication or cognitive difficulties.

Anxiety and Difficulties expressing and managing emotions. All children have some worries
depression and may feel sad, but when these worries result in the child being restless, tired,
(Affect) inattentive, irritable, tense, and having sleep problems, they may interfere with the

child’'s schooling and social development.

This question is not meant to capture the response to a transitory event such as
the anxiety of taking a school entrance exam or the normal grieving process such
as one that accompanies the death of a parent, although such an event could be
a trigger of a more pronounced problem with worry or sadness.

Note that the WG/UNICEF defines Affect as a single domain, but anxiety and
depression are treated as separate domains in this report as results for each
question differ.

Source: UNICEF Module on Child Functioning: Manual for Interviewers (2018), pp13-19

The WG and UNICEF developed the CFM-Teacher Version (CFM-TV) as a version of
the CFM for teachers to identify children’s functional difficulties. The CFM-TV does not
include the CFM questions on walking with the use of aids, self-care, and receptive
communication. Wording changes were limited to using “student” in place of “child”
to reflect that questions were being asked of teachers in a school setting. As of July
2023, the CFM-TV has yet to be validated. However, several evaluation studies are
currently being carried out.

The WG and UNICEF are not alone in recognizing the need for a tool that allows
teachers to identify learners with disabilities. Recent research from USAID’s Center for
Education illustrated the importance of creating such a tool for teachers in the
classroom. In 2019, through its Data and Evidence for Education Programming (DEEP)
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activity, implemented by EnCompass LLC, the Center for Education investigated how
USAID implementing partners identified children with functional difficulties or
disabilities in school settings. Findings revealed that implementing partners lacked
social model disability disaggregation tools appropriate for implementation in
school settings. Instead, implementing partners often misapplied tools in contexts or
with respondents for whom tools were not yet validated (EnCompass LLC, 2020). The
study recommended that USAID “support research that will permit adaptation and
validation of the WG-SS and the CFM for use with the respondents and interviewers
who are more likely to be available for school-based applications” (EnCompass LLC,
2020, p. v).

Although USAID considered developing its own tool to collect data on learners with
disabilities in school settings, it was aware of WG and UNICEF's efforts to develop and
test the CFM-TV. Efforts are underway by the WG, UNICEF, and other development
partners—such as Save the Children and Sightsavers—to validate the CFM-TV in
Kosovo, Malawi, Somalig, Sierra Leone, and other contexts. As of July 2023, results
from these studies are not yet publicly available. This ACR GCD-funded Nepal validity
study aims to complement the WG and UNICEF’s work by building a body of validity
evidence around CFM-TV’s use in different contexts.

STUDY PURPOSE

ACR GCD selected Nepal for the CFM-TV validity
study based on three main criteria. The first was
Nepal’s priority level for programming among
USAID, DFAT, and World Vision — the ACR GCD

Report Purpose
This report explored the validity of
the CFM-TV for a specific purpose:
namely, its ability to report

partners. The next criteria was the maturity of aggregated reading outcomes
the country’s medical screening tools and disaggregated by disability
referral systems. Finally, Nepal was selected status. The report did not seek to
based on the ACR GCD UnrestriCTed project’s explore how well data collected

scope of beneficiaries and schools. The validity by the CFM-TV matched national
study was conducted in two programs led by prevalegce. r:.tesr']_As SUCIClEs
grantees with links to ACR GCD: World Vision reported within this report are not

. comparable to national
Nepal and World Education, Inc.* . 2
estimates from other sources.

4World Vision Nepal implements the Strengthening Inclusive Education in Nepal (Sikai) project in consortium with
Handicap International and World Education in 58 schools and 23 madrasas in four municipalities of the Sarlahi
district (Province 2, Madhesh Province). World Education, Inc. implements the Leveraging Existing Accessibility
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As ACR GCD's partner in monitoring, evaluation, research, and learning, School-to-
School International (STS) implemented the study with assistance from Progress Inc,
a Nepali data collection firm, as well as World Vision Nepal and Page One, a Nepali
medical screening organization. STS and Progress Inc served as the validity study’s
“study team” while World Vision Nepal and Page One served as the “medical
screening team.”

The validity study evaluated the adequacy of CFM-TV results to report aggregated
reading outcomes disaggregated by disability status. To use the CFM-TV for this
primary purpose, it is important to understand how teachers’ characteristics and
attitudes might influence their classifications of learners. The study team collected
validity evidence from both the CFM as completed by parents or caregivers and
medical screenings conducted by medical professionals. Both the CFM and the
medical screenings are well-documented and have been used in a variety of
contexts. For example, the United Kingdom'’s Foreign, Commonwealth, and
Development Office (FCDO) recommended data collection on disabilities through
the WG question sets and CFM in its Disability Inclusion and Rights Strategy (FCDO,
2022). Given the evidence base supporting these tools, comparisons with the CFM-TV
allow understanding of the CFM-TV’s validity. The study also examined the
relationship of teacher ratings to other school, teacher, and learner characteristics;
explored teachers’ response processes while conducting ratings; and examined the
consequences of testing to understand the conditions under which a disaggregation
based on CFM-TV results would be appropriate. It should be noted that this study
does not consider how appropriate a given reading assessment might be for
assessing reading outcomes of learners with disabilities, though reading outcome
validity would be highly affected by any accommodations or adaptations to such
assessments.

The CFM-TV validity study in Nepal contributes to the body of evidence around
teachers’ understandings of learners with disabilities in three ways:

e The study contributes to an understanding of whether, in which
circumstances, with what types of teachers, and for which domains of
functioning the CFM-TV can provide adequate information about a learner’s
functional difficulties in Nepal for disaggregation.

e The study advances the overall body of evidence related to identifying and

Resources in Nepal project in consortium with the National Federation of the Deaf Nepal, Action on Disability Rights
and Development, Disable Empowerment Center, Independent Living Center, Nepal Disabled Women Association,
Prerana, Inclusive Development Partners, and Autism Care Nepal Society.
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disaggregating early -grade reading outcomes of children with disabilities in
schools in Nepal.

e The study provides insights on how to properly conduct similar validation
efforts in contexts that share similar goals.

During the study’s implementation, the Government of Nepal expressed its interest in
two additional areas: first, understanding if the CFM-TV might also be an appropriate
pre-screening tool to identify learners who might need further medical follow-up,
and second, to collect individual-level disability data to include in the government’s
education management information system (EMIS). While the study design did
include comparisons with medical screenings to measure validity, it did not originally
envision evaluating the CFM-TV as a pre-screening tool. However, this report
includes some considerations for CFM-TV's validity for these uses as a secondary
purpose as well.

LITERATURE REVIEW

WASHINGTON GROUP SCREENING TOOLS

Since its inception in 2001, the primary purpose of the WG has been the promotion
and coordination of international cooperation in generating statistics on disability
suitable for censuses and national surveys (Washington Group on Disability
Statistics, 2021). In 2006, the WG developed a short set of six items (WG-SS) for use on
national censuses and surveys. It used the conceptual framework of the World
Health Organization’s International Classification of Functioning, Disability, and
Health (ICF), which presents a bio-psychosocial model of disability. This model views
disability as an interaction “between a person’s capabilities (limitation in
functioning) and environmental barriers (physical, social, cultural or legislative) that
may limit their participation in society” (Washington Group on Disability Statistics,
2021). Using the ICF model represented a shift from previous conceptualizations of
disability using the medical model.

Since the development of the WG-SS, the WG has developed and validated several
other question sets using the ICF framework (Washington Group on Disability
Statistics, 2021):

¢ WG-SS on Functioning-Enhanced: Comprised of twelve questions in eight
domains of functioning, the enhanced set is intended for use in population-
based surveys that can accommodate a longer module.



¢ WG Extended Set on Functioning: Comprised of questions in ten domains on
functioning with additional questions on the use of assistive devices for
mobility, the extended set of questions is designed for use in surveys where
more detailed information on functioning is needed, for example, in health
surveys or surveys focused on disability.

o WG/UNICEF Child Functioning Module: Administered to PCGs, this module was
developed for use in national household surveys for better identification of the
subpopulation of children at greater risk than other children of the same age
of experiencing limited participation in an unaccommodating environment.
The module is comprised of questions in the domains of vision, hearing,
mobility, self-care, communicating, learning, remembering, concentrating,
accepting change, controlling behavior, making friends, anxiety, and
depression. The tool has a version solely for children aged 2-4 and a version
only for children aged 5-17. The CFM was extensively field tested in Cameroon,
India, Serbia, Samoa, and Mexico before finalization (see Cappa, 2018; Massey,
2018; and Mactaggart, 2016) and has been adapted for Nepal by UNICEF
(Central Bureau of Statistics, 2020).

Recognizing that, in many circumstances, education stakeholders cannot access the
home environment to administer the CFM, the WG, and UNICEF created the CFM-TV
to be administered to teachers. As previously noted, the CFM-TV does not include the
CFM questions on walking with the use of aids, self-care, and receptive
communication. Wording changes were limited to using “student” in place of “child”
to reflect that questions were being asked of teachers in a school setting. This new
questionnaire set may be particularly valuable for country-level EMIS. As of July 2023,
the WG is currently working with UNICEF to pilot the CFM-TV and test its reliability in
EMIS.

CFM-TV AND VALIDATION OF WASHINGTON GROUP TOOLS

Several studies have assessed the reliability of teachers and other respondents
administering the CFM or CFM-TV for various purposes, with mixed results. In Fiji, 472
children were sampled for a series of studies of the CFM’s diagnostic accuracy. The
CFM responses of PCGs and teachers were compared with clinical assessments.
Although initial research found that the CFM'’s diagnostic accuracy appeared
“acceptable” in the domains of vision, hearing, and mobility, subsequent research
deemed it only as “fair” overall for an expanded set of functioning domains—vision,
hearing, mobility, speaking, learning, remembering, and focusing attention (Sprunt et
al., 2019). Researchers concluded that the CFM alone was unreliable to identify
individual children with disabilities for service delivery or other benefits.
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In 2019, Humanity & Inclusion, an implementing partner on USAID’s Reading for All
(R4A) activity in Nepal, built on the Fiji research and conducted an internal technical
verification of children screened by the CFM by comparing learners’ results on the
CFM, as reported by teachers with support from PCGs, with technical experts’
medical assessments of children’s difficulties in the CFM domains. The USAID Multi-
Country Study on Inclusive Education conducted in Nepal, Cambodia, and Malawi,
assessed the methods used in Nepal for screening learners with disabilities as part of
broader education interventions. This study found that data from the project’s
technical verification of the screening correctly flagged only 27.1 percent of children
who had functional limitations in the domains of vision, hearing, mobility, and
communication and did not identify 72.9 percent of children who had functional
limitations. However, secondary analysis of the report and corresponding data
showed several analysis errors. Given several methodological concerns with this first
process, R4A initiated another round of technical verification, which took place in
May 2022. Technical verification of these screening results is still pending (Inclusive
Development Partners, 2022).

Conversely, in a study of CFM responses of 181 Ugandan children aged 11-17 and their
PCGs, children were assessed using both the WG short set and the CFM. The
difference in responses between the two tools was not statistically significant,
leading researchers to recommend the CFM as a possible option for PCGs to assess
child functioning in communities (Zia et al., 2021). However, unlike the studies in Fiji
and Nepal, this study did not compare CFM results to medical screenings. As a result,
it is hard to verify the diagnostic accuracy of the CFM results, though this was not the
intended purpose of the tool.

Additionally, several studies have assessed the accuracy of teachers completing the
CFM-TV. In Senegal, 10 teachers at three schools completed the CFM-TV with 443
secondary school learners, including 245 learners assessed by two teachers. Teacher
agreement was “far more likely” than disagreement (Brus, Deleu, and Loeb, “Testing a
teacher version of the UNICEF/Washington Group Child Functioning Module (CFM-TV)
in Senegal” 2019, p. 17). However, some teachers had more trouble administering the
CFM-TV than others—primarily due to their relative unfamiliarity with learners—which
resulted in the variance of disability prevalence by the teacher. The main takeaways
from this study underscore the need for teachers to assess their learners’ ability to
function in selected activities (rather than their disability status)—in fact, the study
recommends omitting the word “disability” from the questionnaire and instructions,
though this word is not included in the CFM-TV as drafted by the WG. Teachers must
standardize reporting with the CFM or CFM-TV and capture degrees of functional
difficulty rather than merely reporting the presence of a disability.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The CFM-TV validity study in Nepal aimed to answer the following research questions
and capture validity evidence based on responses:

1. What are teachers’ interpretations of the CFM-TV questions?

a.

d.

To what extent are teachers’ interpretations consistent with the
intended interpretations underlying the CFM-TV?°

To what extent do teachers engage in a normative assessment of their
learners, as opposed to a criterion-based assessment, on the CFM-TV?°

i. If a normative assessment, what is the norm that teachers use:
school peers, age peers, or other norms?

ii. If acriterion-based assessment, what information do teachers
use to provide their ratings for each of the CFM-TV questions?

Are teachers’ interpretations (1a) or approaches (1b) significantly
different with the provision of background material?’

Do any of these findings vary by functional domain?

2. To what extent are teacher ratings on the CFM-TV influenced by teacher- and
school-characteristics?

a.

To what extent are the scores moderated by the familiarity between the
teacher and the learners, measured as the length of the relationship
and class size?

To what extent are the scores moderated by teachers’ knowledge of
and attitudes about disability, including their knowledge of specialized

5For the purposes of this study, interpretation is defined as the way in which teachers understand a question. For
example, when asked if a learner has difficulties walking—does the teacher evaluate the extent to which a learner
can walk, the pace at which the learner walks, the extent to which a learner walks throughout the day, if the learner
uses some kind of assistive device, or something else?

®Normative assessments provide scores in relation to a norm or a group of reference. Criterion-based assessments
provide scores that are linked to categories of performance or specific standards or criteria, such as the presence of
specific conditions or use of aids.

7 ACR GCD provided a two-page handout with examples on how to interpret each question as background materials.
These materials also defined the differences between disability and functional difficulty (see Pagel, 2020 for more)
and outlined the study’s purpose.



skills (e.g., braille)?

c. Towhat extent are the scores moderated by teachers’ beliefs with
regards to:

i. Whether it is their responsibility to identify children’s functional
difficulty in their classroom?

i. Whether they have the knowledge to identify children’s functional
difficulty?

iii. Whether learners with disabilities possess academic potential?

iv. Whether the questions included in the CFM-TV are appropriate to
identify children’s functional difficulty in school settings in Nepal?

3. How consistent are learners’ functional difficulty classifications as identified by
the CFM-TV and CFM? How consistent are learners’ functional difficulty or
disability classifications as identified by the CFM-TV and medical screeners in
vision, hearing, and mobility?

a. In comparison with CFM scores and medical screenings, how, if at all,
does the CFM-TV differently identify learners’ functional difficulty or
disability classifications?

b. Does the consistency of classifications with the CFM and the medical
screenings differ by type of functional difficulty or disability?

c. To what extent are these results moderated by other factors, such as
learner-level factors, teacher-level factors, familiarity between the
teacher and the learners (measured as the length of the relationship
and class size), characteristics of the medical screenings, the way in
which screenings or CFM tools are administered, or parental-level
factors?

METHODOLOGY

RESEARCH DESIGN

The ACR GCD validity study used a non-experimental, cross-sectional, mixed-
methods approach. The design combined elements of descriptive research with
elements of diagnostic accuracy studies to understand factors that might influence
teachers’ assessment of learners’ functional difficulties and the consistency of the
CFM-TV tool with the CFM tool and medical screenings. The study collected data
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from teachers, PCGs, and medical screenings using both quantitative and qualitative
tools at two timepoints during the Nepali school years 2022-2023 and 2023-2024.8
Because the study was not examining prevalence rates in Nepal but rather
examining the validity of the CFM-TV for a specific purpose, the sample included four
school types—mainstream, mainstream with resource classes, special schools, and
madrasas—from four provinces in which ACR GCD projects and partner projects
were operating.

The study team included members of STS and its Nepali partners Progress Inc, with
the medical team supported by World Vision Nepal and Page One. STS provided
technical leadership and oversight of all study components. Progress Inc managed
all in-country logistics for enumerator training and data collection related to
teachers and PCGs. World Vision and Page One managed in-country logistics for
medical screenings.

TOOLS

The ACR GCD validity study used quantitative and qualitative tools completed by
teachers, PCGs, and medical screeners (Figure 3). Quantitative tools included two
tools completed by teachers (the CFM-TV and teacher survey), two tools completed
by PCGs (the CFM and PCG survey), and medical screenings for vision, hearing, and
mobility completed by medical professionals. Qualitative tools included a teacher
cognitive interview (CI) and a teacher key informant interview (KII). In addition, STS
developed background material about the CFM-TV to give to teachers. The handout
summarized the differences between disability and functional difficulty, and those
between social and medical models of disability; described the purpose of the CFM-
TV study; and provided examples of how to answer questions in the CFM-TV. Medical
screenings consisted of a vision test, a hearing test, and a mobility assessment.
Copies of tools and background materials are in Annex II.

8 Data collection occurred in two rounds due to delays in receiving ethical approval from the Nepal Health Research
Council for medical screenings.
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Figure 3. Data Collection Tools by Respondent
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CHILD FUNCTIONING MODULE-TEACHER VERSION

All teachers received instructions on how to complete the CFM-TV. During Round 1
(R1) of data collection in December 2022, teachers completed CFM-TVs for all
learners in their classrooms on tablets, with limited assistance from enumerators.
Most teachers received limited training on the CFM-TV to mimic the potential real-
world application of this tool, consisting of a short overview of the tool and
instructions on how to use the tablet. However, teachers in randomly sampled
schools received background materials about the CFM-TV (see section Sample). The
content in the background materials was relatively high-level, explaining the
definitions of disability based on the social and medical models, the definition of a
functional difficulty, and general guidance on how to answer the CFM-TV questions
(see Annex Il tools). During Round 2 (R2) of data collection, teachers completed CFM-
TVs for learners with identified hearing, vision, or mobility disabilities and an equal
number of learners not identified as having a functional difficulty or disability.

TEACHER SURVEY

All teachers sampled in Rounds 1 and 2 completed a teacher survey, which helped to
examine the relationship between other factors and the ratings they provided on the
CFM-TV tool. The survey included items about teachers’ background and training;
their knowledge and experience with learners with disabilities; how familiar teachers
are with their learners; and other factors.

TEACHER COGNITIVE INTERVIEW

During both rounds of data collection, trained enumerators guided one teacher per
school through the CI to share their thoughts while completing the CFM-TV. Through
verbal probes, enumerators prompted teachers to share how they interpreted each
domain, if they compared the learner to others while rating the learner’s functional
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difficulty, and if they considered other factors in rating the learner.

TEACHER KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW

During both rounds of data collection, one teacher per school participated in the KIL.
During the interview, enumerators focused on learning about teachers’ beliefs on the
utility of the CFM-TV and their role in responding to the CFM-TV. Questions included
areas in which teachers might see the CFM-TV as unhelpful.

CHILD FUNCTIONING MODULE

Guided by enumerators trained in the WG domains and administering the CFM, a
sample of PCGs completed the CFM for their children during both rounds of data
collection. Their responses were compared with CFM-TV and medical screening data
to understand how their responses about children’s functional difficulties compared
with teachers’ and medical screeners.

PRIMARY CAREGIVER SURVEY

PCGs completed a survey during both rounds of data collection. The PCG survey
helped to examine the relationship between CFM ratings and PCG characteristics.
The survey included the WG-SS to assess if a PCG had a functional difficulty as well
as items on PCGs’ backgrounds, the learners’ backgrounds, the learners’ experiences,
and other household-level factors that could explain CFM and CFM-TV variance.

MEDICAL SCREENINGS FOR VISION, HEARING, AND MOBILITY

Medical screening data for vision, hearing, and mobility was collected in R2 (May
2023).81

In the vision screenings, medical professionals checked learners’ refraction and
established case classifications using a Snellen acuity test. Learners with specific
levels of impairment—known as “cases”—were defined based on the acuity of the

® While WG questions refer only to seeing and walking, medical screening tested vision and mobility. Seeing refers to
how well a person’s eye might capture an image, while vision includes how the brain processes the image. Walking
refers to the specific act of moving using one’s feet to move at a specific pace, while mobility is more broadly related
to the ability to move one’s limbs. Thus, the medical screenings capture a broader set of functioning compared to
the WG domains.

1© Medical screenings for learners with cognitive or intellectual disabilities were not conducted, as the study could not
find any medical partners with sufficient expertise in providing such screenings in the setting of a medical camp at
schools.
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better eye." These definitions were established based on a review of similar studies
and aligned with standard definitions in Nepal through consultations with Page One.

Medical professionals conducted otoscope examinations to assess ear health and
established identified cases and hearing levels based on pure tone audiometry.” Like
the vision screenings, categories for the hearing screening cases were established
through a literature review of similar studies and consultations with Page One."

To assess mobility, the study team utilized the Rapid Assessment of Mobility tool,
which has been used in several other studies for assessing musculoskeletal
assessment and mobility, including validity studies of the CFM (Atijosan, O. et all.
2007; Boggs, D et al. 2021; Ngoie, L. et al,, 2021; International Centre for Evidence in
Disability, 2014; Sprunt, 2019). The Rapid Assessment of Mobility tool defines cases
and non-cases through five initial questions, such as, “Do you have any difficulty
using your legs?” with related questions about duration. Learners who answered
“yes” to at least one of five core questions or at least one of the related duration
questions were considered “cases.” Medical professionals assessed these learners
for further identification of mobility impairment following the tool as outlined in Annex
Il and referred them to specialized care as needed.

PILOTING PROCESS

In August 2022, STS conducted a pilot to assess if the study’s tools captured the
intended information about CFM-TV’s validity. The pilot also examined what changes
were needed to the tools and background materials provided to teachers, the Nepali
translations of the study’s materials and tools' accuracy, the comprehensiveness of
responses in the qualitative tools, and the quality of the enumerators’ notes. After a
weeklong training conducted by two STS researchers, nine enumerators visited eight
schools over the course of 10 days. Enumerators administered 369 CFM-TVs, 48 CFM,
48 PCG surveys, 16 teacher surveys, eight teacher Klls, and eight teacher Cls.

"' The Snellen test measures acuity by testing the smallest letters a person can read on a standardized chart (Snellen
chart) or a card held 20 feet (6 meters) away. Vision case definitions were as follows: non-case: 6/6 to 6/12; non-
case: mild vi < 6/12 to 6/18; case: moderate vi < 6/18 to 6/60; case: severe vi <6/60 to 3/60; case: blindness<6/60.

"2 Otoscopes are tools which shine a bright beam of light into the ear to examine the ear canal, ear drum, and middle
ear. Pure tone audiometry tests hearing sensitivity by playing a set of tones and finding the softest sound audible to
an individual. When possible, impacted ear wax was removed on the spot before pure tone audiometry. In some
cases, the medical team conducted additional hearing tests (Rinne and Weber) to evaluate the potential for
different kinds of hearing loss.

13 Using the average decibel (dB) level for the better ear, cases were classified as follows: Non-case (0-34 dB); 35-49
dB (moderate); 50-64 dB (moderately severe); 65-79 dB (severe); 280 dB (profound).
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Lessons learned from the pilot are detailed in Table 3. More details are in Annex VI.

Table 3. Lessons Learned for the Validity Study Pilot

Tool Challenge Action taken
Prior to operational data collection,
translations were revised. The CFM-TV
Enumerators noted how certain items and CFM tools used the approved GoN
All confused respondents due to awkward translation.
translations from English to Nepali. Other surveys and interviews were
reviewed with a rigorous back-translation
process.
Teachers said they could not recall their - . .
L o To mitigate recall bias, the CI's timing was
responses to certain items for individual . . .
shifted to take place simultaneously with
learners because the Cl was conducted . .
. teachers’ completion of the final CFM-TV
after teachers completed all their CFM- . )
learner questionnaires.
. TVs.
Cognitive
interviews . .
Teachers’ responses to the Cl varied by The Cl was streamlined to focus on
domain, with those later in the protocol teachers’ understanding of what each
receiving shorter responses due to domain means to them and what kind of
possible order effects and teacher comparisons they might make while
fatigue. judging a learner’s difficulty level.
. A script was written for enumerators to
Not all enumerators introduced . . .
. . introduce the background material, with
background material systematically, and . .
. . . teachers given at least 2 minutes to
teachers quickly reviewed the material L .
. . review it and an opportunity to ask
while completing CFM-TVs. .
questions.
Background
material _ Background material was updated to
The background material introduced new ) 9 ) ) p
differentiate between disability and
concepts to teachers, notably the . e .
o . functional difficulty and make it clear that
distinction between the social and )
. . L teachers were not expected to diagnose
medical models of collecting disability .
data learners based on Nepal's official
) disability categories.
Teachers generally provided the
Teacher KiI information expected, but certain Probes were added where necessary to
responses could have been more elicit more in-depth responses.
detailed.
SAMPLE

STS and Progress Inc selected 58 schools in four provinces of Nepal from a sampling
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frame of 282 schools, including 201 schools participating in the Leveraging Existing
Accessibility Resources in Nepal project implemented by World Education, Inc.'* and
81 schools involved in World Vision Nepal SIKAI activities. In total, 2,222 learners were
rated by only a CFM-TV; 629 were rated with a CFM-TV and CFM; 404 were rated with
a CFM-TV, a CFM, and a vision screening; 387 were rated with a CFM-TV, a CFM, and a
hearing screening; and 393 were rated with a CFM-TV, a CFM, and a mobility
screening.

Given that variation in teachers’ interpretations across school types were thought to
be an important factor to consider in terms of the tool’s validity, the sample was
drawn to include a mix of school types from the four provinces in which both projects
worked. Additionally, the sample aimed to include schools with high populations of
learners with disabilities for medical screenings.

The study team led two rounds of data collection with slightly different objectives, as
detailed in Table 4. R1 occurred in December 2022 and sampled 38 schools.
Enumerators in R1 collected data specifically from teachers and PCGs, and the
sample was stratified across Bagmati, Gandaki, Karnali, and Province 2 provinces
and mainstream schools, mainstream schools with resource classes, special
schools, and madrasas.” Initial sampling for R1 purposively balanced schools by
type, rather than province, to ensure enough variation in CFM-TV records of learners
with different types of functional difficulty. However, many schools were closed for
exams during R1 data collection, so replacements were selected.

R2 occurred in May 2023 and added medical screenings. As such, sampling for R2
prioritized geographically accessible schools with high populations of learners,
especially those suspected to have higher proportions of learners with disabilities,
such as mainstream schools with resource classes and special schools. This was
done to ensure enough medical cases were collected for robust analysis comparing
CFM-TV responses with medical results. As a result, no madrasas—which usually
have low enrollment figures—or schools in Karnali—which are small and difficult to
access—were included in R2.

'* Between sampling and the end of the study, the LEARN program dropped one school in Province 2 from its
programming.

'8 Madrasas are non-governmental religious (Islamic) schools. In 2004, madrasas could gain status as government
schools after adopting the Nepali curriculum.
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Table 4. Target and Action Sample by Province and School Type

Actual sample

Province Mainstream- Special Madrasa
resource school”
class'™
Round 1Total n/a 12 12 9 5 38
Bagmati 50 2 3 7 0 12
Gandaki 51 3 3 2 0 8
Karnali 50 3 2 0 0 5
K:(;’;T:SE Province) 181 4 4 0 5 13
Round 2 Total n/a n 7 2 0 20
Bagmati 50 0 3 2 0 5
Gandaki 51 3 4 0 0 7
Karnali 50 0 0 0 0 o]
E’:\’/?(;Icljr;wceii Province) 181 8 0 0 0 8
Overall Total 282 23 19 n 5 58
TEACHER TOOLS' SAMPLE

Initially, STS randomly assigned schools from R1 into two groups—Group A and Group
B—for CFM-TV administration. Group A teachers received background materials
about the CFM-TV, while those in Group B did not. All teachers within a sampled
school were assigned to the same group to prevent spillover effects. Because several
replacement schools were needed during R], the final sample achieved for R1 was
slightly imbalanced, as shown in Table 5. No differences were found in the rates of
rating learners with functional difficulties by the provision of background materials in
R], so to facilitate enumerator training and data collection in R2, all teachers and all
schools received background materials.

'® The sample included nine schools with one or more resource classes for learners who are blind, six schools with one
resource class for learners who are Deaf, three schools with one resource class for learners with intellectual
disabilities, and one school with one resource class for learners with physical disabilities.

7 The sample included four special schools for learners with intellectual disabilities, four sample schools for learners
who are deaf, and three special schools for learners with physical disabilities or cerebral palsy.
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Table 5. Sample Assignment by Group, Round 1

Group A: Group B:
Received background Did not receive background
materials materials
Teachers
(number and 46 (45.5%) 55 (54.4%)
percentage)
Schools (number) 18 20

In R1, three teachers per school were sampled from grades 2—4 and resource
classrooms. All teachers completed the teacher survey and administered CFM-TVs
to no more than 30 learners from their classrooms. In classes with more than 30
learners, learners were randomly selected from school attendance lists. In R2,
teachers completed CFM-TVs for all learners identified as a medical case in
screenings who were in grades 2—4 and resource classes, as well as an equal
number of non-case learners. The total sample of 157 teachers and 2,222 learners is
detailed in Table 6.® A subsample of teachers was selected for the qualitative tools.
One teacher per school completed a KIl.® Another teacher at each school
participated in the Cl concurrent with the final learner’'s CFM-TV.

Table 6. Teacher Tools Sample Reached by Group and Type

Round1 Round 2 Totals

School type @ g 4 @ g 4 P %

] £ 5 ] £ i ] £

o 1) o o o ]

£ <] = £ <] = £ -]

0 ) L 1} O L. 1} o

7] = (3] (7] = (3] (7] =
Mainstream 12 34 12 12 592 n 28 n n 153 23 62 23 23 745
Mainstream
-resource 12 35 12 12 729 7 23 7 7 241 19 58 19 19 970
class
S ial
pecia 9 | 25| 9 | 9 36| 2 | 5 | 2 | 2|24 n 3 | u | n 340
school
Madrasa 5 7 5 3 167 0 0 0 0 0 4 7 5 3 167
Total 38 101 38 36 (1,804 20 56 20 20 | 418 | 58 157 58 56 |2,222

18 Accounting for the estimated learner population size of 22,061 learners in these schools and an estimated ICC of 0.4
results in a design effect factor (DEFT) of 3.4 and a margin of error of 13.2.

' Three madrasas did not provide Klls in R1 because there was only one teacher for the whole school.
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PRIMARY CAREGIVER TOOLS' SAMPLE

For the PCG survey and CFM, data on a subsample of 226 learners were collected in
R1, as detailed in Table 7. The study team drew the subsample by randomly selecting
10 to 30 learners who showed difficulty across the CFM’s 12 domains, as well as a
group with no difficulty in any domain. This sub-sampling strategy ensured PCGs’
responses could be matched with teachers’ responses to the CFM-TV across as
many domains as possible. Subsample learners were selected after all CFM-TVs
were administered at a school. One week after completing an initial visit to each
school to collect CFM-TV and qualitative data from teachers, enumerators returned
to gather data from PCGs.?®

In R2, PCGs usually accompanied learners to school for medical screenings and thus
completed the CFM and PCG survey while their child was being screened.
Enumerators completed surveys with as many PCGs of learners in grades 2—-4 or
resource classes as possible. The time limitations of R2 did not allow for enumerators
to review CFM-TV results and subsequently draw a random subsample.

Table 7. Primary Caregiver Tools Sample Reached by School Type and Round of Data Collection

Round 1 Round 2 Totals
School type
Schools PCGs Schools PCGs Schools ‘ PCGs

Mainstream 12 78 1 147 23 225
Mainstream-resource class 12 70 7 232 19 302
Special school 9 40 2 24 n 64
Madrasa 5 38 0 0 4 38
Total 38 226 20 403 58 629

MEDICAL SCREENERS TOOLS’ SAMPLE

Medical screenings sought a sample that would provide a sufficient number of
learners with disabilities —known as “cases”—as well as without disabilities for
comparison, equally distributed among the three WG domains targeted for medical
screening in this study. The study team hoped this would include 98 learners
classified as hearing cases, 98 learners classified as vision cases, and 98 learners
classified as mobility cases. The study team also planned for an additional 294

201n R1, enumerators encountered difficulty getting sufficient response rates from PCGs, as many did not come to
school after being invited for interviews. School and program staff indicated that many PCGs, especially those in
Bagmati, were likely busy at work and could not take time off to participate. In other provinces, many learners lived in
hostels and PCGs were too far away to come to school and participate.
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learners, serving as controls without disability. As with the cases, the control group
would be equally distributed among the three WG target domains.? No stratified
sampling was used with this subsample.

Screening data were collected throughout a two-day medical screening fair at each
of the 20 R2 schools. To adhere to “do no harm” principles of ethics and to ensure
vital resources were available to everyone, all learners at schools and their PCGs
were invited to participate in the screening fairs and received referrals for follow -up
screening as appropriate. In total, 1,489 learners from these 20 schools received
medical screenings. However, many of these learners were outside of groups of
interest: grades 2—-4 or resource classrooms. Data collected from learners not in
target grades 2-4 or resource classrooms were thus excluded from the analysis by
design. Medical data which did not have a matching CFM-TV record were also
excluded from the analysis. Table 8 details the target and actual sample of medical
screenings used in analysis.

Table 8. Medical Screening Sample by Domain

Vision Hearing Mobility
Actual Actual Actual Actual
Disability cases 98 65 98 87 98 17 294 148
Controls 98 339 98 300 98 376 294 260
Total 196 404 196 387 196 393 588 408

The study did not reach the target number of learners medically screened with
disabilities (“cases”) with paired CFM-TV responses, as no previous data on learners’
disabilities were available for mainstream schools or non-resource classrooms. As
mentioned previously, the study team chose to over-sample schools thought to
have higher proportions of learners with disabilities, such as resource classrooms
and special schools. The sample obtained is sufficient to identify consistency
between CFM-TV ratings and medical screenings but does not allow for more
nuanced diagnostic accuracy testing, such as analysis to set sensitivity and
specificity cutoffs using the area under the curve analysis and likelihood ratios

2 sampling for medical screenings followed a strategy in a similar study in Fiji (Sprunt et al,, 2019) and guidance
outlined in Flahault, Cadilhac, & Thomas, 2005. While diagnostic accuracy was outside the primary scope of this
study, sample size was estimated based on the minimum number to achieve a sensitivity of 0.8 (prevalence 0.13,
alpha 5 percent, 1-beta 80 percent; Cl 95 percent, lower confidence limit 0.65). This sensitivity and specificity rate is
based on parent and teacher area under the curve (AUC) rates in Fiji for seeing and hearing, which were both over
0.8 (Sprunt et al,, 2019).
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(Flahault, 2005).

ENUMERATOR TRAINING AND OPERATIONAL DATA COLLECTION

Operational data collection occurred in two rounds. Rl occurred in November and
December 2022, during the 2022-2023 school year. Enumerators visited 38 schools
and administered all tools except for medical screenings. R2 occurred in May 2023,
just after the start of the 2023-2024 school year. Enumerators visited 20 schools and
administered all tools, including medical screenings. In both rounds, enumerator
training included sessions on disability classification in Nepal from the National
Disabled Women Association to ensure clarity on the differences between the WG
domains and the disability classification system of Nepal.

ROUND 1: ENUMERATOR TRAINING AND DATA COLLECTION

Two STS researchers based in the United States traveled to Kathmandu, Nepal, to
conduct the five-day training with 18 enumerators from November 28—

December 2, 2022. STS trainers presented the material in English as all training
participants had mastery of English.?? Training covered all teacher and PCG tools, the
study’s purpose, data collection procedures, research ethics, safeguarding of
children with disabilities, and qualitative interviewing techniques. Enumerators
practiced administering the tools during a school visit on the third day of training.
The visit was followed by a debrief to address any confusion and identify areas of
improvement.

Six teams of three enumerators conducted Round 1 of operational data collection
from December 6-14, 2022. One of the three enumerators on each team also served
as team supervisor. Each team visited approximately one school per day; 38 schools
overall were visited. At each school, teams collected no more than 90 CFM-TV
surveys, three teacher surveys, one teacher Cl, one teacher Kll, and no more than
eight CFMs and PCG surveys.

Enumerators uploaded data daily from their tablets to a secure, password-protected
database maintained by STS to ensure data security and integrity. STS staff reviewed
data submissions daily to ensure quality and accuracy.

22 When needed, World Vision Nepal and Progress Inc provided real time translation from English to Nepali.
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ROUND 2: ENUMERATOR TRAINING AND DATA COLLECTION

Enumerator training and data collection for R2 occurred in April and May 2023.% In
April 2023, STS developed remote training materials for staff from Progress Inc, World
Vision Nepal, and Page One. STS staff led a remote orientation for World Vision Nepal
and Progress Inc on April 20, with several follow-up calls in the subsequent week to
clarify details. A facilitator from World Vision Nepal then conducted one full-day
orientation for Page One’s team of 21 medical professionals and data managers on
April 24, with half-day follow-ups for medical teams in vision, hearing, and mobility.
Progress Inc led a refresher training for 12 enumerators who had participated in R1 on
April 27.

Visiting one school every two days, three teams comprised of four enumerators from
Progress Inc, three medical professionals from Page One, and four data managers
from Page One held medical screening camps at 20 schools between May 3-23,
2023. At each school, teams collected medical data for all interested learners, up to
68 CFM-TV surveys, seven teacher surveys, one teacher Cl, one teacher Kll, and CFMs
and PCG surveys with all PCGs who consented.

As in Rl, enumerators uploaded data daily from their tablets to a secure, password-
protected server maintained by STS to ensure data security and integrity. STS staff
reviewed data submissions daily to ensure the quality and accuracy of the data.

DATA CLEANING AND ANALYSIS

Analysis of quantitative data was performed using Stata version 16. STS staff cleaned
the datasets using a standard protocol and quality control disposition codes. All
CFM-TV, CFM, and WG-SS scores were calculated using standard WG guidance and
cutoff levels.* STS also created composite scores for teacher and PCG data by
combining different variables from datasets that contribute to similar constructs,
such as support for inclusive education.

Data analysis began with descriptive statistics of all teachers, CFM, and CFM-TV
items. To understand teacher factors influencing CFM-TV ratings, analysts calculated
prevalence rates according to CFM-TV responses. Analysts further explored

2 R2 occurred later than anticipated because of several factors, including challenges identifying appropriate
medical screeners, delays in receiving IRB approval from the National Health Research Council of Nepal, and
unanticipated changes in the school calendars in the regions of implementation.

¥ For seeing, hearing, walking, communication, learning, remembering, concentrating, accepting change, controlling
behavior, and making friends, the cutoff for having a functional difficulty is a response of “a lot of difficulty” or “cannot
do at all.” For anxiety and depression, the cutoff is a response of “daily.”
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relationships with other variables, first through chi-square tests to look for general
associations, then through multi-level logistic regression models with specific
variables that showed statistically significant relationships with functional difficulty
ratings in all domains.

A similar approach was implemented to understand factors influencing consistency
between teachers’ and PCGs’ responses on a subset of cases with matched
responses on the CFM-TV and CFM, respectively.

To understand consistency between the CFM-TV and medical screenings, analysts
compared results from the CFM-TV and medical screenings for a sample of learners
who were assessed separately by both medical professionals and teachers. This
approach is consistent with similar studies that assessed the CFM (Sprunt, 2019).
Finally, inter-rater reliability (IRR) of CFM-TV responses compared with PCG or
medical results was explored using Cohen'’s kappa coefficient.

Analysis of qualitative data was performed using Dedoose software. Data was
collected in Nepali, or in some cases of teacher interviews, in Urdu or Bajjika.
Enumerators provided English language version summaries of all Cls and Klis.
Analysts then reviewed all interview summaries to familiarize themselves with the
data, then coded data using thematic analysis approaches.

RESEARCH ETHICS AND SAFEGUARDING

Throughout the validity study, all personnel ensured that children were safeguarded
and research was conducted in line with research ethics and child protection
practices. All enumerators received training on research ethics and safeguarding of
children with disabilities. Further, all study team members who directly interacted
with children were required to read and certify child protection protocols. All
teachers, PCGs, and learners who participated in the research provided affirmative
informed consent or assent. During medical screenings, PCGs were required to
provide written consent affirming their participation and that of their child. To adhere
to “do no harm” principles of ethics and to ensure vital resources were available to
everyone, medical screening fairs were open to all learners at schools—beyond just
learners in target grades—and their PCGs. The medical team ensured that learners
and PCGs received prescriptions for medicines required or referrals for follow -up
screening at specialized hospitals, to Organizations of Persons with Disabilities
(OPDs) specializing in rehabilitation, or to specialized clinics as appropriate. The
research committee of the School of Education at Kathmandu University approved
tools and data collection strategies for R], including the CFM-TV, teacher survey, CFM,
PCG survey, and qualitative interviews. The Nepal Health Research Council's medical
screening camps and tools provided additional ethical approval.
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This study collects considerable amounts of sensitive, personal identifiable
information, so measures were taken to protect data privacy. Datasets used unique
identifiers to match responses from teachers, PCGs, and medical screeners. Names
were stripped from all datasets after cleaning, and raw datasets were saved on
secure servers. No medical data other than variables indicating medical conditions
will be shared in public use files.

LIMITATIONS

The following factors should be considered as limitations when reviewing the
findings of this study.

“Validity” refers to the uses and interpretations of a tool, not the tool itself. A
tool may be valid for a given use and less valid for a different one, meaning
that validation should focus on the uses and interpretations of test scores. As
this is a validity study, the results are context specific to Nepal. Additional
validation efforts would be needed to corroborate the equivalence of the
results across settings and for different purposes.

Results from the study cannot be generalized to the entire population of Nepal,
as the sample was collected only in Bagmati, Gandaki, Karnali, and Province 2
(Madhesh Province), given the availability of schools participating in ACR GCD
programming. In addition, at least one teacher in each of these schools had
also received specific training in inclusive education because of participation
in other ACR GCD programming. There may be some effects from these
trainings in the data, as interviews indicate that several teachers participating
in these trainings participated in this study as well. These teachers likely have
different interpretations of disability and functional difficulty compared to
other teachers in schools that did not participate in these programs.

This study includes comparisons between the CFM-TV and medical
screenings as measures of convergent validity, given the strong evidence
base supporting the medical screening techniques used. This approach
allows the study to provide information about how the CFM-TV performs in
Nepal. The study authors recognize that medical screening diagnoses may
differ from children’s functional difficulty or broader ability to function in
society or a classroom (Sprunt, McPake, & Marellg, 2019; Rutjes, Reitsma,
Vandenbroucke, Glas, & Bossuyt, 2005). Additionally, medical assessments are
not always fully accurate. For instance, pseudo-false positives in vision may
occur when learners who need vision support are incorrectly identified as not
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needing vision support (Arnold, 2004).

Analysis of CFM-TV consistency with medical results is limited to rates of
agreement between the identification of functional difficulty and medical
cases, including IRR through kappa scores. While the study did conduct
sensitivity and specificity analyses, there were not enough learners with
disabilities as identified by the medical screenings to conduct full diagnostic
accuracy analyses, as other studies have done.

Despite iterations of piloting, data collected from Cls was subject to response
fatigue. Enumerator feedback indicated that teachers frequently became
tired or frustrated with the interview questions as the interview progressed,
and as a result data collected around teacher understanding of cognitive and
psycho-social domains was very high level. Many teachers simply re-phrased
the prompt, or directly responded “I don’'t know.”

All tools administered to teachers and PCGs were translated into Nepali.
Translators used terms approved by the government of Nepal in 2022 in its
EMIS system, which was based on a three-year pilot of the CFM. Tools were
only translated into Nepali as this is the official language of instruction and
mimics the current practice of the Sikai project, which has trained teachers on
the CFM. However, Nepal is a multilingual society. Feedback from enumerators
indicated that some participants might have been better able to respond to
tools presented in a local translation.

FINDINGS

This section outlines findings in response to the study’s three research questions and
provides a short summary of takeaways.

RESEARCH QUESTION 1: WHAT ARE TEACHER INTERPRETATIONS OF THE CFM-TV
QUESTIONS?

This study explored how teachers interpreted the questions for each domain through
Cls and examined how well these aligned with the intended interpretations
underlying the CFM-TV. Results indicate that teacher interpretations aligned with
the intended interpretations of each domain to varying degrees and relied heavily
on the classroom environment to rate learners’ difficulty. In general, teachers
seemed to make normative assessments of their learners’ functional difficulty (as
compared to criterion-based assessments). Teacher interpretations and ratings
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were not influenced by the provision of background materials expanding on the
intended definitions of each domain and functional difficulty.

Table 9 presents interpretations of each domain provided by teachers, categorized
as either in scope or out of scope. In some cases, teachers were confused about the
definition of the domains, indicated in the out-of-scope column.

Table 9. Teacher Interpretations of Washington Group Domains

Domain In scope Out of scope

Vision Learner is unable to read words on the Learner can walk without support.
board, identify objects far away, read books, | | egrner can copy from the
see near or far. board/write on the board.

Learner wears glasses or contacts.

Learner recognizes things at two meters
distance.

Learner recognizes things at five feet.

Learner looks at people when they address

them.

Hearing Learner does not respond when questions Learner does not listen when
are asked or react to load noises. teacher speaks.
Learner is unable to hear sounds, music, or Learner continues “mischievous
people’s voices clearly, trouble hearing behavior.”
people’s voices. Learner with even slight hearing
Learner is deaf or has ear impairments. impairment is considered dedf.

Learner requires sign language or loud
speaking.

Learner performs well in chants or singing,
does not use hearing aids (indicating no

difficulty).

Mobility Learner requires support from others or Learner unable to balance body
assistive device while walking, including while walking.
using a wheelchair. Learner is a different height than
Learner exhibits noticeable differences others of the same age.
(from other children) in walking or climbing
stairs.

Learner has a disease/disorder in bones.
Learner has difficulty walking 10 kilometers.

Learner movement of feet is very slow.

Communication | Learner does not speak clearly or in a clear | Learner does not understand
tone. things that have been taught.
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Domain

In scope

Learner’s sign language is not clear.
Learner has a speech impediment.

Out of scope
Learner speaks with the dialect of
a different language.

Learner does not speak the local
language.

Learning

Learner can read and write (especially in
comparison to other learners in class).

Learner has difficulty grasping new
concepts, cannot memorize things even
after giving them attention, or takes longer
to complete tasks than others in the class.

Learner has an intellectual disability.

Learning was closely related to
difficulty communicating.

Learner has a language barrier.

Learning could be inhibited by
family situation.

Learner is absent frequently.

Learner has “lower level of talent.”

Remembering

Learner has an inability to recall information
from lessons.

Learner has an intellectual disability.

Learner needs instructions repeated.
Learner does not remember to do
homework.

Learner cannot memorize what
was taught or answer teachers’
questions.

Related to the “thinking capacity”
of the learner, “Deaf people have
lower ability to remember
compared to others.”

Concentrating

Learner lacks interest in reading, games,
dancing, or sports.

Learner cannot focus on a problem.

Learner does everything the
teacher says.

Teachers confused in assessing
this domain.

Accepting Learner is resistant to new situations. Teachers confused in assessing
change Learner is unable to adjust to new things or | this domain.

cannot accept changes in classroom

activities or lesson/school timing.
Controlling Learner becomes angry, has mood swings, | Learner indulges in gossip.
behavior and shows emotional (angry) reactions

immediately.

Learner fights often, does not obey the
teacher, is naughty in class, or steals.

Learner does not follow cultural
norms for eating and drinking.

Making friends

Learner cannot establish friendships, does
not respond to anything, avoids social
interactions, or prefers to be alone.

Learner fights.

Learner is too competitive, cannot
find someone similar in nature to
them.

Learner has language barriers.

Anxiety and
depression

Learner sits idle, does not express feelings,
sits alone.

Learner is afraid of the teacher.

Teachers confused in assessing
these domains.
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Learner is tense, unhappy, fearful, cries, or
shouts.

Learner has experienced bad family
environment or trauma.

Learner has no friends.
Learner lives in a hostel and misses family.

Learner has lack of hope.

Teacher definitions of each domain included interpretations that were both in and
out of scope with the intended interpretations of the CFM (presented in Table 2).
Interpretations were especially mixed for the domains of communicating, learning,
remembering, concentrating, accepting change, and controlling behavior. Teachers
also expressed confusion or had trouble articulating their interpretation around
concentrating, accepting change, anxiety, and depression.

Teachers often referenced learner behavior in the classroom or responses to
schoolwork in defining difficulty, especially in vision, learning, concentrating,
remembering, and accepting change. While not unexpected, this indicates that
teachers have a very specific perspective on learners’ functioning and may not be
able to assess learners’ abilities beyond classroom activities. For example, with
vision, teachers’ interpretations specifically referenced a learner’s ability to read or
write, with many teachers stating that they knew learners had no difficulty seeing
because they observed them writing down items from the blackboard. While being
able to see the board is an in-scope response, copying from the board is a different
skill. Without additional context, there is a risk that this interpretation could be
conflation with literacy skills rather than functional difficulties. With remembering, the
CFM's intent is to measure a learner’s ability to recall incidents and stipulates that
the domain should not be equated with memorizing. Many teachers used the ability
to memorize as an indicator of difficulty in this domain. One important domain that is
very relevant to the classroom is concentration. Some teachers expressed confusion
around the definition of concentrating, and a few interpreted this as the ability to
follow instructions from the teacher or do classwork. As one teacher shared, “This
child has no difficulty because he does everything the teachers say.” Another
teacher indicated that difficulty concentrating might be a factor if the learner were
“lazy.

Some teachers indicated that the use of any assistive device was an indication of a
functional difficulty. While a potentially appropriate way to evaluate functioning, they
did not clarify that learners might experience little to no difficulty with the assistance
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of a device. As one teacher explained, “If the child has headache problem [or] wears
glasses while reading, | consider that child has difficulty in seeing. This last child
infrequently uses glasses while she is reading. | think she has difficulty in her eyes or
in seeing.”

For almost every domain, teachers made normative assessments to define
functional difficulty and provide their difficulty rating by comparing the learners they
were rating to others. However, teachers from different school types used different
groups of learners as the norm. In mainstream schools, most teachers used peers
from the same age group or class as a reference. For a given learner, teachers in
resource classrooms sometimes compared them to other learners with disabilities in
their resource class and sometimes compared them to learners without disabilities
in mainstream classes. This indicates that teachers were using different reference
points for a given learner across domains. This usually occurred for learners with
intellectual disabilities in resource classrooms. Interestingly, some teachers in special
schools only compared learners with other peers in special schools to assess the
difficulty rating. As one teacher in a special school for learners who are deaf
explained regarding communication, “This learner has no difficulty in
communicating because compared with other children [in school], he can easily
communicate in Nepali Sign Language.”

A handful of teachers made criterion-based assessments on a few domains,
predominately vision and mobility. Two teachers indicated specific distances from a
classroom blackboard by which learners could see without difficulty, and one
indicated that a learner should be able to walk 10 kilometers without difficulty.

Researchers also examined the degree to which teachers’ interpretations varied with
the provision of background materials. There were no observable differences in the
interpretation of domains given the provision of background materials. This is likely
because concepts introduced in the background material were complex and
relatively new, and teachers had little time to internalize this new content. Similarly,
teachers who received background materials rated 22.5 percent of learners as
having a functional difficulty, while teachers that did not receive background
materials rated 21.4 percent of learners as having a functional difficulty. There was no
statistically significant difference in the prevalence ratings of teachers who did and
did not receive these background materials.

RESEARCH QUESTION 2: TO WHAT EXTENT ARE TEACHER RATINGS ON THE CFM-
TV INFLUENCED BY TEACHER- AND SCHOOL-CHARACTERISTICS?

This research question aims to understand what teacher- and school-level
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characteristics are associated with differences in the way teachers rate their
learners’ functional difficulty levels, as understanding these factors sheds light on
contexts in which the CFM-TV tool may not be valid. Findings indicate that school
type, class size, language of instruction, and teachers’ self-reported level of
comfort teaching learners with disabilities all play a role in influencing teacher
ratings of overall functional difficulty. Regarding their opinions about the CFM-TV
tool itself, teachers felt the CFM-TV was an appropriate tool to collect data on
learners’ functional difficulty. However, teachers expressed concerns about their own
ability to accurately complete the CFM-TV for learners they did not know well or
observe outside of the classroom, and specifically had concerns in cognitive and
psycho-social domains.

PREVALENCE ACCORDING TO TEACHERS

Both rounds of data collection yielded a combined 2,222 CFM-TV records from 157
teachers (Table 10). Of these, 43.7 percent of CFM-TV records were from mainstream
schools with resource classes, 33.5 percent were from mainstream schools, 15.3
percent were from special schools for learners with specific disabilities, and 7.5
percent were from madrasas. Geographically, 38.0 percent of CFM-TV records were
from Province 2 (Madhesh Province), 33.3 percent were from Bagmati, 15.8 percent
were from Gandaki, and 12.8 percent were from Karnali. Teachers provided ratings for
1,804 learners in Rl (December 2022—mid-school year) and 418 in R2 (May 2023—the
first week of the new school year). It should be noted that the purpose of the study is
not to assess national prevalence rates. As such, this study’s sample is not nationally
representative as it only included four provinces and multiple school types to
understand how school-level factors might influence CFM-TV ratings.

Table 10. Number of CFM-TV Records for Learners by Province and School Type

Province
School type
Bagmati Gandaki Karnali Province 2

Mainstream 95 99 131 420 745
Mainstream-resource class 356 203 154 257 970
Special school 290 50 0 0 340
Madrasa 0 0 0 167 167
Total a4 352 285 844 2,222

Of the 2,222 CFM-TV records, 22.0 percent of learners were identified with at least one
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functional difficulty.® Figure 4 shows the proportion of learners rated by teachers as
having functional difficulties in each domain. The domains with the highest
prevalence were hearing (8.0 percent), learning (7.7 percent), and remembering (7.1
percent).?® Of learners’ CFM-TV records with at least one functional difficulty, 44.5
percent had one functional difficulty, 19.5 percent had two difficulties, 11.1 percent had
three difficulties, and 25.0 percent had four or more difficulties.

Figure 4. Percentage of CFM-TV Functional Difficulty Ratings by Domain
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FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH TEACHER RATINGS

To explore factors associated with teacher ratings of functional difficulty on the CFM-
TV, analysts conducted chi-square tests with functional difficulty ratings in all
domains and various variables from the teacher survey and school data.”
Researchers created multi-level logistic regression model at the teacher and school
levels for each domain with variables found to have a statistically significant
relationship to functional difficulty ratings in chi-square tests, results of which can be
found in Annex lll. The factors reported as statistically significant in the following
sections are those that were found to statistically significantly increase or decrease
the odds of a functional difficulty rating in the multi-level logistic regression model
while controlling for variables identified as significant in individual chi-square tests.

% This rate is higher than the national estimate from the UNICEF’s 2019 Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey, which
estimates 13.2 percent of children aged 5-17 have some kind of functional difficulty. It should be noted that the
sample was taken from schools in programs specifically targeting inclusive education.

% The high proportion of learners with difficulty in hearing may be a function of the sampling strategy to reach
learners in special schools for learners who are Deaf to meet medical screening sampling targets.

7 variables included province, school type, timing of data collection (R or R2), teachers’ gender, class size, teachers’
years of experience, teachers’ self-reported level of familiarity with the learner, if teachers had received training in
CFM domains previously, language of instruction, teachers’ self-reported level of comfort teaching learners with
disabilities, if teachers had received training in inclusive education (self—reported), and if teachers had at least
household member with a disability.
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Analysts triangulated quantitative findings with teachers’ responses to qualitative
Cls and Klls.

OVERALL FUNCTIONAL DIFFICULTY

Factors found to affect teachers’ overall functional difficulty rating included school
type, class size, teachers’ self-reported level of comfort teaching learners with
disabilities, and language of instruction. Disaggregated rates of functional difficulty
should not be compared against national estimates from other sources. This study’s
purpose was not to estimate national prevalence.

School type: School type increased or decreased the odds of receiving a functional
difficulty rating, depending on the school type. Learners in special and mainstream-
resource class schools were statistically significantly more likely to be rated by their
teacher as having a functional difficulty, while learners in madrasas were statistically
significantly less likely to have a functional difficulty, per their teachers.

As shown in Figure 5, teachers rated 63.8 percent of learners in special schools as
having a functional difficulty. It is not surprising that this rate is higher than that at
mainstream schools, given the nature of special schools. However, it is surprising that
the proportion of learners in special schools rated by their teachers as having a
functional difficulty is not closer to 100 percent. Even when examining the proportion
of learners rated as having a functional difficulty in special schools using a cutoff of
“some difficulty” or more, the proportion of learners in special schools with any kind
of functional difficulty was 77.9 percent.

Figure 5. Percentage of CFM-TV Functional Difficulty Ratings by School Type

Mainstream - 8.2%
Mainstream-resource class _ 21.4%

Madarsa I 1.2%

Data from qualitative interviews indicated that teachers in special schools frequently
compared learners to their peers in special schools while conducting CFM-TV ratings
rather than comparing them with learners without disabilities. Such comparisons
may explain why teachers did not rate all learners in special schools as having a
functional difficulty despite being in a school for children with disabilities. In addition,
teachers in special schools also indicated that they felt their learners could function
well if given the appropriate resources and support. This is an example of normative
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comparison. As such, teachers in special schools might not have viewed the learners’
disability as a difficulty, and instead may have under-reported the proportion of
learners with functional difficulties. Of the learners from special schools not rated by
their teachers as having a functional difficulty, 71.2 percent came from a school
classified as a special school for children with cerebral palsy (which also includes
non-disabled learners); 1.0 percent came from a school for children with intellectual
disabilities. In a Kll, a teacher with cerebral palsy from the special school for children
with cerebral palsy confirmed this, explaining,

“When we are around people like us then it is easy, as soon as we have to go
outside, we feel that we are not able to do certain things. Sometimes, | feel
humiliation. | was a student at this school as well. Now the school is
mainstream because of the concept of inclusive education, earlier the school
was only for students with disabilities. | used to think that all our different
disabilities [were] normal. Only after | completed the (grade 10 national
examination), | went outside and learnt that | was different because people
used to stare.”

In contrast to special schools, learners in madrasas—all located in Province 2—were
statistically significantly less likely to be rated by their teachers as having a
functional difficulty. Only 1.2 percent of learners from madrasas were rated as having
a functional difficulty. It is unclear why data show this trend. One possible hypothesis
is that madrasas are less equipped to support learners with disabilities, and
therefore children with disabilities may be kept out of madrasas at higher rates.
According to the Sikai mid-term review brief, only 9.2 percent of madrasas and
schools in the program met the minimum inclusive teaching and learning
environment criteria, measured using the GoN's Prioritized Minimum Enabling
Conditions (World Vision, 2022).

Class size: Larger class sizes statistically significantly decreased the odds of
teachers rating learners with a functional difficulty. The average class size within the
study was 37.4 learners per class. Teachers with lower-than-average class sizes
reported 30.7 percent of learners as having a functional difficulty, while teachers with
average or larger-than-average class sizes reported 12.6 percent of learners as
having a functional difficulty (Figure 6). On average, special schools and madrasas
had lower average class sizes (16.7 learners per class and 28.5 learners per class,
respectively), while mainstream schools and mainstream schools with resource
classes had higher average class sizes (48.7 learners per class and 37.5 learners per
class, respectively).
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Figure 6. Percentage of CFM-TV Functional Difficulty Ratings by Class Size

Smaller class size was also statistically significantly associated with teachers’ self-
reported familiarity with learners. Teachers with lower-than-average class sizes
reported they knew 61.6 percent of their learners “very well” compared with 54.8
percent of teachers in average or larger-than-average class sizes. Thus, teachers
with average or larger-than-average class sizes are less likely to know their learners
well and less likely to rate them as having a functional difficulty.

Average or above average
class size

Comfort teaching learners with disabilities: Teachers with above-average comfort
levels teaching learners with disabilities had statistically significantly lower odds of
rating a learner as having a functional difficulty. On the teacher survey, teachers
rated their comfort levels teaching learners with disabilities on a scale of “not at all
comfortable” to “very comfortable.”?® These responses were combined into a scale to
indicate the average comfort level for teaching learners with disabilities ranging
from zero (lowest comfort level) to three (highest comfort level). Of all learners rated,
47.9 percent had teachers with below-average comfort teaching learners with
disabilities. Teachers with below-average comfort teaching learners with disabilities
rated 30.5 percent of learners as having functional difficulties, compared with 14.1
percent among teachers with average or above-average rates of comfort, as shown
in Figure 7.

28 Disabilities according to the official Government of Nepal categories include physical, vision, hearing, deaf-blind,
voice, mental, intellectual, hemophilia, autism, and multiple disabilities. Teachers were asked about their level of
comfort teaching learners with each type. Teachers reported the highest rates of comfort teaching learners with
physical disabilities (65.6 percent were comfortable or very comfortable), voice disabilities (33.8 percent), or hearing
disabilities (27.4 percent). Teachers had the lowest levels of comfort teaching learners who have multiple disabilities
(10.8 percent) or who are deaf-blind (10.2 percent).
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Figure 7. Percentage of CFM-TV Functional Difficulty Ratings by Teacher Level of Comfort Teaching
Learners with Disabilities

Average or above average
14.1%
comfort

While results presented here control for school type, teachers with above-average
comfort levels tended to be mainstream school teachers or teachers at mainstream
schools with resource classes.?® This may indicate that teachers’ comfort levels are
impacted by the Dunning-Kruger effect®, in which teachers who actually work with
learners with disabilities have a more realistic sense of what is entailed in making
appropriate accommodations for them but report lower levels of comfort teacher
learners with disabilities.

Language of instruction: Teachers who use Nepali Sign Language in the classroom
had statistically significantly higher odds of rating learners as having a functional
difficulty. Nepali was the reported language of instruction for 69.0 percent of all CFM-
TV responses. Other languages used in the classroom included Nepali Sign
Language (NSL, 7.9 percent), Bajjika (6.5 percent), Urdu (5.1 percent), Maithili (4.7
percent), and Newari (1.0 percent). As shown in Figure 8, teachers who used Nepali as
the language of instruction rated 17.8 percent of learners as having a functional
difficulty, compared with 95.4 percent by teachers who used NSL and only 9.7
percent of teachers who used another language. The proportion of learners rated as
having a functional difficulty in classrooms using Nepali compared to classrooms
using languages other than Nepali or NSL was statistically significant in a chi-square
test. However, the odds of rating a learner as having a functional difficulty were not
statistically significantly different in the multi-level multivariate regression between
Nepali classrooms and non-Nepali or non-NSL classrooms when controlling for other

2 Teachers in mainstream schools had an average score of 2.2 (of 3) on the comfort scale. In comparison, teachers
in mainstream schools with resource classes had a statistically significantly lower score of 2.0, special school
teachers had a statistically significantly lower score of 1.8, and teachers in madrasas had a lower score of 2.0.
Madrasa teachers’ scores were not statistically significantly lower, likely due to a smaller sample size (seven
teachers).

%0 The Dunning-Kruger effect occurs when a person'’s lack of knowledge and skills in a certain area cause them to
overestimate their own competence, or conversely those with higher levels of knowledge underestimate their own
abilities. While there is no literature about this effect amongst teachers who teach learners with disabilities in Nepal,
there is some evidence of this affecting educational interpreters in the United States (Fitzmaurice, 2020).
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factors. This is likely due to small sample sizes in each category. This means that
language of instruction—aside from NSL—affects functional difficulty ratings, even
when controlling for other factors. Information from Cls and Klls in schools where the
language of instruction was not Nepali or NSL indicates that teachers may have had
a more difficult time understanding the Nepali-language tool, especially in the
psycho-social domains.

Figure 8. Percentage of CFM-TV Functional Difficulty Ratings by Language of Instruction

Nepali - 17.8%
Another language . 9.7%

INDIVIDUAL DOMAINS

Fewer factors were found to affect the odds of teachers rating learners as having a
functional difficulty in individual domains.

For vision, teachers were statistically significantly less likely to rate a learner as
having a functional difficulty in R1, though this was likely a function of a change in
sampling protocols, because R2 specifically sought to find learners with medical
diagnoses in vision-related disabilities to enable comparisons between medical
results and the CFM-TV.®

For hearing, larger class sizes statistically significantly decreased the odds of a
functional difficulty rating. Among teachers with average or larger-than-average
class sizes, 3.1 percent of learners were rated as having a functional difficulty related
to hearing compared with 12.6 percent in below-average class sizes. Although
analysis controls for school type, it should be noted that 81.8 percent of special
schools had below-average class sizes, indicating that special schools for various
types of disabilities might be driving this trend.

For mobility, learners in special schools had a statistically significantly higher

3'In R1, 1.6 percent of learners were rated by their teachers as having a functional difficulty. Alternatively, in R2,13.2
percent were rated by their teachers as having a functional difficulty. However, it is also notable that the proportion
of teachers who responded, “I don’t know” about how to rate learners also was higher in R2—5.7 percent of learners
were rated with “I don't know” compared with 0.6 percent in RI.
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likelihood of receiving a functional difficulty rating. In special schools, 7.9 percent of
learners were rated as having a functional difficulty in walking compared with 0.7
percent in mainstream schools, 1.7 percent in mainstream schools with resource
classrooms, and 0.0 percent in madrasas. The UNICEF Disability-Inclusive Education
Practices in Nepal report (2021) indicates that most learners with disabilities in school
in Nepal have physical disabilities (related to movement)—around 0.9 percent of all
enrolled learners—and that these learners frequently drop out when moving from
lower to upper basic. Thus, it makes sense that a higher concentration of learners
with functional difficulty in mobility would be found in special schools (even those
not specifically for learners with physical disabilities), as it is likely they would have
dropped out of other school types.

For communicating, learners in special schools had a statistically significantly
higher likelihood of receiving a functional difficulty rating from their teachers. Similar
to rates reported for mobility, 17.9 percent of learners at special schools were rated
by their teachers as having difficulty communicating, compared with 2.2 percent in
mainstream schools, 6.9 percent in mainstream schools with resource classes, and
0.0 percent in madrasas.

For the cognitive domains of learning, remembering, and concentrating and the
psycho-social domains of accepting change, behavior, and making friends,
learners in special schools were again found to have a statistically significantly
higher likelihood of being rated by their teachers as having a functional difficulty.
Statistically significant higher likelihoods of functional difficulty ratings by teachers
were also found for learners attending mainstream schools with resource centers on
the concentrating domain. No other statistically significant trends were found.
Proportions of learners with functional difficulties in each domain are reported by
school type in Table 11. School type was not found to statistically significantly
increase or decrease anxiety or depression ratings.

Table 11. Percentage of CFM-TV Functional Difficulty Ratings in Cognitive and Psycho-social Domains
by School Type

Mainstream-

Domain Mainstream Special school Madrasa
resource class

© Learning 4.2% 5.8% 23.8%** 0.6%

S | Remembering 3.4% 5.8% 21.8%** 0.6%

O

O | Concentrating 1.2% 3.6%* 17.9%** 0.0%
o 0 —

& £ 1Acgefiting change 2.6% 3.3% 17.7%** 0.0%
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Mainstream-

Domain Mainstream Special school Madrasa
resource class

Controlling behavior 1.7% 2.5% 19.1%** 0.0%

Making friends 0.7% 2.0% 12.7%** 0.0%

Note: One asterisk (*) indicate teachers were statistically significantly more likely to rate learners with a functional
difficulty in this category at p<0.05. Two asterisks (**) indicate that teachers were statistically significantly more
likely to rate learners with a functional difficulty in this category at p<0.01.

One factor associated with the depression domain was teachers’ comfort level with
learners with disabilities—teachers with below-average comfort levels were
statistically significantly more likely to rate learners as having a functional difficulty in
the domain of depression. Teachers with below-average comfort rated 3.6 percent
of their learners as having difficulty with depression (and an additional 4.6 percent
as “I don't know"), while teachers with average or above-average comfort rated only
1.0 percent of learners as having difficulty in depression (and 2.9 percent as “l don't
know").

No factors were statistically significantly associated with increasing or decreasing
the likelihood of anxiety ratings. Overall, only 2.8 percent of learners were rated as
having anxiety difficulty, while teachers responded “I don't know” for 4.1 percent of
their learners.

TEACHERS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE CFM-TV

In Cls and Klls, teachers were overwhelmingly positive about the CFM-TV as a tool to
collect functional difficulty data about learners. Most respondents felt it should be
the responsibility of the grade teacher to complete CFM-TVs, although many
respondents also expressed that PCGs should be involved as “[teachers] can't say
how [learners] are at home.” Some respondents also felt that school principals or
local governments should be responsible for data collection. One teacher indicated
that persons with disabilities should be included in the process, as “they are the most
responsible individuals in society who can improve the lives of people with
disabilities. Involving people with disabilities themselves in data collection can help
them feel motivated and confident to move forward.”

Many teachers indicated that completing the CFM-TV was easy and helped them
reflect on individual learners in new ways, even changing their perceptions of
learners. As one teacher explained, “The CFM-TV enabled [me] to understand many
contexts on disability and difficulty. This was an opportunity to think about the
students and their functioning and school environment.” While encouraging, this
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conflicted with data collected during Cls where it was apparent that teachers had
trouble responding to some domains. Most reported that the background materials
and CFM-TV helped them understand disability differently or clarified the difference
between disability and functional difficulty, but many requested additional training
on these concepts as well as teaching practices to support learners with disabilities.
One teacher commented during data collection, saying, “It's all about administering
the questionnaire. Don't you have any training related [to supporting] people with
disabilities?” Another teacher indicated that although he had no training on
functional difficulties or teaching learners with disabilities, “training would enhance
[my] ability to reach out to them.”

Teachers also appreciated the breadth of the domains. Many teachers indicated
that they did not usually consider all the domains—especially psycho-social
domains—when reflecting on if a child had a functional difficulty or disability. As one
teacher explained, “The strength of the tool lies in its ability to focus on various
aspects of learners’ function and help identify [the teachers’] responsibilities as well.
In the past, [we] used to focus solely on learners’ academic performance, but now
[our] perspective has changed.”

While teachers generally were positive about the CFM-TV, some expressed concerns
about its administration. A few teachers felt the tool was time-consuming and
challenging to complete for large classes.*? Several teachers expressed confusion
with many of the psycho-social domains. Many teachers with more experience with
learners with disabilities, especially teachers at special schools, acknowledged that
the tool is insufficient to identify learners correctly. One resource class teacher stated
that the tool is inappropriate for identifying learners for a screening of functional
difficulties or disabilities because “it is not that simple to detect such cases.” More
experienced teachers expressed concern that new or visiting teachers would not be
familiar enough with learners to assess them appropriately. As one teacher shared, “I
knew [the difficulty rating] for some [learners] based on how much | know them, but |
got worried about how to answer for those whom | don’t know very well.”

Teachers suggested that the background material explaining the difference between
the medical and social models of disability was explicit and helpful in interpreting the
CFM-TV tool. However, teachers also requested training on the CFM-TV tool and

functional difficulty domains in Cls and KllIs. Indeed, 96.2 percent of teachers reported
that training on the CFM-TV questionnaire would be helpful; this included 25 of the 26

32 During the pilot, enumerators tracked how long it took teachers to complete CFM-TVs. On average, it took teachers
75 minutes to complete 30 CFM-TVs.
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teachers who reported already trained in the CFM domains. Teachers also proposed
that the CFM-TV items could include examples to clarify domains.

RESEARCH QUESTION 3: HOW CONSISTENT ARE LEARNERS’ FUNCTIONAL
DIFFICULTY CLASSIFICATIONS AS IDENTIFIED BY THE CFM-TV AND CFM? HOW
CONSISTENT ARE LEARNERS’ FUNCTIONAL DIFFICULTY OR DISABILITY
CLASSIFICATIONS AS IDENTIFIED BY THE CFM-TV AND MEDICAL SCREENERS IN
VISION, HEARING, AND MOBILITY?

This section presents findings that explore the CFM-TV's consistency with the CFM
and medical screenings, two tools that have been tested to measure functioning for
population prevalence measures and identifying disability, respectively. Results
indicate that there is substantial agreement between the CFM-TV and CFM in
identifying overall functional difficulty, but more nuances within individual domains.
Teachers tended to report higher rates of difficulty in almost every domain
compared to PCGs. CFM-TV and medical data suggest agreement between the tools
is sufficient in the domain of vision but substantially lower for hearing and mobility.

PREVALENCE ACCORDING TO TEACHERS AND PRIMARY CAREGIVERS

The study was able to pair CFM-TV and CFM responses for 629 learners. Of the 629
paired responses, 35.9 percent were collected in Rl and 64.1 percent in R2.
Geographically, 44.5 percent were in Bagmati, 31.6 percent in Province 2 (Madhesh
Province), 18.8 percent in Gandaki, and 5.1 percent in Karnali.3® Nearly half (48.0
percent) were from mainstream schools with resource classes, 35.8 percent from
mainstream schools, 10.2 percent from special schools, and 6.0 percent from
madrasas.

Of the 629 paired CFM-TV and CFM responses, 31.8 percent of CFM-TVs were rated by
teachers as having a functional difficulty, compared with 27.5 percent of CFMs rated
by PCGs (Figure 9). There were statistically significant differences between the
proportions of learners rated as having functional difficulties on the CFM-TV and CFM
overall and in every domain, except for depression. In every domain, except vision
and making friends, teachers rated more learners as having a functional difficulty
than did PCGs. Differences were largest in concentrating, accepting change,
learning, and remembering.

33 The proportion of PCGs sampled from Karnali is much lower as Karnali was excluded from R2.
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Figure 9. CFM-TV Percentage Rates Compared to CFM Percentage Rates, Overall and by Domain
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Note: an asterisk (*) indicates that differences between CFM-TV and CFM prevalence are statisticially significant at p<0.05.

AGREEMENT BETWEEN TEACHER AND PRIMARY CAREGIVER RESPONSES

The validity study compared the rates of agreement between teachers’ responses
on the CFM-TV and PCGs' responses on the CFM. Because the WG has validated the
CFM for prevalence in other contexts, comparing these responses provides insight
into how teacher responses on the CFM-TV might compare with the CFM to estimate
functional difficulty prevalence. Finally, these levels of agreement were also assessed
using an IRR analysis, specifically Cohen’s kappa test.3* Kappa scores calculate the
proportion of ratings in which raters (teachers and PCGs) agree, considering that
raters may have agreed due to random chance. As shown in Table 12, agreement
rates ranged between 84.9 percent (any functional difficulty) and 93.4 percent
(mobility). According to the interpretation table, hearing presented the highest
kappa score of 0.64, or moderate agreement. Other kappa scores ranged from 0.63
for any functional difficulty to -0.01 for depression—indicating no agreement. These
findings are consistent with results from Fiji, where teachers reported higher
proportions of functional difficulty in anxiety and depression and negligible
correlations with PCGs (Sprunt, 2019, p. 10).

34 Kappa scores less than zero are usually interpreted as no agreement; between 0.01-0.20 as slight agreement;
between 0.21-0.40 as fair agreement; between 0.41-0.60 as moderate agreement; between 0.61-0.80 as substantial
agreement; and between 0.81-1.0 as near perfect agreement (Cohen, 1960). Rates of agreement for teachers and
PCGs were calculated using overall functional difficulty ratings for each domain using the standard cutoff, including
“I don't know"” responses, rather than the full set of difficulty responses.

50



Table 12. Agreement and Kappa Coefficient for CFM-TV and CFM Responses

Domain Agreement Expected
agreement?®

Any functional difficulty 84.9% 55.2% 0.63***
Vision 90.6% 78.73% 0.56***
Hearing 93.0% 80.6% 0.64***
Mobility 93.4% 9.1% 0.26%**
Communicating 89.2% 83.3% 0.35%**
Learning 86.4% 80.3% 0.37%**
Remembering 85.9% 79.8% 0.30%***
Concentrating 88.3% 86.6% 0.14***
Accepting change 84.9% 82.4% 0.14%**
Controlling behavior 88.5% 85.5% 0.27%x*
Making friends 92.8% 90.3% 0.27***
Anxiety 88.1% 87.5% 0.04***
Depression 88.5% 88.7% -0.01

Note: Three asterisks (***) indicate that the kappa coefficient is statistically significant at p<0.001. No asterisks
indicate that the coefficient is not statistically significant.

Factors Associated with CFM-TV and CFM Agreement

To explore factors associated with CFM-TV and CFM agreement, analysts conducted
chi-square tests between agreement in all functional difficulty domains and various
variables from the teacher survey, PCG survey, and school data.*® Variables with a
statistically significant relationship to agreement between teacher and PCG
responses in individual chi-square tests were then added as a logistic regression
model for each domain. The factors reported as statistically significant in the
following sections were found to statistically significantly increase or decrease the

% Expected agreement refers to the proportion of agreements that are expected to occur by chance as a result of
raters scoring randomly.

% School data variables included province, school type, timing of data collection (R1 or R2), teacher gender, class
size, teachers’ years of experience, teacher’s self-reported level of familiarity with the learner, if teachers had
received training in CFM domains previously, language of instruction, teachers’ self-reported level of comfort
teaching learners with disabilities, if teachers had received training in inclusive education (self-reported), if teachers
had at least household member with a disability, if the PCG had a functional difficulty, the PCG's relation to the
learner, if the PCG had at least one household member with a disability, if the child lived at home or in a hostel, and if
the learner had received a medical diagnosis previously, as reported by the PCG.
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odds of agreement between CFM-TV and CFM responses while controlling for other
variables in the logistic regression models.

Overall Agreement Between Teachers and Primary Caregivers

Factors statistically significantly affecting agreement between teacher and PCG
ratings for overall functional difficulty included the timepoint of the data collection,
teacher familiarity with learners, the learner having received a medical diagnosis
previously, and language of instruction.

Timepoint of data collection: During R], data was collected from a sample of
teachers in the middle of the school year. In R2, data was collected from a different
sample of teachers about different learners during the first two weeks of the school
year. Records collected during R1 were statistically significantly less likely to have
agreement between teacher and PCG responses. There was an agreement between
CFM-TV and CFM responses for 79.2 percent of the records in R1, while in R2, there was
an agreement for 88.1 percent of records.

PCGs’ prevalence of functional difficulty did not change between timepoints, as
shown in Figure 10, whereas teachers’ prevalence was statistically significantly lower
in R2 compared to RI.

Figure 10. CFM-TV and CFM Prevalence Ratings by Round
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Note: One asterisk (*) indicates differences between prevalence ratings in R1 and R2 are statistically significant at p<0.05

Teacher’s familiarity®”: Teachers who knew learners “not at all” were statistically
significantly less likely to agree on a learner’s functional difficulty with PCGs. Overall,
48.2 percent of teachers reported knowing learners “very well;” 32.8 percent reported
knowing learners “somewhat well;” 14.9 percent reported knowing learners “not very
well;” and 4.1 percent reported knowing learners “not at all.” Of the teachers who

% Teachers were asked to rate their familiarity of the learner for whom they were completing a CFM-TV using the
following levels: Not at all - | have not spoken to this student individually before; Not very well - | have spoken to this
student individually a few times; Somewhat well - | have spoken to this student individually and know their
personality; Very well - | speak with this student individually frequently, | know their personality and family.
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indicated they did not know their learners at all, 92.3 percent were in R2. As shown in
Figure 11, teachers who were not at all familiar with learners agreed with PCGs for only
65.4 percent of learners—substantially below the overall agreement rate of 84.9
percent—while teachers who knew learners very well agreed with PCGs for 84.2
percent of learners. Differences between rates of agreement among teachers who
knew learners not very well, somewhat well, and very well were not statistically
significant.

Figure 11. Percentage of CFM-TV and CFM Agreement by Teacher Familiarity

Learner’'s medical diagnosis: If learners had previously been medically diagnosed
as having a disability according to the Government of Nepal’s disability categories,
teacher and PCG responses were statistically significantly less likely to agree.*® More
than one in five PCGs (21.0 percent) reported that their child had previously received
a medical diagnosis in one of these categories. Of learners who had received a
medical diagnosis, 78.8 percent of teacher and PCG responses agreed, compared
with 86.5 percent of responses for learners who had not received a medical
diagnosis. It is unclear why this may affect teacher and PCG agreement and requires
further research.

Language of instruction: Having a language of instruction other than Nepali
statistically significantly increased the likelihood that the teacher and PCG responses
agreed. More than one-third of records (35.9 percent) collected from both teachers
and PCGs were for learners in classrooms where Nepali was not the predominant
language of instruction. Teachers’ and PCGs’ responses agreed for 91.4 percent of
learners who were in classrooms where the language of instruction was not Nepali or
NSL, compared with 81.4 percent of cases where Nepali was the predominant
language of instruction. For learners in NSL classrooms, teacher and PCG responses
agreed in 90.4 percent of cases, though this difference was not statistically

% These categories include physical disability, vision-related disability, hearing-related disability, deaf-blind, voice
and speech-related disability, mental disability, intellectual disability, hemophilia, autism, and multiple disabilities.
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significant when controlling for other factors, likely due to a smaller sample size.*
Agreement in Specific Domains

Several factors were found to influence the likelihood of CFM-TV and CFM agreement
in 11 of the 12 individual domains (Table 13). Factors in yellow indicate an increase in
agreement associated with that factor, while factors in red indicate a decrease. Only
in “making friends” were no factors found to increase or decrease agreement.
Results are disaggregated by agreement between teachers and PCGs in Annex lIl.

Table 13. Factors Increasing or Decreasing Teacher and Primary Caregiver Agreement by Domains
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Teacher's familiarity
with learner

Increase | Increase
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Increase | Increase
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Increase | Increase | Increase | Increase | Increase
* *k Kk

- Accepting change

Increase
Kk

Learner’s previous
diagnosis

Increase
*%

Increase
*

Increase
*k

Teacher’s household
includes a person with
disability

Teacher trained in
functional difficulty

R1or R2 data
collection timepoint

Increase?
o

School type

Teacher’s level of Increase | Increase
comfort with disability : :

Increase®

Learner’s residence **

I: Decrease when data collection timepoint is “R1.” 2: Decrease when the school type is “special school.” 3: Increase
when the residence is “hostel.” Note: Two asterisks (**) indicate significance at p<0.01 and one asterisk (*) indicates
significance at p<0.0.

As with considering the presence of any functional difficulty, teacher familiarity with
the learner was an important factor in increasing teacher and PCG agreement on

3% Paired records from teachers and PCGs were collected for 52 learners in NSL classrooms.
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specific domains. Teacher familiarity increased the likelihood of agreement between
the CFM-TV and CFM results in all other domains except making friends. Similarly, a
learner’s previous medical diagnosis in the disability categories of Nepal was a
common factor impacting agreement overall and at the domain level, impacting six
of the 12 domains. However, it affected domains differently. The presence of a
previous medical diagnosis increased the likelihood of teachers and PCGs agreeing
on three domains: learning, concentrating, and anxiety. It had the opposite effect on
communication, accepting change, and controlling behavior, where it was
associated with decreasing teachers’ and PCGs’ agreement.

Two factors consistently decreased the likelihood of teacher and PCG agreement: if
the teacher had a household member who was a person with a disability and
teacher had previously received training on functional difficulty domains.*® The
teacher’s household including persons with disabilities decreased the likelihood of
agreement with PCGs in six domains: vision, hearing, accepting change, controlling
behavior, anxiety, and depression. Nearly half of the teachers (45.2 percent) reported
they had at least one person in their household with a disability. Teachers’ previous
training in functional difficulty domains reduced the odds of agreement between
teachers and PCGs in six domains: vision, mobility, commmunicating, learning,
remembering, and concentrating. Overall, 19.5 percent of learners with PCG ratings
were also rated by teachers who reported having training in functional difficulties.
One hypothesis explaining this is that because teachers had more familiarity with
disability and the functional domains, they may have assessed difficulty differently
compared to PCGs who presumably did not have this training.

Several other factors increased or decreased teacher and PCG agreement rates in
one or two domains. These include the round of data collection, school type,
teacher’s level of comfort teaching learners with disabilities, the PCG's relation to the
child, and the child’s residence. However, none of these factors predicted teacher
and PCG agreement across multiple domains as consistently as the previously
mentioned factors.

PREVALENCE ACCORDING TO TEACHERS AND MEDICAL SCREENINGS

The study paired CFM-TV and medical screening results in vision, hearing, and
mobility for 408 learners from 20 schools in R2. More than one-half (54.7 percent) of
learners were in Bagmati, 28.7 percent in Province 2 (Madhesh Province), and 16.7
percent in Gandaki. More than one-hallf (57.8 percent) of learners were from

4% Some teachers in the Sikai project received training on the CFM module before administering it as a pre-screening
tool.
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mainstream schools with resource classes, 36.2 percent from mainstream schools
without resource classes, and 5.9 percent from special schools.

Figure 12 shows the proportion of learners who were rated by their teachers as
having a functional difficulty on the CFM-TV compared with those who screened
positive as having an impairment.* CFM-TV had the closest rating to medical
screening results in mobility, while the greatest disparity was in hearing.
Comparisons of prevalence according to the CFM have been included for context,
though the study does not aim to validate the CFM against medical screenings.*
Results mirror those found in the previous section, with teachers reporting higher
rates of functional difficulty than PCGs in each domain except vision. All differences
between CFM-TV, CFM, and medical screening results are statistically significant,
though results for mobility should be interpreted with caution given the small
number of learners identified as having a functional difficulty on the CFM-TV (n=11),
the CFM (n=2), and the medical screening (n=17).

Figure 12. CFM-TV, CFM, and Medical Screening Results
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Note: An asterisk (*) indicates that differences between CFM-TV and Medical prevalence are statistically significant
at p<0.05, an obelisk (1) indicates that differences between CFM-TV and CFM prevalence are statistically significant
at p<0.05, and section sign (§) indicates that differences between CFM and medical prevalence are statistically
significant at p<0.05.

AGREEMENT BETWEEN TEACHER AND MEDICAL RESULTS

Learner medical screening findings were compared against the CFM-TV findings.

4 For vision medical cutoffs were defined as follows using the better eye: non-case: 6/6 to 6/12; non-case: mild < 6/12
to 6/18; case: moderate < 6/18 to 6/60; case: severe <6/60 to 3/60; case: blindness<6/60. For hearing, medical cutoffs
were defined using the average decibel (dB) level for the better ear as follows: non-case (0-34 dB, with mild
impairment between 20-34dB); 35-49 dB (moderate); 50-64 dB (moderately severe); 65-79 dB (severe); 280 dB
(profound).

42 PCG response rates varied from teacher response rates, so the number of paired records from PCGs and medical
screenings differed from that of teachers and medical screenings. The study collected 395 paired CFM and medical
records in vision, 382 paired CFM and medical records in hearing, and 377 in Walking/mobility.
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Researchers analyzed the rates of true positives, false positives, true negatives, and
false negatives. The rates of medical and CFM-TV agreement were explored using
the same IRR analysis outlined earlier in this report.

Table 14 compares CFM-TV ratings to medical screenings for vision, hearing, and
mobility functionality difficulties or impairments. Results are categorized as true
positives, true negatives, false positives, and false negatives. True positives are
learners with impairment—as assessed with medical screenings and defined as
cases as outlined in the Tools section—who were correctly identified on the CFM-TV
as having difficulty in the corresponding domain. This also gives a picture of the
sensitivity of the tool—the degree to which a test designates an individual with a
condition as positive. True negatives are learners without impairments whom the
CFM-TV also correctly identified as not having a functional difficulty. This also
indicates specificity—the ability of a test to designate an individual who does not
have a condition as negative. False positives are learners without impairments
whom the CFM-TV identified as having a functional difficulty. False negatives are
learners with impairments whom the CFM-TV identified as not having a functional
difficulty. The proportion of learners for whom CFM-TV responses were accurate in
comparison with medical screenings was 93.2 percent for vision, 86.8 percent for
hearing, and 95.7 percent for mobility.

Table 14. True and False Positive and Negative Rates of CFM-TV

CFM-TV accuracy Vision (n=384) | Hearing (n=341) | Mobility (n=375)

True positive:
Impairment and CFM-TV functional 1.7% 10.3% 1.6%
difficulty (Sensitivity)

True negative:
No impairment and no CFM-TV functional
difficulty

(Specificity)

81.5% 76.5% 94.1%

Percentage of accurate CFM-TV

identification

False positive:

No impairment but CFM-TV functional 1.8% 0.3% 1.3%
difficulty

False negative:

Impairment but no CFM-TV functional 5.0% 12.9% 2.9%
difficulty

Percentage of inaccurate CFM-TV

identification
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The following sections further explore the CFM-TV's performance in comparison to
medical screenings for vision and hearing. Because the number of learners with a
functional difficulty or medical impairment in mobility was so low, results from further
analysis are inconclusive. However, a discussion of these findings can be found in
Annex VIII.

Vision Agreement

The level of agreement between the medical assessment and teachers’ CFM-TV
response for learners with vision impairments totals 93.2 percent, as shown in Table
15, excluding teacher responses of “I don't know.” Cells that represent areas where
the medical screenings and teacher ratings agree are highlighted in blue. For
example, teachers and medical screeners agreed that 313 learners (93.2 percent)
did not have a functional difficulty or vision impairment. The kappa score of 0.73
suggests a substantial agreement between teachers and medical screeners.

Table 15. Agreement between CFM-TV and Medical Screenings, Vision

Medical screening—vision

Teacher CFM-TV response

No impairment ‘ Impairment (Case)

No functional difficulty 81.5% (313) 4.9% (19)

Functional difficulty 1.8% (7) 11.7% (45)

86.5% (332)

13.5% (52)

83.3% (320) 16.7% (64) 100.0% (384)

Agreement Expected agreement Kappa score

93.2% 0.73***

(Agreements highlighted in blue) **% 5¢0,001

Chi-square tests or Fisher’s exact tests uncovered several factors that influenced
rates of agreement between CFM-TV and medical screening in vision. These
included teacher familiarity with learners, if the teacher has at least one person with
a disability in their household. Teacher familiarity with learners increased the
likelihood of agreement between teachers and medical screeners, with only 54.2
percent of teachers who knew their learners “not at all” matching with medical
screeners compared to 86.6 percent of teachers who knew learners “not very well,”
91.7 percent of teachers who knew learners “somewhat well,” and 92.3 percent of
teachers who knew learners “very well.” Teachers with household members with
disabilities were less likely to agree with screeners, with 77.1 percent of teachers with
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household members with disabilities agreeing with screeners compared to 94.7
percent of teachers without anyone in the household with a disability.

The rate at which teachers failed to identify a learner with a functional difficulty when
medical screenings identified an impairment—a false negative—gives a picture of
learners whom teachers missed in their ratings. Of the 64 learners whose medical
screening found a vision impairment, teachers missed 19 and categorized them as
having no functional difficulty (29.7 percent of learners with vision impairments).
Teachers rated 10 of the learners from mainstream schools with resource classes as
having “some difficulty.” The other nine were rated as having “no difficulty.” This
indicates that the lower cutoff of “some difficulty” might cast a wider net to ensure
learners potentially needing medical services would be identified but would not
sufficiently include all learners. Of these 19 learners, 11 came from a mainstream
school with a resource class for learners who are blind; two came from a special
school for learners with physical disabilities; and two came from mainstream
schools. Teachers rated their familiarity with these learners as very familiar (42.1
percent), somewhat familiar (36.8 percent), and not very familiar (21.1 percent).

A detailed two-way table showing all the different response categories for the CFM-
TV and medical screening in vision illustrates further exploration into the nuances of
teacher ratings compared to screening results, as seen in Table 16. The table also
shows the mean visual acuity of learners in each category, presented as a decimal.®

Table 16. CFM-TV and Medical Screenings Response Categories, Vision

Visual Acuity Medical screening-vision
Teacher Non-cases Cases
CFM-TV MEsR 95%
responses confidence | Noimpairment Mild Moderate Severe Blindness
(decimal) il (6/6-6/12; | (<6/12-6/18; | (< 6/18-6/60; | (< 6/60-3/60; | (< 6/60;
1.0-0.5) 0.5-0.3) 0.3-0.1) 0.1-0.05) <0.1)
No difficulty 0.92 0.89 |094| 71.4%(274) 1.3% (5) 4.2% (16) 1.6% (8) 0.8% (3) | 79.2% (304)
Some difficulty 0.47 0.31 0.62 31% (12) 0.3% (1) 1.3% (5) 0.5% (2) 21% (8) 7.3% (28)
Alot of difficulty.  0.20 0.04 |0.36 0.8% (3) 0.0% (0) 0.5% (2) 1.3% (5) 3.4% (13) | 6.0% (23)
Cannotdo atall 0.09 -0.03 | 0.21 0.5% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.0% (27) | 7.6% (29)
Total 0.80 0.76 | 0.84| 75.8% (291) 1.6% (6) 6.0% (23) 3.4% (13) |13.3% (51) [100.0% (384)

A review of the average visual acuity of learners in each CFM-TV category indicates

43 Decimal notation is an indication of the visual acuity using the Snellen fraction in decimal form. For example, a
Snellen fraction of 6/6 corresponds to decimal notation of 1. Decimal conversions for counting fingers, hand motions,
light perception, and no light perception were conducted using values outlined in Moussa, 2020.
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that on average, learners rated as having some difficulty had a visual acuity of 0.47
corresponding to mild visual impairment (not qualifying as a medical case).
Learners rated as having a lot of difficulty had a mean visual acuity of 0.20,
corresponding to moderate case severity.

Ideally, teacher categorizations of functional difficulty—top to bottom—should show
a matching vision medical classification pattern—left to right. This pattern is present
for the most part in Table 16. However, there are many instances where teachers
rated learners at a very different level of functional difficulty than medical screeners
identified impairment. For example, teachers rated 25 learners who did have at least
moderate impairments with their vision according to the medical screening as
having “no difficulty” seeing, indicating that teachers missed 28.7 percent of learners
with at least a moderate vision impairment (25 of 87).

Researchers also reviewed the CFM's performance in comparison with medical
screening to better understand the CFM-TV tool's performance in comparison (see
Table 17). In vision, agreement between the CFM and medical screenings were
slightly higher than the CFM-TV's, with an agreement rate of 95.2 percent. Similarly,
reliability as measured by kappa was higher (0.81), indicating near perfect
agreement. PCGs also had a lower false positive rate in vision of 3.3 percent
(compared to 5.0 percent for the CFM-TV). However, PCGs also missed 13 learners
with vision impairments, indicating that the CFM also does not perfectly identify
learners with the standard cutoff. Using the cutoff of “some difficulty,” this number
dropped to eight learners who were misidentified.

Table 17. Agreement between CFM and Medical Screenings, Vision

Medical screening—vision

PCG CFM response

No impairment Impairment (Case)

No functional difficulty 82.5% (326) 3.3% (13) 85.8% (339)

Functional difficulty 1.5% (6) 12.7% (50) 14.2% (56)
84.1% (332) 16.0% (63) 100.0% (395)
95.2% 74.7% 0.81%**
(Agreements highlighted in blue) #*% 5¢0.001

Hearing Agreement

Results of the hearing medical screening are shown in Table 18, excluding teacher
responses of “| don't know.” The hearing screening had the lowest level of agreement
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(86.1 percent) of the three tools with the CFM-TV. A kappa score of 0.54 indicates only
moderate agreement between the tools.

Table 18. Agreement between CFM-TV and Medical Screenings, Hearing

Medical screening—hearing

Teacher CFM-TV response

No impairment Impairment (Case)

No functional difficulty 75.3% (244) ‘ 13.6% (44)

Functional difficulty 0.3% (1) 10.8% (35) ‘

88.9% (288)

1.1% (36)

Total 75.6% (245) 24.4% (79) 100.0% (324)

Agreement Expected agreement Kappa score

86.1% 0.54%*xx*

(Agreements highlighted in blue) **% 1¢0,001
g ghlig p

The lower level of agreement for hearing is explained mainly by false negatives from
teachers on the CFM-TV. In R2, 44 out of the 288 learners rated with no hearing
functional difficulties on the CFM-TV (15.3 percent) were subsequently identified as
having hearing impairments through the medical screening. This represents just over
half of the learners who were identified with hearing impairments (44 of 79). In this
case, teachers missed 55.7 percent of learners who may benefit from additional
medical and other types of services in hearing. Of these 44 false negatives, 90.9
percent were rated as having no difficulty with a mean hearing threshold of 44.0 dB—
corresponding to moderate hearing impairment. Additionally, 9.1 percent were rated
as having some difficulty with a hearing threshold of 42.8 dB. In this case, using the
lower cutoff of some difficulty would not have identified many of the learners
possibly benefitting from additional medical and other types of services in hearing.

Chi-square or Fisher’s exact tests uncovered several factors that influenced rates of
agreement between CFM-TV and medical screening in hearing. These included
teacher familiarity with learners, if the teacher has at least one person with a
disability in their household, and if the child lived at home or in a hostel. Teacher
familiarity with learners increased the likelihood of agreement between teachers and
medical screeners, with only 37.5 percent of teachers who knew their learners “not at
all” matching with medical screeners compared to 56.6 percent of teachers who
knew learners “not very well,” 68.7 percent of teachers who knew learners “somewhat
well,” and 67.7 percent of teachers who knew learners “very well.” Teachers with
household members with disabilities were less likely to agree with screeners, with
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52.2 percent of teachers with household members with disabilities agreeing with
screeners compared to 70.0 percent of teachers without anyone in the household
with a disability. Teachers of learners who lived in a hostel were significantly less
likely to agree with medical screeners, with 32.6 percent agreeing compared to 68.6
percent of teachers of learners who live at home.

Table 19 explores teacher and medical classifications in more detail and includes the
mean hearing threshold for each difficulty category. For example, where teachers
rated learners as having “no difficulty” with hearing, 40 learners were medically
screened as having between “moderate” to “profound” hearing impairments. In
addition, the average hearing threshold for learners with a lot of difficulty was 77.1 dB,
while the lowest level for hearing impairment is 35 dB. As noted before, this indicates
that teachers are missing a portion of learners who would benefit from medical
screening and potentially medical and other types of hearing-related services.

Table 19. CFM-TV and Medical Screening Response Categories, Hearing

Medical screening-hearing

Cases
Teacher 95%
CEM-TV co.nfidence Moderate | Moderately | Severe Profound
responses interval Non-case (35-49dB) | severe |(65-79dB)| (>79dB)
50-64 dB
(including Mild, ( )
20-34 dB)

No

236 | 224 | 247 72.2% (234 9.0% (29 25% 0.0% (0 0.9% 4.6% (274
difficulty | > (234) (29) (8) (0) (3) |84.6% (274)
Some

26.8 | 210 | 326 31% (10 0.9% (3 0.3% (1 0.0% (0 0.0% (0) | 4.3% (14
difficulty (10) (3) Q) (0) (0) 6 (14)
A lot of

771 |57.8| 965 0.3% (1 0.6% (2 0.3% (1 0.0% (0 25%(8) | 3.7% (12
difficulty ) (2 ) (0) (8) 6 (12)
Cannotd
a::ITo °| 877 |783| o7 0.0% (0) 03% (1) | 12%(4) | 03%() | 56%(18) | 7.4% (24)

100.0%

Total 288 | 267 310 75.6% (245) | 10.8% (35) | 4.3%(14) | 0.3%(1) | 9.0% (29) (324)

Comparisons between the CFM and medical screenings in hearing showed similar
performance to that of the CFM-TV, as shown in Table 20. PCGs agreed with 85.6
percent of medical screenings, resulting in a kappa score of 0.46, indicating
moderate agreement. PCGs had a slightly higher false negative rate than teachers—
14.4 percent compared to 12.9 percent, respectively. As with the CFM-TV, using a
lower cutoff of “some difficulty” only identified 19 of the 55 learners that PCGs
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indicated did not have a functional difficulty but were found to have a hearing
impairment.

Table 20. Agreement between CFM and Medical Screenings, Hearing

Medical screening—hearing

PCG CFM response

No impairment Impairment (Case)

No functional difficulty 77.5% (297) 14.4% (55) 92.2% (352)

Functional difficulty 0.0% (0) 7.9% (30) 7.9% (30)

77.7% (297) 22.3% (85) 100.0% (382)

Agreement Expected agreement Kappa score
85.6% 73.4% 0.46%**
(Agreements highlighted in blue) *#% 0<0.001

CONCLUSION

This validity study presents a picture of factors affecting the CFM-TV's potential to
provide data that would allow reading outcomes to be disaggregated by disability
status and to serve as a pre-screening tool.

In regard to the study’s first purpose, results indicate that, in Nepal, the CFM-TV
may be a valid tool for providing estimates of overall disability prevalence and
could be used for disaggregating reading outcomes from national assessment
surveys for similar estimating purposes. In overall functional difficulty, the CFM-TV
showed substantial agreement with the CFM, which was designed for the purpose of
providing national-level estimates of disability. Given this, the CFM-TV would provide
similar prevalence estimates for reading outcome disaggregation. Validity is also
promising if estimating prevalence in the functional difficulty domains of vision,
hearing, and mobility, as teachers’ interpretations of questions were in scope with
WG /UNICEF definitions. Teachers’ and PCGs’ responses showed substantial to
moderate agreement and reliability for prevalence estimates in these domains and
are in line with previous findings from similar studies. There was also substantial
agreement and reliability in vision ratings from teachers with medical screeners, and
moderate agreement and reliability between hearing ratings from teachers with
medical screeners. In vision and hearing, the CFM-TV and CFM showed similar trends
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in performance in comparison to medical screenings, further indicating that the
CFM-TV functions in a similar manner to the CFM in these domains for the purpose of
estimating disability prevalence.

The CFM-TV may also provide valid data for reading outcome disaggregation in
other contexts besides national-level estimates, though there are several factors
to consider in using the tool for such purposes. Timepoint of data collection, school
type, and language were factors found to affect teachers’ functional difficulty rates
and might affect the validity of disability estimates provided by the CFM-TV. Data
also indicated that estimates of functional difficulty in the psycho-social domains
were less reliable compared to the CFM. These factors and their implications for
disaggregating reading outcomes by disability status are discussed below.

Timepoint of data collection: Valid data for disaggregation in any context is
more likely to be collected from teachers who are familiar with their learners.
Teacher familiarity with learners increases as the school year is underway and
teachers have had some time to become acquainted with their learners.
Although true of all classes, this is an essential consideration in schools with
large class sizes where teachers may not get as much opportunity to observe
all learners in the classroom. If using the CFM-TV for reading outcome
disaggregation, collecting this data at the end of the school year would
provide teachers with more time to become familiar with their learners’ levels
of difficulty.

School type: Teachers in mainstream schools or mainstream schools with
resource classrooms used learners without disabilities as their point of
reference when making comparisons to assess a learner’s level of difficulty.
Comparatively, some teachers in special schools used learners in special
schools as their point of reference, which resulted in lower-than-expected
levels of functional difficulty prevalence in these schools. Although teachers in
special schools knew learners had a disability, they also felt the environment
of the special school did not pose any difficulty for the learner and thus did not
rate some learners as having functional difficulties. If using the CFM-TV to
collect estimates on disability status in programs that include special schools,
efforts should be made to ensure teachers from all schools have standardized
points of reference for assessing functional difficulty.

Language of the tool: Data from Cls indicated that teachers in areas where
Nepali was not the prevalent spoken language or language of instruction—
predominantly Province 2 and, more specifically, madrasas—had more
difficulty understanding the questions on the CFM-TV in relation to other

64



teachers from Nepali-speaking areas. Language of instruction was also found
to be a significant factor differentiating rates of functional difficulty rating in
teachers, indicating that language does affect likelihood of functional
difficulty rating. The GoN has already put considerable effort into finessing
Nepali-language versions of the WG domains and CFM questions, which were
used on the CFM-TV as well. Programs working in areas where Nepali is not the
prevalent language of instruction should carefully consider how they
approach using the CFM-TV. This might include providing teachers with extra
training on the tool's domains in the local language, or investing in adaptation
workshops to ensure adequate translations of the tool are available.

* Psycho-social domain estimates: Several factors were found to affect validity
of the teacher ratings in the psycho-social domains, including their self-
reported confusion around some of the domain definitions, school type, and
comfort teaching learners with disabilities, which specifically affected ratings
in depression. Teacher responses were less consistent with PCGs in the
cognitive and psycho-social domains, with kappa scores below 0.3—slight to
fair agreement—for accepting change, controlling behavior, making friends,
anxiety, and depression. In Cls, teachers also more frequently indicated that
they were unsure of how to interpret the psycho-social domains. Given all
these reasons, use of the CFM-TV data is not recommended for disability
status disaggregation in the psycho-social domains.

During this study, interest surfaced in using the CFM-TV for another purpose that was
not part of the original validity study design: to serve as a pre-screening tool to
collect individual learner-level disability data that would feed into Nepal’s national
EMIS systems. Findings from this study indicate that the CFM-TV is an
inappropriate tool for individual medical pre-screening or for integration into the
country’s EMIS system. Comparisons with medical screening results indicate that
teachers under-reported learners’ functional difficulty in vision, hearing, and mobility.
Agreement and kappa scores between the CFM-TV and medical screening data
indicated substantial agreement (93.2 percent agreement, 0.73 kappa), and
examination of the CFM in comparison to medical screenings showed similar trends
(agreement of 95.2 percent, kappa of 0.81). However, teachers failed to identify 29.7
percent of learners identified by medical screeners with vision impairments (n=19).
The use of the “some difficulty” category as a cutoff identified about half of the
remaining learners with vision impairments, indicating that the tool would not pre-
screen all learners with vision impairment even if using a lower cutoff.

The consistency between teacher ratings of functional difficulty in hearing and
medical screenings was not as strong as in vision, with an agreement rate of 86.1
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percent and a kappa score of 0.54, indicating moderate agreement. The CFM again
performed similarly, with an agreement rate of 85.6 percent and a kappa score of
0.46. Additionally, teachers misidentified 55.7 percent of learners who may have
benefitted from additional medical or other types of services related to hearing.
Using the lower cutoff of “some difficulty” would have only included 9.1 percent of the
learners that teachers misidentified. Thus, this lower cutoff would not have identified
many of the learners who may have benefitted from services in hearing. While
overall agreement was strong between the CFM-TV and mobility screening (95.5
percent agreement), a lower kappa score of 0.41 suggests consistency was only
moderate. The small sample size of learners with mobility impairments did not allow
for more detailed conclusions about the CFM-TVs performance in this domain.

The following sections, organized by research question, discuss findings related to
these conclusions in greater detail. Findings are paired with recommendations for
the next steps and further areas of exploration.

RESEARCH QUESTION 1: WHAT ARE TEACHERS' INTERPRETATIONS OF THE CFM-
TV QUESTIONS?

Understanding teachers’ interpretations of the CFM-TV questions is critical to
understanding the validity of the CFM-TV tool for the proposed purposes under this
study. Teachers'’ interpretations provide evidence related to response processes.
Specifically, if teachers are asked to provide information on learners’ functional
difficulties through the CFM-TV, it is vital to evaluate the cognitive processes
underlying teachers’ rating of their learners—and what may influence these
processes—to understand if the tool fits the purpose.

DISCUSSION

Teacher interpretations of the WG/UNICEF domains aligned with their intended
interpretations to varying degrees across domains. When comparing the intended
interpretations of CFM and CFM-TV domains with descriptions of their interpretations
provided by teachers, there were general similarities for most domains, indicating
that for the purpose of disaggregating reading outcomes, the CFM-TV would provide
reliable estimates of proportions of learners with disabilities as intended by the WG.
However, there were some gaps in interpretation as well, which warrant further
consideration. Many teachers expressed difficulty understanding the domains of
concentrating, accepting change, and anxiety and depression. When assessing if a
learner had a functional difficulty, teachers’ point of reference was learners’
interaction at school and in the classroom, which may provide a limited
perspective of a child’s full range of abilities. While this was anticipated, teacher
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interpretation gaps in certain classroom-specific domains, such as concentrating,
warrant further consideration for the use of CFM-TV data in this domain. Additionally,
some teachers expressed the classroom point of reference as a limitation,
recognizing that their experience with a specific learner may not fully represent the
learner’s abilities or difficulties.

Based on the results of Cls, teachers’ ratings of learners, using the classroom as
their point of reference, may conflate the presence (or non-presence) of a
functional difficulty with a learner’s academic performance. Specifically, some
teachers linked the functional difficulty of seeing with a learner’s ability to write,
remembering with memorization, and concentrating with the ability to follow
instructions.

Additionally, teachers may not have fully understood the definition of a functional
difficulty. The CFM and CFM-TV assess functional difficulties and are characterized
by the notion that a learner may not face a functional difficulty if they are provided
with accommodations that allow them to experience fewer societal barriers—and, in
this context, school and classroom barriers—that they may face due to an
impairment. Results from both interviews and prevalence ratings indicate that
providing background materials, which outlined the differences between
functional difficulty and disability as defined by the GoN, did notimpact how
teachers rated their learners. However, it is essential to recognize that the
background materials provided in this study do not represent comprehensive
training about functional difficulty.

Cl evidence indicates that teachers predominantly used a normative assessment
of their learners instead of a criterion-based assessment. This is in line with the
CFM-TV tool, which, on some items, specifically asks the respondent to assess
learners compared with children of the same age. However, this is complicated in a
classroom setting, in which teachers may not use a reference point equivalent to
other teachers. Teachers in mainstream schools or mainstream schools with
resource classrooms used learners without disabilities as their point of reference.
Comparatively, teachers in special schools used special school learners as their
point of reference. Given that the CFM-TV is a tool based on a definition of functional
abilities, it is not expected that prevalence rates in special schools would be 100
percent. However, if teachers in special schools used children inside and outside of
their school as a reference point, it is possible that the prevalence rates of functional
difficulties among learners in special schools would be different. Recognizing that
teachers use a normative assessment when rating their learners’ functional
difficulty, it is critical to consider school type when interpreting prevalence rates.
This has implications for using the CFM-TV for disaggregation purposes in programs
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that focus on inclusive education programs and specifically include special schools
for learners with disabilities or segregated classrooms.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Provide teachers with training to clarify the concept of functional difficulty
and the objective of the tool. On the teacher survey, almost all teachers
indicated that training in the various domains would be helpful. In Nepal, this
training might outline the differences between functional difficulties and the
GoN defined categories of disability, which include physical disability;
disability related to vision; disability related to hearing; deaf-blindness;
disability related to voice and speech; mental or psycho-social disability;
intellectual disability; disability associated with hemophilia; disability
associated with autism; and multiple disabilities. The amount of training and
its specific content should be explored further. All training should be more
comprehensive than the background materials provided by this study.

Develop school- and classroom-specific interpretations and examples of
the CFM-TV domains. Such interpretations and examples could be valuable
to teachers, given that the current interpretations are based on the CFM and
are related to behaviors generally observed by a PCG. Providing specific
examples of, and trainings on, functional difficulties expressed in classroom
settings and differentiating them from academic performance may help
teachers contextualize the CFM-TV questions to their point of reference.
Special training support should be provided to madrasas, which may be less
equipped to provide inclusive education.

Train teachers, especially those in special schools and resource classes, on
what is intended by “children of the same age” on the CFM-TV. The validity of
the CFM-TV tool for population-level disaggregation of functional difficulty
prevalence may be complicated because teachers used a normative
assessment to rate their learners using a reference point from within their
school. The populations of learners in mainstream schools, mainstream
schools with resource classrooms, special schools, and madrasas may not be
comparable. Normative assessments made by teachers may be specific to
their context. More training for teachers on what is intended by “children of the
same age” could mitigate this issue, as well as specific criteria-based
additions to certain domains, such as those included for mobility in the CFM.
For example, the CFM includes sets of questions around a child’s ability to walk
specific distances on level ground with/without their assistive devices, which
were not included in the CFM-TV. Such examples would need to be carefully
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explored and tested through future studies. Additionally, users of the CFM-TV
tool and its data should be cognizant of the differences in prevalence rates
that may result from the ratings based on school type.

RESEARCH QUESTION 2: TO WHAT EXTENT ARE TEACHER RATINGS ON THE CFM-
TV INFLUENCED BY TEACHER- AND SCHOOL-CHARACTERISTICS?

This study explored factors that might drive higher or lower rates of functional
difficulty ratings. A deeper understanding of these factors generates insight into
variation in CFM-TV data, which provides evidence for specific contexts in which the
CFM-TV is valid for its intended purpose.

DISCUSSION

Findings show that language of instruction, school type, class size, and comfort
teaching learners with disabilities all affected teachers’ overall functional
difficulty ratings for learners and provide insight into contexts in which the CFM-TV
likely would function better as a disaggregating tool for reading outcomes. School
type and class size were the main drivers behind differences in functional difficulty
prevalence rates for most domains.

First, a class’s language of instruction statistically significantly affected functional
difficulty prevalence ratings by teachers, specifically for classrooms using NSL. Higher
rates of functional difficulty were found in classes where NSL was used, and lower
rates were found in classrooms not using Nepali or NSL. This finding is not especially
surprising given that it is heavily driven by learners in special schools and resource
classrooms.

Second, as might be expected, a higher prevalence of functional difficulty was
found in special schools and resource classes, although teachers indicated that not
all learners had functional difficulties. This may indicate that teachers in these
schools were unevenly applying a definition of functioning in their ratings, as
indicated by the example of a school for learners with cerebral palsy where teachers
did not feel that learners had difficulty in the school. This may affect the validity of
the tool’s results in these contexts, and additional consideration should be given to
use of the CFM-TV as a disaggregation method for programs focusing on inclusive
education.

While it is expected that more learners were rated as having a functional difficulty in
mainstream schools with resource classrooms and special schools, an
exceptionally low proportion of learners in madrasas were rated by their teachers
as having a functional difficulty (1.2 percent). Inclusive education may be

69



disproportionately under-resourced in these communities, pointing to the need for
careful and thoughtful engagement and training of teachers in madrasas.

Third, class size also affected teachers’ overall functional difficulty ratings. Teachers
with lower-than-average class sizes reported 30.7 percent of their learners as having
a functional difficulty, while teachers with average-or-higher class sizes reported
only 12.6 percent of their learners as having a functional difficulty. Teachers in larger
classes may not be able to get to know learners very well, and as explained in
interviews, teachers had some hesitance about their ability to credibly complete
the CFM-TV for learners whom they did not know. More experienced teachers
indicated that teachers new to the school might have more difficulty completing the
CFM-TV for learners, and interview comments from R2 confirmed that teachers at the
beginning of the school year were not yet very familiar with their learners. Teacher
comments further indicated they assumed no functional difficulties if they had not
seen them otherwise in learners. Given this, collecting prevalence data at the end of
the school year would likely provide a better estimate of learners’ disability status for
disaggregation.

Finally, teachers’ self-reported comfort level teaching learners with disabilities was a
statistically significant factor in their propensity to rate learners as having a
functional difficulty. Teachers with above-average comfort levels teaching learners
with disabilities had statistically significantly lower odds of rating a learner as
having functional difficulty. Teachers with average-or-higher rates of comfort
teaching learners with disabilities—more likely to be mainstream teachers—rated 14.1
percent of learners as having functional difficulties, compared with a rate of 30.5
percent among teachers with below-average comfort—more likely to be special
school teachers. One hypothesis explaining this is that teacher comfort levels may
be impacted by the Dunning-Kruger effect, where mainstream teachers report
higher levels of comfort because they are less exposed to teaching learners with
disabilities, and teachers in special schools report lower levels of comfort because
they are more familiar with the competencies needed. This may indicate that as
teachers expand their skills in providing inclusive instruction, accommodating
learners with disabilities, and as their comfort in working with learners grows,
teachers’ perception of difficulty may change. While this is seemingly a positive
potential outcome, there are also risks. Of all teachers who completed the CFM-TV,
36.3 percent reported never receiving any training on inclusive education or
supporting learners with disabilities. If teachers are not given proper training in
inclusive education practices, teachers may not be able to sufficiently
accommodate and respond to the needs of learners identified by the CFM-TV as
having a functional difficulty, leading to learners’ isolation and stigmatization in
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the classroom. While studying teacher practices for learners with disabilities in the
classroom was outside of the scope of this study, this is an important consideration
to keep in mind for use of the CFM-TV tool and warrants further exploration.

Evidence from interviews indicates that teachers felt the CFM-TV was an
appropriate tool to collect data on learners’ functional difficulty, but some
teachers had concerns about their own ability to accurately complete the CFM-TV
as they did not have a full picture of learner behavior. Teachers reported that the
CFM-TV was comprehensive, but comments indicate that, currently, teachers were
not well versed in assessing psycho-social areas. This indicates that for the purpose
of disaggregating reading outcomes, the CFM-TV likely would be a sufficient tool for
estimating prevalence, but caution should be exercised in interpreting ratings in
psycho-social domains. In interviews, teachers predominantly agreed that learners
with functional difficulties have academic potential, with the caveat that they
must be given proper support and resources. This perception did not influence the
way teachers rated learners’ functional difficulty, indicating that reporting is
independent of teachers’ attitudes. Many teachers stated in interviews that they did
not feel equipped to support learners, although 63.7 percent of teachers reported
receiving at least one training in inclusive education. These attitudes did seem to
influence teachers’ functional difficulty ratings.

Nearly all teachers felt the class/grade teacher should be responsible for collecting
functional difficulty data (rather than a subject teacher who only spends one hour a
day with a class teaching a specific topic). Class/grade teachers are the most
familiar with learners and are thus best positioned to provide reliable data about
those individuals. The opinion that class/grade teachers should collect this data did
not moderate teachers’ ratings, but as previously mentioned, teacher class size, a
proxy for their familiarity with learners, was a significant factor in predicting
functional difficulty ratings. Similarly, teachers were statistically significantly less
likely to rate a learner as having a functional difficulty in seeing in Rl when teachers
were more familiar with their learners. This further indicates that teacher familiarity
with learners moderates ratings.

RECOMMENDATIONS

+ Provide examples of functional difficulties in a classroom setting, as
mentioned in Research Question 1. This would help teachers managing large
classrooms to familiarize themselves with specific patterns and behaviors.
While likely helpful, this would require extensive testing to ensure that
examples did not bias teachers’ perceptions.

 Provide training on the WG/UNICEF domains as well as supporting learners
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with disabilities before administering the CFM-TV, as suggested in
recommendations about Research Question 1. In addition to introducing the
CFM domains and clarifying the difference between functional difficulty and
disability, training should include supporting learners with disabilities through
inclusive instruction, proper accommodations, and modifications. Teachers
expressed an appetite for stronger skills in this area. It would benefit teachers
to support learners who they identify as having a functional difficulty after
completing the CFM-TV. In addition, CFM-TV training should consider how to
develop and design content in schools that currently are not set up for
inclusive education, such as in madrasas.

e Adapt the CFM-TV into local languages when using the tool for national-
level disaggregates. Many teachers in Province 2 (Madhesh Province) used a
non-Nepali language of instruction. Feedback on Cls and KllIs indicates that
teachers did not understand the Nepali-language background materials.
Translating the CFM-TV and supporting documents would require careful
identification of experts in disability and functioning difficulties with fluency in
proposed languages. A strong translation may require several iterations of
piloting.

RESEARCH QUESTION 3: HOW CONSISTENT ARE LEARNERS’ FUNCTIONAL
DIFFICULTY CLASSIFICATIONS AS IDENTIFIED BY THE CFM-TV AND CFM? HOW
CONSISTENT ARE LEARNERS’ FUNCTIONAL DIFFICULTY OR DISABILITY
CLASSIFICATIONS AS IDENTIFIED BY THE CFM-TV AND MEDICAL SCREENERS IN
VISION, HEARING, AND MOBILITY?

To better understand the validity of the CFM-TV, results were compared against
validated reference tools: the CFM and, in certain domains, medical screenings.
Comparisons were made with responses to the CFM, as this is a field-tested tool
measuring functioning for a similar purpose to that outlined in this study—national-
level statistics. Medical screenings were also used as a comparison, as they are
often considered the “gold standard” for disability, although this anchors the
comparison to disability rather than functional difficulty. Comparisons with both
tools provided evidence about the validity of CFM-TV for the two purposes that this
study examines.

DISCUSSION

This study shows that the agreement between teachers’ CFM-TV responses and
PCGs’ CFM responses is sufficient for overall functional difficulty ratings. Teachers
and PCGs agreed in 84.9 percent of cases with a kappa score of 0.63, indicating
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“substantial agreement.” The CFM-TV and CFM showed similar performance when
each compared with medical screenings in vision and hearing, with substantial or
moderate agreement in kappa scores in each domain. As the CFM is a validated tool
for collecting census-level prevalence statistics by UNICEF, these comparable
findings indicate that the CFM-TV would be appropriate for similar use.

However, comparisons between CFM-TV and CFM results in individual domains are
more nuanced. There was sufficient agreement between teachers’ and PCGs’
responses in the hearing domain and moderate agreement in the vision domain.
However, other domains had much lower rates of agreement and kappa scores.
Given this, in conjunction with teachers’ Cls, there is substantial evidence that
teachers’ ratings in cognitive and psycho-social domains may not be reliable,
given some teachers’ interpretations around concentrating and remembering, as
well as their confusion around anxiety and depression. Further research should
explore the provision of specific criteria or references in these domains to help
teachers better interpret and contextualize CFM-TV's intent in these questions.

As was found when comparing the CFM-TV and CFM, CFM-TV and medical data
suggest agreement between the tools is sufficient in the domain of vision, where
93.2 percent of cases showed agreement between the CFM-TV and medical
screenings, with a kappa of 0.76. However, agreement for hearing and mobility was
only 69.6 percent and 83.1 percent, respectively—substantially lower than vision. They
also had respective kappa scores of 0.54 and 0.44. Beyond this, results were
inconclusive about mobility.

Beyond rates of agreement, teachers reported functional difficulty at statistically
significantly higher rates than PCGs in every domain except vision and depression.
Teachers rated 31.8 percent of learners as having functional difficulty, compared with
27.5 percent of PCGs. Regarding depression, there was no statistically significant
difference between teachers’ and PCGs’ responses. With their primary reference
point as the classroom, teachers may potentially overestimate the prevalence of
functional difficulties because they conflate them with extraneous behaviors,
especially those concerning difficulty conforming to classroom expectations such as
defining concentrating as following teacher instructions. Between the CFM-TV and
CFM, agreement is affected by of timepoint of data collection, teacher familiarity
with learners, learners having received a medical diagnosis previously, and
language of instruction. These factors also affected agreement in all domains. Some
additional factors affecting agreement in specific domains include if the teacher
had a household member who was a person with a disability; if the teacher had
previously received training on functional difficulty domains; the teacher’s level of
comfort teaching learners with disabilities; the PCG’s relation to the child; and the
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learner’s residence.

In contrast to reporting higher rates than PCGs, teachers seem to underreport
difficulty in vision, hearing, and mobility compared with medical screeners. As
discussed in Research Quesiton 2, this finding may have been influenced by the
timepoint at which data were collected—the start of the school year. Overall, it was
found that teachers’ relative unfamiliarity with learners at the beginning of the school
year resulted in less reliable assessments of functional difficulty. An additional factor
is teachers’ class size, with larger classes resulting in fewer chances for teachers to
observe learners closely and accurately assess their difficulty.

In addition, two-way tables show that while teachers have some degree of success
in identifying learners with disabilities, they struggle to identify the degree of
disability. Additionally, the degree of individual learner misclassification is a concern.
If the CFM-TV is used to pre-screen learners for potential medical disability, many
children will be incorrectly classified or inaccurately supported, putting their
education at risk. Using the cutoff of “some difficulty” likely would capture most
learners who require or may benefit from additional medical services in vision and
mobility, but not in hearing.

RECOMMENDATIONS

¢ Do not use the CFM-TV to collect individual-level disability data.
Comparisons with medical screening data show that the CFM-TV is an
inappropriate tool for individual-level identification of learners’ disability for
pre-screening. Teachers underreport vision, hearing, and mobility functional
difficulties, likely because they cannot dependably identify difficulties for
learners in larger classrooms. This is especially true when teachers are less
familiar with new learners in their classes at the beginning of the school year.

® Continue testing the CFM-TV. Limited information was gathered about the
CFM-TV’s performance in psycho-social domains in this study, and additional
research might shed light on these areas. Further exploration of the CFM-TV'’s
diagnostic accuracy is needed, especially regarding mobility. The sample size
attained for this study did not provide sufficient power to provide conclusive
evidence in this domain, and the cutoffs balancing sensitivity (true positives)
and specificity (true negatives) of the tool should be examined with the
purpose of the tool and context in mind.
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ANNEX II: DATA COLLECTION TOOLS
TEACHER AND PRIMARY CAREGIVER TOOLS

Teacher Survey

SIAEDTE, el ST [Ghfdfcseeea! T €1 ¢ 3 [clichdfd! ofia] g1l gt sredeffsga
fABTdDT BT USAID, World Vision 2 Australian Government 1 TSIGIIAT ¢
World Education Nepal, World Vision Nepal € Progress Inc. Nepal T fAese Bl
TTfTg el Bl | fAaTed ¢ felefhgdes UTSITdT AThT Al B dhIghomls Ufgdlal ¢
HEIWT ITof herd] Hed Iof SATBa] #iaie Elafies 3igieroeiTol ITfeeganl ©| greft smen
ITCBI s dUTES T 3ofeloeToTch! I T HIETUTHT 19T febel TEdTd Eolga®, ool
IR 45 fHICHT EUD | dUTEeS 3Tl HEAHTIIATSTE ol Ycdar w181 oTe el
ddoigel B, TeIf, graft 3{Ter Iref fob g3 3fofefoRTeTa o197 fo5Te, gTdfics SiuTesdiT
3IUTSITAT S{TThT ST cdhIeaTs cheld! SIS Ulgdlol Iof 8foie fadl Hael| Te
3SIeGEToTehT dllol 3UTEe Boll Ufgesl U3TT AdeivT &1 Uigl g1eft duTecsrg 3ol ¢
AUTShT To58{fd ST UGTES Il | Gl UsTgdah! dc &l ulol duTacs 3Tl Ui
faemeffept 19T cUTecseaT siofgai | deil EesT-TaTd YSTg&ah! &ref 3feadfdf gl ool
gt dUTS TS T | qUTSTh helTdhISTHT dhid faaefl Bef aiest 3TeMaT 1
31c]eIetiTales &1 TFUCT BIYa falaTTal 9T, T 1ot duTseIa 3feddidf el ITef afifcs thabal
8{ool ATBT | T 3fe]EETSTAT dUTadhl TgaTAT qufdaaT Tafced gl afe aurs dgarmit
TEal BollC IIG{ge 8ol gl ol SIhILIcddh UlUIHES Ealtbole]l Afe duUTs 8T fobel
Bl ISfgow 3], dUTs big UGTEDh! vt Sifeel al ol Ufol ST S &l Slardl
Bilc ITof Serolgow | gToft duTSevT ddl e fobol gl oot &gl aT ITesd TIdThEe
BoTo| N EAETUThI SHITdT AUTSe> pol TG, delld, df e 3Held IHED ool
ETaTe3TE BGoT| ET9HT TlcsIes TAEUTh! shatdll ATfedhe ¢ ATHT U Ggl tTedl COVID-
19 UIeIh g S 3dmldhel el | quTsdhl UfAfhaTed I galte], T EH! duTsehl
UfdfohaTg S BT digal Bolll T 3feldceiTeldle YT SICT 3HoldlotTel o iols
UG gt | T 3HofeloeiTolchl foischoge dhdes duTs df 3ol dgaflg&esrs ufedret
STITot AfeehTEGAT Y91 ITfeaie | Afe dUTEEIT T 3HoeiotiTelch! J1eaT opol YLoTad Bol
a7cl, dUTSe> +977 14422623 dT contact@progressinccompany.com 4l Progress
Inc. T8 Hch Iof HIogow|

Hello, my name is [NAME OF FACILITATOR] and this is [NAME OF NOTETAKER].
We are working with All Children Reading, a partnership between the United
States Agency for International Development, World Vision, and the Australian
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Government, and with World Education Nepal, World Vision Nepal, and
Progress Inc. Nepal. We are conducting research on how schools and
teachers can help identify and support children with disabilities. We hope you
will agree to take part in this research. Although you may not see any direct
benefits from your participation, we hope that, by participating in our
research, we can learn how to better identify children with disabilities in Nepal.

There are three parts to this research. The first is a survey where we will ask
you questions about yourself and your background. The second is a set of
questions you will fill out on a tablet for each of your students. The third is an
interview with open-ended questions that we will ask you. We estimate that
this research will take several hours, depending on how many students you
have in your classroom, and we may ask you to return tomorrow to complete
the interview.

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. There will be no
negative consequences if you choose not to participate. If you choose to
participate, you can choose not to answer certain questions or stop the
research at any time. We ask you to share your honest opinions during each
part of the research: there are no right or wrong answers. We do not think you
will experience any risks, stress, or discomfort because of this research. Our
team will observe COVID-19 protocols, such as masking and social distancing,
during the research.

Your responses will be confidential, and we will not share your responses with
anyone. The data from this research will be available to the research team.
The findings of this research will only be used in ways that do not identify you
or other participants.

If you have any questions about this research, you may contact Progress Inc.
at +977 14422623 or contact@progressinccompany.com.
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Nepali Question

English Question

Nepali

Response

English
Response

1. Do you have any El Yes
1. A 3R UH) PRI AUTEH! Pot UsaA B ? questions about 3 \o
what I've just read?
2. Do you voluntarily | & Yes
2. & dUTE EATBIS TH THGETTHT AT {3 el ATETEe0 ? agree to participate - No
in this research?
Aoaifeddt Demographic
Il start by asking
you some questions
A2 A AUTESTE AT A AT | afR AT et g:rﬁ]‘;trT{‘;::sf;;t ou
Us5Th! 3 faet UTETelgest el Hieh! STaTth faequs B4 | do not need to
answer a question if
you don't want to.
sauéa?ﬁraﬂ'aﬂgqamh i.ol\-/lviw old are you
Hel urfdd | Some primary
BIEIEC Primary
GIEE: completed
EHIGES Some lower
ATETfAD secondary
folgat Lower
A AD secondary
HfbThI completed
School Leaving
Certificate
TduesHar | (sLc) or
vfafeleds Technical
TaToH. School Leaving
9. What is the Certificate
U highest level of (TsLc)
S S T e school you have Higher
completed? 12 HeT 33Ul | secondary
completed
Bachelor's
f degree
completed
TolldehTde Master's degree
HfbThT completed
IELEE]
TfTepT PhD completed
3-[? ﬁ( ) Other (specify)
oITET &ef / .
A Don't know / No
T response

33 3T IO IGfeIe

If other, please
specify

8l




. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
3ep) Never married
Currentl
faated Y
married
BigTh Separated
10. What is your mw P
10. AUTSh! daifees fRA S B 2 current marital BN Divorced
status? -
faerar Widowed
T ddat Cohabitating
oITeT B ‘
Don't know [ No
AT response /
fargiter P
foAhT Bajjika
affoTget Bhojpuri
e Magar
1. What language FHeyest Maithali
n £ Qareffesea Hems 73 aﬂqm do yog use most ERIC] Nepol'!
often in the SAaret Newari
TS YA ITfgat 2 _
classroom with your | QTeITg Tamang
students? TSt Nepali Sign
Hidbdob 8T | Language
3T (Iooved

Other (specify)

33 AT IH ITSferd

If other, please
specify

12. AUTE T AUTES URRaTEdhT daede VIdotal! gt 3T 5t
AT Ifges ?

12. What language
do you and
members of your
household use most
often?

EIGC: Bajjika
&ﬁTrI'El"cﬁ Bhojpuri
e Magar
R Maithali
BRI Nepali
STaTdt Newari
GIGIE Tamang
oIqTest Nepali Sign
Hidbdob 89T | Language
3T (Iooved

Other (specify)

33 AT IH eI

If other, please
specify

13. AUTE 2 AUTE D! UfaTEehT HEees ol ol HTHT HAT
g5 ? (LR Biest)

13. What other
languages do you
and members of
your household use?
(select multiple)

EIGC: Bajjika
&ﬁﬂqﬂ Bhojpuri
e Magar
ER Maithali
SISt Nepali
Saret Newari
drdls Tamang
STt Nepali Sign
Hidbfdob 8T | Language
31?3@ 3TST | No other
ELECE] language




. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
3 (Ioovd
fﬁ( ) Other (specify)
If other, please
363 3T IO eI
* specify
1faa) Householo! .
Characteristics
Does anyone in your
household or any
AUTEH! UfeaTe a1 ATdere G ded! ALl Gl JUNTATS: | relatives have any
of the following
disabilities:
Rl Yes
gl No
14. eméifRes sraivrar 14. Physical disabilit B
y y | emeree / Don't know / No
ufdfesar
Faeter response
g Yes
15. Vision-related Gl No
15. R Tgseht sraivTar disability (blind or oITET Bl / ,
. Don't know / No
low vision) EIGIERI
response
fagter
g Yes
16. Hearing-related gal No
16. 3qTSITar disability (deaf or oITET Baf / Don't know | N
hard of hearing) ufdfasar reosr;onr;zw ©
fagter
g Yes
gl No
17. sravt effadter srargoran 17. Deaf-Blind oITET et / ‘
N - Don't know / No
[ response
ET Yes
18. Voice and gal No
18. T2 T §I31E Hagoeft Ut ran speech-related oMgT Bt | ‘
* . Don't know /[ No
disability EIGIERI response
ICEE
Yes
19. Mental or d
R sychosocial &t No
19. A HTAT A AT psyeno . TEI Bl | .
disability (learning o Don't know [ No
disabilities) i response
g Yes
20. Intellectual gal No
20. §ifeaeh AT (ea: 33w fAegIa) disability (e.g, oITET Bl / Dont know / N
Downs Syndrome) BIGIE rec::oon:ZW ©
fagdtsr
. 21. Hemophilia Rl Yes
21. scqdefta Tehsa (Refisfasan) doaseht srargran
( ) o) (clotting of blood) g No




. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
TET e |
A Don't know / No
At response
Rl Yes
gl No
22, 3ffewaH 22. Autism e Bt | Dont know / No
i W
T response
l Yes
Bl No
. 23. Multiple
23. 9 3{givTar I ITET e /
disabilities A Don't know /[ No
Fiter response
Teacher
forermont gesayfat
K Background
24. For how many
24. qUTES folefhe! SUaT Hfa T HTeT I1E HBFHTH! | years have you
B? been a teacher, in
total?
25. For how many
25, e @ a R gars rwo years have you .
1 been a teacher in
this school?
dhogeINcal Kindergarten
del Gl
dg2 G2
de3 G3
26. Whatgradesdo | dg 4 G4
26. AUTSS &1 Fol- ol dgal USI3oges ? (9 Iae) you currently teach? | g5 G5
(select multiple) dge6 G6
ag faglst Non-graded
oITET Bl [
A Don't know |/ No
g Response
HTST Language
ITford Mathematics
ICEIGH Sciences
27. What subjects do | HTafoich social Studies
27. AUTES Pol-Fel fATT USIISEeS ? (T8 3a%) you teach? (select | 37eael
multiple) facfelTcd Creati "
reative arts
HAl
3 (Icove
fﬁ( ) Other (specify)
If other, please
3159 3T I ITfere '
* specify
l Yes
_ 28. Do you teach gel No
28. AUTES HUIITAT 2! faaneffeaTe yerseges students with TET B | Don't know / N
disabilities? vfafgsan ontxnow /e
response
fagter
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Nepali Question

29, 3YIITdT 3T faanffoaTe Bl UbTedh! BTt
TeI3go0 ?

English Question

29. In what type of
classroom do you
teach students with
disabilities?

Nepali English
Response Response
alel el Resource Classr
oom
I[5EMThI Mainstream
DHEITRIST Classroom
faary fdamsa | special School
3o (Iooved

ITETE)

Other (specify)

33 AT IH e

If other, please
specify

30. & qUTESIT fAlerds AaT 3T fAervT YU & 2

30. Do you have a
Teacher Service
Commission
(Shikshak Sewa
Aayog) teaching
license?

Rl Yes
gl No
oATET Bet /
Af Don't know / No
e response

famneffe faeraar

Student
Characteristics

qAUTED! HfasTen agfddter Ranefies aodT 3givTareT B1fa
JU«need Bal:

How many of your
non-graded
students have a
medical or clinical
diagnosis of the
following disabilities:

31. eéifes sraTgTar 31. Physical disability
32. Vision-related
32, zfe goaseht disability (blind or

low vision)

33. Holrgdadcet 3aTSITar

33. Hearing-related
disability (deaf or
hard of hearing)

34. sraur efefadierasaceft smargarar 34. Deaf-Blind
35. Voice and
35. &q¢ T dioTadadotht SYTSITT speech-related
disability
36. Mental or

36. e ATAT oI IHUTSITAT

psychosocial
disability (learning

disabilities)
37. Intellectual
37. Sifeaeh 3TivTar (W& s13ed fAegien) disability (e.g.,
Downs Syndrome)
38. Hemophilia
38. FAfbfSan
8 (clotting of blood)
39. 3ifewa 39. Autism
40. Multiple
40. g AUTSITdI
i ) disabilities
t t
faemeffeT faerwar Studen

Characteristics

AUTED! BTSN ag 1 1 fAanfzs dosest AUivTdTehT S3If9
IR Bet:

How many of your
Gl students have a
medical or clinical
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Nepali Question

English Question

diagnosis of the
following disabilities:

Nepali
Response

English
Response

31. 2méifees sraTgTan

31. Physical disability

32. R gaaceft

32. Vision-related
disability (blind or
low vision)

33. Yorgdadcet 3rargITar

33. Hearing-related
disability (deaf or
hard of hearing)

34. graur effadisiaaaseht srargaTan

34. Deaf-Blind

35. & T dioTededctit 3ruTgTar

35. Voice and
speech-related
disability

36. HAIATA A ATSITAT

36. Mental or
psychosocial
disability (learning
disabilities)

37. Intellectual

37. §if2aeh 3UiITdT (F1ea: S13ed fAogia) disability (ej. Downs
Syndrome)
38. Haemophilia
38. giftsf3an
(clotting of blood)
39. 3feva 39. Autism
40. Multiple
0. AUTSITAl
40.98 N disabilities
Student
Ameffsr A4 uden

Characteristics

AUTED! BIATN g 2 H1 famneffes ST AYITATHT ST
IUeEd Bet:

How many of your
G2 students have a
medical or clinical
diagnosis of the
following disabilities:

31. 2Méifees sraTETan

31. Physical disability

32. R Haaceft

32. Vision-related
disability (blind or
low vision)

33. olTseadoe 3aTSITar

33. Hearing-related
disability (deaf or
hard of hearing)

34. giaur efRfddieaesseht srargaran

34. Deaf-Blind

35. & T dioTedadctit 3uTgITar

35. Voice and
speech-related
disability

36. HAGIATATIAD AYTSITAT

N

36. Mental or
psychosocial
disability (learning
disabilities)

37. §ifeaeh 3IYivTaT (Tiea: S13ed fAsgia)

37. Intellectual
disability (e.g.,
Downs Syndrome)




. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
38. Hemophilia
38. gAlftf3ar
(clotting of blood)
39. 3ifeva 39. Autism
40. Multiple
40, dg AUTsI1dl
g N disabilities
Teacher
fAlermd gesayfa
= Background
How comfortable
AUTS AT TivTaT fees! fAmeffeaoTd yess sfawmt are you teaching
HEA ATHH IAgoTD: students with the
following disabilities:
Thad dgul Not at all
GECC] Comfortable
- Not
a Comfortable
41. Physical cIgul Comfortable
4. 2mrdifdes 3raTgTar
* disability P Very
comfortable
oITET Baf |
Don't know / No
gfdfesar
AT response
Chad deud Not at all
GEEA] Comfortable
) Not
42, Visi lated ° Comfortable
. Vision-relate
deul Comfortable
42, EfR Faaeeft disability (blind or v
low vision) &1¢ g ery
comfortable
oTET Bef |
Don't know / No
vfafeear
Fiter response
Thad dgul Not at all
STHTD] Comfortable
> Not
43. Heari lated o Comfortable
. Hearing-relate
dleul C fortabl
a3. HUTZITET disability (deaf or V°m ortable
hard of hearing) &1 Aga ery
comfortable
oITET Bl |
Don't know / No
gfdfesar
AT response
Chad deul Not at all
GEEA] Comfortable
Not
HEUT o3Teh!
44. srav1 efRfAderEedstht srargorar 44. Deaf-Blind Comfortable
deul Comfortable
a% Very

comfortable




. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
oITET Bl /
Don't know / No
vfafesan
e response
Chad dgud Not at all
GEieal Comfortable
Not
EEGGEE]
Comfortable
45. Voice and Comfortable
45. Tqe T IGTSHIoEN 3UTSITaT speech-related v
. . ery
disabilit &2 T
4 comfortable
oTET Bef |
Af Don't know / No
2 response
Thad dgul Not at all
TR Comfortable
Not
TGOl T8ThT
46. Mental or Comfortable
psychosocial &gl Comfortable
46. FHAAIHATANSD UTSITCT
: disability (learning 9 Very
disabilities) comfortable
ATET Bel [
Don't know [/ No
vfafesan
S response
Chad dgud Not at all
SR Comfortable
Not
EEGGEE]
Comfortable
47. Intellectual Comfortable
47. Sifeadh 3ATiTaT (viea: 313 fAeg1an) disability (e.g., EE v
Downs Syndrome) 9 ggd ey
comfortable
oATET Bet [
Af Don't know / No
2 response
Thadl dgul Not at all
STHTRHT Comfortable
Not
HEU STHTDT
Comfortable
48. 251D 48. Hemophilia el Comfortable
: (clotting of blood) 2 Very
comfortable
oITET Baf /
Don't know / No
vfafesan
St response
Chad dgud Not at all
SR Comfortable
Not
EEGGESE]
49, 3feeH 49. Autism Comfortable
dlgul Comfortable
a% Vel’y

comfortable




. . . . Nepali English

Nepali Question English Question Response Response

oITgT BT | .

Don't know / No
At response
faglst
Thad dHgul Not at all
SI3ThT Comfortable

Not
HEA TR Comfortable

s sy w e [ conrmn

9 A Y
comfortable
oITET & | ‘

Don't know / No
wfafesan response
fagtst

51. Do any of your El Yes
students have a 2ol No

51. AUTE! et faaneffefor faey foren disten s aAfdIa | specialized o

folen sroAwGA B 2 education plan, or e”g A / Don't know [ No
an individual response

) fagtsr
education program?
Do any of your El Yes
students use any of | gal No

AUTEH! ot feneffe faamesaen aee dgdivft 3uBeuEs | the following types

A oA YT IS ? (HgAIft 3UheUTEGE S A Hogaf of assistive devices | g BT / ,

) in school: (refer to EIGIERI Don't know / No
pictures of assistive | fdgtel response
devices)

g Yes
gl No

52. o9 52. Wheelchair oET Bt | Don't know / No
At response
faglst
g Yes
gl No

53. a&rst 53. Crutches oITgT B / Don't know / No
wfdfean response
fagter
B Yes

54. 2o S aTBA 54. Walking stick or ?E‘?ET@FT/ No
walking frame AR Don't know [ No

response
fagtst
B Yes

55. fEbaruea 3 55. Screenreading &t - No

: v software ;E‘TW/ Don't know [ No
response
faglst

56. 3 Afdal 56. Braille machine ?Ef ::ZS




. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
oITET Bl /
A Don't know / No
Aol response
g Yes
?a No
57. R fAfEers T Sl (arde &al) 57. White cane oITET Bl / ,
offia Don't know [ No
el response
g Yes
gal No
58. TSI 58. Glasses Mg Bt |
Af Don't know / No
Ardter response
g Yes
%ET No
59. ool HEAWNT IS Tod (FART TS 59. Hearing aid Bol
( ) 9 %/ Don't know [ No
Aol response
g Yes
%ET No
60. HIABIIE 60. Magnifier oET Bt | ,
offiar Don't know [ No
ol response
g Yes
gal No
61. 32iffep 3ucsenr 61. Orthotic devices | 2TgT Bal / ‘
- Don't know / No
e response
a Yes
%Trf No
62. Sl 62. Artificial limb Bl
Easlel rtificial limbs 2ITET Bel [ Dorit know / No
RArdter response
g Yes
%a No
63. Modified
63. faed yrohTeeT Biote furnitu(r)eI © QITET@@@H/ Don't know [ No
el response
g Yes
N
64. itogrc;r:municatio igﬁ/ D:n't know / No
BIGICR .
response
fagtst
65. Computer used Rl Yes
ifically t N
65. fReTordt wrafere Hfoiad/serdsar gersst T spectiically to al °
o3 overcome Mg Bt | Dorit know / No
3 functional ufafdsar
limitation/disability | fagtet response
feterss arfar Teacher Training
Bl Yes
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. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
66. During your pre- gal No
service training, did
66.331—9‘# = 3 . T = £ you take any ‘ T B | ‘

Yo o falem ﬂgﬁ?mﬁqamaﬁs? clqsses on.teochlng A Don't know [ No
children with A response
disabilities or
special education?

67. During your pre- g Yes

67. ﬁ?ﬂ—"ﬁhﬁ & =3 FATaeh fAren ﬂgﬁ service training, did gl No

FoE [Aaes B2 you take any el et / Don't know [ No

) classes on inclusive | wfafdsar

education? ICHE] response
68. Have you g Yes
received any in- gal No

68. dUTESS AQTST ZE<T 3UIITAT AHTHT SIS ShT U3t service training on o

srerar faer foren goaeefl Hot arfcser ura I B 2 teaching children eﬂg A / Don't know / No
with disabilities or Aol response
special education?

. . 69. Have you ga Lis

69. qUTES Aaren Zéar demaef flen aeacef Ha Han received any in- —

ﬁﬁmﬁ? service training on eﬂg q / Don't know [/ No
inclusive education? T response
70. Have you El Yes
received any pre- gal No
service or in-service

. £ training on

mm@ﬁmeﬁm ” A screening or oITET Baf / ,

A ST g 2 identifying children | wfafsar Don't know / No
with disabilities or | fagter response
functional
difficulties?

fYare deraar Teacher Support
Do you receive
support from any of
the following
YIITAT HEwhT a1 BRIEHS BISITS AHTHI STAAMSBIBTS sources on teaching
UST3a d5PT e ol e HErIdT UT3o[ges ? children with
disabilities or
functional
difficulties:
g Yes
£ gl No
7. Egepafl felerepgeent argraar Z]t.h:iet:a:::iz(r): o eﬂg @@a / Don't know / No
e response
l Yes
72. Support from &t No
72. RIS HErel head teacher eng @%/ Don't know [/ No

response




. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question Response Response
Rl Yes
73. Support from = No
district
73. folees! den AeeTel ufelerpare @grar Istrietor oTgT Bt | ,
government = Don't know / No
(coaches) fareter response
Teaching and
f@rg @l | learning
materials
UTSAehd aT Curriculum or
74. (If yes) What aferd methodological
74. (FEANT B 3A) &l ATG D! HEAT UISEoD ? type of support do | dAMfeefel guidance
you receive? Direct support
GEIGAE
in the
UcTel Serdd
classroom
3 (Iooved

TEETe)

Other (specify)

If other, please

3153 3T IO ISfETE specify
SIS BT a. Child sits
¢ aT e close to the
1% gemel board or
teacher
N b. Printed
frear rr;qteriols are
B enlarged
BIfdTdh! c. Printed
arfies materials are
5T goB/ provided in
75. What RIEEY Braille
adaptations to eméifien felam | d. Physical
learning or (Hope) education
assessmentdoyou | W (sport)
75. 3ifdfews Agraar smaeas et fdameff ( srgivrar afesstar | currently make in Jrfafafdgs activities and
ST B fABIE ¢ AcAichel B BEMBISIAT BN HedT | the classroom for Heners games are
A Ifdss? any of your students | J1fde® | modified
that need extra .
support (those with | STeaTfdaRT e. Modifying
or without B g | e lessonor
disabilities)? Tefersrar reducing the
) complemtyfof
i M
& It
IECAE f. Providing
ICEIGRE] Nepali Sign
Ao Language for
PATHSYDRT | learning and
I I other school
SISt activities (either
Hicbdd 89T | by the teacher
YeTof ot directly or




. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
(gl SUST | through an
felerbgrerdr | interpreter)
ClaTd ATHd)
FeITgholdhl | g. Additional
lIE time provide
YaTsl ime provided
ITfeat o for
AT assessments
h. Personal
ey '
= assistance
ided during
= | Provi
e ( assessments
.g., hote
afee, | 890
EITaS%Gi ! taker/writer,
ign language
SToTERT sign
Yo interpreter, etc.)
sTfe)
forfatarent
3lelhcholge> | i. None
U197 IehT
Bl
3 (Jo3E | . Other
TAETH) (specify)
If other, please
3153 3T IO ITfeTel '
* specify
How much do you
< agree with the
ASHI ASATIEGEIT Bidd! HEdAd Eolgo0:
following
statements:
76. 1know how to E{Uf?ﬂ?@ﬂ?f Strongly
AR rareff - 3 ied Disagree
76. d - :?f?et::;?qtz; 3{HgHAd Disogree
Tedh ffaad fABTEDT FATHGTIES U1 IS afce el . s g
learning activities to | dgdld Agree
HASTE AT B | .
engage a diverse & TEAd Strongly Agree
range of learners. angT‘c?Er Don't Know
77. 1give my WW Strongly
students different Disagree
77. & fAmeffesa1e 3G Aai®! per s It fafdest types of 3rergHd Disagree
WeBIeeh 3aeees faa 18 | opportunities to HgAd Agree
express what they &1 TgHAd Strongly Agree
know. oJTET Bl Don't Know
Strongl
78. Ibelieve thatit | Yof 3rergata ongy
. tant to Disagree
78. AGTE BB famffesors fafalss Hl?&ilﬁﬂﬂal ﬂa 'S lmpor. . HeTgdd Disagree
present information
AT B | . HgAd Agree
to learnersin a
. &1 HgaTd Strongly Agree
variety of ways -
oITET Bol Don't Know




. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
Strongl|
79. Ibelieve thatit | Yof 3rergard ongYy
o tant to Disagree
79. FoTE B fAmeffesaT e aktes 38Ra 'ri'o?sgtre e SrEEad Disagree
HAGIRISS ALYV B | _ TEAd Agree
engage learners in a
. &1 HgaAd Strongly Agree
variety of ways -
oITET Bol Don't Know
Strongl|
80. Ican use a qof srergara | oY
ity of Disagree
80. ¥ Fer fenelie @1 fAfde Fragma aft@wEs W | o o) 3rETgAd Disagree
) assessment
A TG | , CiESIC) Agree
strategies for my
&1 TgHAd Strongly Agree
learners .
oITET Bl Don't Know
81. | can provide an quf srargerd Strongly
alternative Disagree
81. famneffes dhemean uef a1 ot dfcies ATET AT I&TELUT | explanation for &g Disagree
ﬁaaaigs I example when dedd Agree
learners are &1 TEHAd Strongly Agree
confused oITET el Don't Know
EIgGC: Bajjika
affoTget Bhojpuri
9Ie Magar
FHerest Maithali
82. Select the TSt Nepali
82. AAEUTHY HTHT Bloot language of Saret Newari
enumeration GIGIE Tamang
SISt Nepali Sign
Hidfdob 89T | Language
3o (Icoved

IETE)

Other (specify)

33 AT IH ITferd

If other, please
specify
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Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version

B ST B Al — felard debevl denfAs Heada

1. 39TSITdT flehl &b &l 2

3YTSITT BChI Afchgddd! 3ifdhre dadoell ddch g dudhl dAgefed )f@smeffd( &
3UTEITATh! HIAT D 3ETgeUT UINT I1ET 3UTSITATe3TE aufol I | AT 3&TgeuT o 3fUTgJrdl
fcheh! ThaTuiielch! SIfdull §lge], §& cfthoh! haluildl ¢ dTATfuic dIdiaeul gddh! Ufeurdl &
afefl SAISE | THAAT HATGID! U, Yafene, fAfdsean unst, snfefes Jumest ¢ erofofiidds
JUTI31Ige dTTdel Bo] I AATAD 3eTgeuTes Afchadl STl ¢ HATHHAT AATAheuTdT dbfoad
£o0 |

fA9TdatT, 3rUTEITATeRTS dhacs ffdscell efeapivTaTe ufesfid Ifeuant fIa ifAfdscer yomfeses
3UTSITATETE Afcheh! dhaTuildloh! Uedel UMD GUHAT 88 | TSI JUTSIAIAT AT
ATdTaeUTehl 8ffdiehIesTs fadTe ITcol ¢ Ul HET HUTSIIAT dfoiohl Shfahahl I 3ETETSUT
AT SUHT T8 | &l Afches folehl goT dTE AT oTale ol ffabcall YUTIfeses 3UTSITAT afoiehl
foIfAd o fotpl goluts afeet eid feow | fAfdscall 3TEeUTe) Tdh Afchehl BaTuiIdigd foleh! UTefa
&ZTe1 dfogd ot gotles, SfThesTs ST YU ¢ YT Tl U AgaTIf gol gdioT gof fafdscen

EEAAUEEH &l dhfond IGH |2
ATATfAD 3eTgeuT RIfds e 3ergeur
o 3UIIAT Holchl Afchdl hAuId T o 3MUIIAT Afchad! DHaTuildichl TfeuTa
AT ATdTaeUTeh! UfeuTTe &l | Bl
o TALIS o Afhols Hder Il o T HATGEl Foldl BHft Afches
APHIES Hivo] IS dlfds Iofigd HATAA 3Tl 3G UIdTdh! ATl [ 3UdTe ot
Tgeif goT dpef | g |

AT T Afdhes ufRamaTe) faest 3aTgevies ab eare fasele :

3CTEeUT . 1: : BISITLHT ST Afheals SIUE! T3l hfdalTs got fdbatefat..

—  HMEAIAD IGT8eUT : Tol S{deial 3oicd hldl IBo| AT AfdTH al fSUe Bel ;s Jalols
31l YueT Mg €o® |

—  AfdHes 318U : 3ofl 3ifthd diTel AfdreoTof fabetafal Iotah! EgTaT efifad fdefiasdr & |

3TV 5. 2 : S ah SUTEITAT 3T TSNP AHoT BETHISIA Teol DoolTs Eow (dbotarel
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TATATAD IGT82UT : felerchesla I ICTSCaI UTchd ¢ felefuT euTafifagaes fatool efddr

3T eh! faeeffgaasls 3ajdcsel Jlef SHodfd fadal |

fAfdcar 3argevT : 3y faameffes! DSl Jotelen el 3uTsTdre IS feldeta
3T Folls (oW |

BTSSP BISITE oHciepl & &l ?

BRI BfSalTs Fol ffdbeal folglel &lgal -9& Ul el Uil &1 9id Th fhodle &dTdhals
gof dT Spoap! afufe fEgel oTed emes(d dbrafcreh Jfafdfe el faey aildt gel daee] |
DD BfSellg sicichl ATAT D IGTELUT Dl EMCHIVIETE HUTSITATRT d12 &t dfdehl &l |

DI HD DBidaIg Sioidh! ATATAD ATATALUTEIT fchdd! edeidhdTdh! UfuTa &l |

g1t Top Afhes ATATASD UfRaedHAT Tl Ief Tdol BIIITd BfdallegodIe dIgacl avfgadl
faare et | It S9fes Efe, yaur, Jfdefiedn, gdre, Tage, fadTs, Ta-gedlg, e, &Tel
Pfogd ot TfedcfoTan! STHTeT Iof, HITRIES, ¢ HISITES goll

& faset simoren faanelfesen! areen At ysares Aiy?
qUTSes AT feolget Usstgaes faanesadt faemeffiead! dbrafeids dhiossgadd! TiasdT g

HEA IGH — 31 afcien!, [AaTSaD! ATAIAD ATATALUTEITh! B! Ufdcseel &l gt
UTTool UTge8| fab FeTIIa ohid faemeffgaes faemesddh! ardTaeurel dhidelTggaah! HTHaI Ifdegdhl
Bol; Gt UseTgs fAfascdT foeTelopl 31191 glgeto] | difcsdl Ut ZaTee] thidcd JTd dicsdlfe>ahlall
3G h! 3(UTSITAT a 3AEuIdIh! e §T¢ folerel Iof Sawal| greft sdfchard adea faeneffgadn!
AL UfgaTet Iof ENfAee 1 Beil | gToft felanelfgacrs gol dael wfdatsgadn! sufeRfd g eftam
q2oT UTEoBl, BISOIE gD BICUIES glgal (3ferhdl dedTgdhal difeliTes Halg, 2020)|

AAgcaquf oel, Ul Ueiges deahIdl 3foiarel, dgavft fafel srerdr faifd dar oiedn
prAcpAAT faareffor! Tuadr farerfeur TefapT It el
4. AS R UsAgSH! 30 Haf faar

I FIdlfcseb] b HIR[r- felefh FHeheul (CFM-TV) (3Ucheul) faiF - durges qurseh!
THETDHIOIHAT 3TPHT Ydh faemeffp! ST 15 aeT Ue5TgSh! TaTh fSolget® |15 gl UsTgaied
3 TCl USGTg&h! Wit &l dl gsaldl ofaih fGelueis ¢ AT fagrfgsm! dgdft amesefiel
Tadlotld B | 15 deT YGTgdated 10 ICl YLGTgemh! STalth et Wl /1S HeTedl B/ &2 Saredn
B/fdepey Ief dfdeel 8fclg ofdith faqUoie | 15 del UKIgsded 2 del Usigsml
fSecs [aATfdeh [aTedTgeh [¢fotch AT oTaTh fequai® |

TAh TSTAT duTsch! Uidfdharets fdame Ief, v faer fdemeff ¢ deraeist etan! a1e qurdan!
STeT a1 faaTe IS{Ele | dhaT aeRITaT, UsGles duTacsTs HATel IATDI Al BIEEHEIT qosall
IS 1S EeAB | At HARATESAT, dUTEes eTefigeop! ddsfoal Iudch eogef HIgh! TIea
AU |
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U Yaih! UfdfchaTesTs eTeldl 2lee, HUTSITdIeh! fAfdbedl 3CTgeul AT siefg dTdflfoich
3CTEeUTah] STeHT Ufal &leat UaTe ITefgle |

quTEesTe hed! Ufdfchar feat arest dTe sifesebid MfeifAd 8T Ufel qUTSes Mol faemeffgaan!
ST SHbedd &2 YGTES D] T el YTe Iefiei® | Ife quTs UsaToh! TTaTth féel Sersigost
8151, AUTSS "ITET BeT" 81col AT feol HATSIED |

AT foicerst

g falel — d1es b1 AR - felefeh Eedheul (CFM-TV) -dUTacs dUTach! thellchIoTel $Tahl Ucddh
faemeffent 19T 15 et UsTgeh! TaTdh fealgel® |15 deT UsaTged1ed 3 deT USsTgeah! vialdh gl dT
EISTHT ST feaiUete ¢ Ol faesIflgseh! dgafl d1efiel deafctid B |15 del Usalgsaed 10 aeT
USGTEe>0h! TTaTth ST Bof/ i HaTed B/ 8¢ Tl B/ fdepes ITef dfaeol 8ol TTdTth fGo]uci® |
15 9T UGTgsded 2 9l USGIgedh! fdecs/ATfdd [ATdiigd /feics AT odTth feqUai® |

Tcddh YSGTHT dUTsoh! UfdfdhareTs fade e, Top faaly faareff T Harardidt aurseh! sitel a1e faare
TETE | ET HATITAT, YGTe> qUTEes HATST JALD] STEHelIT qesoll Iat aTe eieaie | Ut
3IAERITESGST, dUTEe BTeflgdh! TdafoaT IULh Hogaf HIgdh! STeel HweU® |

AUTEeTE Shed! Uidfehar ot sfoal aTe 3ifcdanfd JHITA 8T Ufel dUTEes 3MTorell faareffgdan! aTedT
A 8¢ ULTgGDh! AdTh feal JATH Tefuis, | Afe qUTs Fsich! STdTth féol Sarvigo 8fal, duTs
"RITgT Bol" #{oo] VATt feof Seroigow |

e a{fal SATATY TINIThT BT foicfeldhT (ATeafdd 81t)

AUTSETE CFM-TV {ofaTT SETNT ITef Elfeted dUTSesTs Yeca{fd i fGTahT B oTefel gifdies dquTgers
T YsGiTaics ¢ Tefehl 35ed ST Jooddd Ieh! Bl U bl daTd [T el ATATITE Yt glol|
[ITOTeTTeR dfel Gees{fat AT gedTeidest ITef ¢ hidddl 2 fAole Ul felardhes Jecalfd AT
Udleuics]

& dUTS T8 & AT TS el USSTEe Bol HBIS eleafdot?

[© a1al, UsaTgsoh! 3¢ e, Bel afal, 3ifE Taal|]

qUTESS TS YSaTTafcs 8fct ShaAdT ol Ufol &HaTd Jeca{fd ATHTADTE Bof eche] Eob| dUTETE Usaifdfcs
aref faenfefep! gpotufel fasfeiaten! fobdTcaTch AeTeTch] ATATIToh YTUTI e SaIfAdTchI 3Teldle d1S pelad
IS PSS ST ST ATIIBTE Bof ATIEAB| [felerehesrs ST ISTEIEUIES bl gof dfdhots
CrEIEEE

faely faider :

» AUTSSS 3111 UfAfch AT arofcpT 11 faenelfgaesrs dot Ufel oh1ef 9Tef STafosigle] T sfaesichol ITsfehT
I o1 8feolgle] | dUTEdh fAemeffgsdil STl SiTeToh! JHTEMZHT of dUTacs HTTGil UaTchl 3T 87ef Uel® |
» PUIT UGS STBCI3] BT | dUTS s JHTTSTT 3(cIaTe] TIT ITee TSIl Y9578 eeh! oidTh fGous | afe
AUTSHIE dUTS ! U2GTh! TdTth feol dfdgel uTed! BIS fal, dUTscs "ITET Bol' afeol TaTh faol
AT |

- dUTEe> T%5Th! TTdTth el Bailc ISUTE dT eIsy IISUTe, 37ch! YSGTHAT Uilal STese fedhol ZaTsd
TFETE | OTd duTEes faermeffant 19T & UsaTgean! TTdTth fEo]afal, crlTecseehl fesholcaTs ralfdereial
CATEY ITofgle] T THUTS 37ehi faemeffehl I oTaT Ysaliaes! & Ioere |

- Tfe AUTEEIT Pol USTES Bo a7e], qUTEeH IS Lol HATEoD |
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General instructions:

On this tool - the Child Functioning Module — Teacher Version (CFM-TV) — you will respond to
15 questions about students in your classroom. Three of the 15 questions are responded to
with “Yes/No” and are related to a student’s use of assistive devices. Ten of the 15 questions
are responded to with “No difficulty/A little difficulty/A lot of difficulty/Cannot do at all.” Two of
the 15 questions are responded to with “Rarely/Monthly/Weekly/Daily.”

When considering your response to each question, think about the student and your
knowledge of them over time. In some cases, the question will ask you to make a comparison
to children of the same age. In these cases, you should think of the most appropriate group of
your students’ peers.

You should try to answer as many questions as you can about your students, even if you are
a bit unsure of what response to put. If you cannot answer a question, you may respond “Do
not know.”

Instructions for use of background materials (if applicable):

To assist you in filling out the CFM-TV, we have some background materials about the
questionnaire and its purpose. Please take a few moments to read over these materials now.
[Enumerator hands the materials to the teacher and wait at least two minutes while the
teacher reads through the materials.]

Do you have any questions for me about the materials and what they mean?

[If yes, answer questions. If no, continue. ]

You may refer back to the materials at any time while you are completing the questionnaire.
For example, if you need help remembering how to interpret questions about students’
difficulty with different tasks from the social model, you can check the examples in the
materials to get a better understanding.

[Show where in the materials the teacher can find the examples].

Specific instructions

e Please do not ask students to do activities or make observations to fill in your
responses. You should respond to the questions based on your existing knowledge of
your students.

¢ Please do not skip questions. You should respond to your questions using your best
guess. If you feel you cannot answer a question, you may respond, “Do not know.”

e Once you've selected or typed an answer to a question, swipe the tablet screen to
move to the next question. When you've answered all the questions for a student,
swipe the tablet screen to the submission and then start a new questionnaire for the
next student.

e If you have any questions, you may ask me.
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. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
1. A 2752 USeh! FHereN AUTSHI Pot U 1. Do you have any questions a Ves
Bol ? about what I've just read?
g A e 0 How many total students are in
ET8 your class?
T S Sfet o1 el & aes pret For how many students will you
3reRIes - felerds eiedbenT (CFM-TV) EderT Y 4
i - complete CFM-TVs today?
Student Information Student Information
fobogeamda Kindergarten
dgl Gl
dg 2 G2
de 3 G3
dg 4 G4
dgb Gb
DET Class [ Grade
L ! dge G6
g faglat Non-graded
3 (Icoved
fﬁ( ) Other (specify)
oMET Bt / Don't know [/ No
GEIACHE] Response
313 8T I3 ITofgle] If other, please specify
IEEIRICAKGIE Student's Name
ID Student ID
Yeahdh el - Not at all - |
o5 T have not spoke
faemeffgorufgss | to this student
IfBId U | individually
B IDI Bal | before
X e e Not very well - |
-FSTH .
eroffai have spoken to
9T ST this student
individually a
&gl Uch
YH B et few times
) Somewhat well
EiC k]
. v - I have spoken
: o o H Ild know th faem
aure O faeneffesrs b 2erd [doofgots? st(:JV;;/\I{\et’? O you knowthis ﬁaﬁaﬂ to this student
' individually
DI B
??ﬂﬂﬁ&lﬁ% and know their
personality
SIERT)
Very well - |
a2 T - A IH
Qerelta speak with this
tudent
= s
individually
e W,p frequently, |
°ﬂ' e know their
personality
ZI31e B, T
ETSEﬁ:ﬁ]ET well, and |
0 £ know their
© | family
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. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
& It faameffes Tedr a1 dhocIiae hod Does this student wear glasses or Yes
BIMIB? contact lenses? gigel No
qeard et Cannot do at
EECE| all
R ongs o samfsmm o | 1 e e | 0| GO
e (s gt w? have difficulty seeing? BEl BfdeE B | Some difficulty
HfSeITg Bol No difficulty
ITET Bl Do not know
qcad et Cannot do at
CEEG all
gfe SIM3cal afel, & I faaeffesrs gof If no, does this student have &2 Bides B ghl‘:‘)i::(tjlfty
DHioalg B? difficulty seeing? S BRALE | Some difficulty
HfSoTTg Bol No difficulty
oITET Bol Do not know
& 1 faenfefes ool HEIWT Iet T Does this student use a hearing Rl Yes
(2491 TE) UtoT ITes? aid? EEGH No
o et Cannot do at
e, BINIG 8fal, I&Th! | IoTch! SIAUT ool If yes, when using his /her hearing Eilaal Zl:ot of
HEIWT ITef T (BTN TE), B Al aid, does this student have & HISE B gifficul
faeneffesTE sMfalergs e smaTet a1 Zofta difficulty hearing sounds like Meulty_
UTEdT 3ATAT ool b Sallg goo? people’s voices or music? PENDISALS | Some difficulty
Sl Bol No difficulty
oITET Bal Do not know
cahdh ol Cannot do at
Tehao| all
gfe SIM3cal afel, & I faaeffers If no, does this student have . A lot of
FATfISgS D! HTaTot AT HIffd TTedT 3Mmaret difficulty hearing sounds like difficulty
Yool BHidollg B? people’s voices or music? bel bidella ® | Some difficulty
CACEIERSE] No difficulty
oITET Bol Do not know
& o faemeffs \ Frb‘l‘ﬁ’rﬁ Doe.s this student u'se cny. El Yes
51 T IR T fberar equlpm.ent or receive assistance - No
for walking?
qeards et Cannot do at
, . Tchaol all
If yes, without the use of his/her .
fe fobotal ofal, IATE HEIRIh AATA dT | equipment or assistance, does 2 HfEE B gilf:‘)i::(tjlfty
B! HEAWT faofl 88l BideiTs gor? \t,\flw(ljslksi:;ient have difficulty SADOTES | some difficulty
SIS Bol No difficulty
oITET Bal Do not know
cahdh ot Cannot do at
Fehao| all
gfe fesaatal afat, & O faaeffesrs fégel If no, does this student have ¢ BISE B gilf:::fjlfty
hidel 'S‘EEE’S? difficulty walking? S BRALE | Some difficulty
CACEIERSE] No difficulty
oITET Bol Do not know
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Nepali Question English Question Nepall English
Response Response
geard et Cannot do at

, BECE| all

oI a1 faerneff lee®, 3e7cs dlcseh! el \r/]vr}e:: thr:s Stu:,?:t Slpegk,s’ does P PRAES A lot of

TS JferaT et 31&@]5”@33 DO S u:dser(sato::\cllebylylc():ljj f)yr oterlwr;?s in difficulty

? this classroom? ' BEl BIdelE B | Some difficulty
CACEIERSE] No difficulty
oITET Bl Do not know
qead et Cannot do at
Tchaol all

s AT g | o e | ETETES | G

o faeeffesTs fafetost et féiaeT w7 difficulty learning things? Bl bidella ® | Some difficulty
PHideITs Bol No difficulty
oITET ol Do not know
Ycardh ot Cannot do at
BECE| all

32 3ATHIHED dTcsaTicsehIch] qe3allall, b Compared with Ch,"dren of the & BISE B Alot of

anaﬂTMq)dlsda PR Obl%dlsﬂgm? sc?erwe age, does thIS‘ stud(.ant have dIffICUltY :

difficulty remembering things? BEl BISele B | Some difficulty
HSels ol No difficulty
oITET Bel Do not know
qcards Jlet Cannot do at
Tchaol all

& 1 faermeffests 3igpes ITof ool 5T Does this student have difficulty Papags | Alotof

(STTCThT) SIS eTol drfond ITef bidolls | concentrating on an activity that difficulty

o? he/she enjoys doing? bl bidella ® | Some difficulty
SIS Bol No difficulty
oITET ol Do not know
cardh et Cannot do at
Fehao| all

& 1 fagmeffeste sl ¢folds Does this student have difficulty P BHAED A lot of

BIAAS DA gol Ufdadeigd edihle IefdT | accepting changes in his/her difficulty

el BfSelE gow? routine? Pel bidella ® | Some difficulty
CACEIERSE] No difficulty
oITET Bel Do not know
qeards et Cannot do at

) , Tchaol all

38 3ATHIAEDT AT ST Je3alTAT, b compared with Ch,”dren of the 9 A lot of

21t farereffesTe 3ol &aETE 2 rsfAT sc?erwe age, does FhIS s'tudent have CACEIRRS) difficulty

PoeTTE EoB? ;Igl;:(;ul'ty c;)ntrolllng his/her FAPTET | Some difficulty

viour: B BA | No difficulty
ITET Bl Do not know
cahdh ot Cannot do at
Fehao| all

& 1 faeneffesre arefies deir3of Bhfdeirs Does this student have difficulty &1 Bfdalle B gilf:::fjlfty

§0? making friends? BEl BISE B | Some difficulty
CACEIERSE] No difficulty
oITET Bol Do not know
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. . . . Nepali English
Nepali Question English Question
Response Response
Dfged ufet
e Never
1 faermeff ! galedfed gel, 3ffdal ar How often does this student seem e Rarely
Rifedd gt I1dwet? very anxious, nervous, or worried? Gl Monthly
' ' AT Weekly
afaicp Daily
ITET Bl Do not know
Dfgcd afel
AT Never
. faess Rarely
2 fRrenelf i) ¢ gf@ o1 3ee A@ew? \I;I;)rw oftjn dges this s;lident seem Monthly
y sad or depressed? e e Weekly
ofeld Daily
oITET Bol Do not know
Jife5a1 Tt Hovet not
2 (2 =7 o Have you ever received training Bal rec.el.ved
® o il w on the domains in this fraining
fopf&aTehT dfcset fe5oeiuan! B2 questionnaire? e feaw | Have received
© | training
oIl Bl Not sure
When did you receive training on 2020 FTSAT The 2020
the different categories of (2077B5S.) school year
difficulty in this questionnaire? (2077 8B5S.)
dqUTEeS T UG fcsal Joesfeid hrfonlfe These categories were vision, 2021 ETSHAT The 2021 school
3&goIaTehT fafeles UebTe Edfotl dhiges hearing, mobility, communicating, | (2078 BS.) year (2078 B.S.)
difcsat feselartan? ﬁwmg"m‘_: sfee, aifes, learning, remembering, 0022 The 2022
[dal, eldsiall, edTdl, qﬁaﬁaﬂmﬂq’ concentrating, coping with (2079 BS) school year
change, controlling behavior, - (2079 B.5S.)
making friends, anxiety, and 3ol 95T Other times
depression. offgT el I'm not sure
drfeser Ut | Training would
& dUTSRTS T YSTafcsal Joa3fEd Do you think training on the Eolthel not be helpful
DBIABIS 3EguTdlh fdfalest UebTe ddfetid | categories of difficulty in this drfesel Ut | Training would
SlIEE 39h goB UITedl BIVE? questionnaire would be helpful? g?fE'S be helpful
oITgT Bl Not sure
20T CFM-TV T3 s ol &le Who filled out the CFM'—.TV form, felerad Teosher
the teacher, or the facilitator? Hdeih Facilitator
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Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version Background Materials

Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version Validity
Study
Background Materials

. Whatis a disability?

The United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) describes
disability using the social model of disability. This model says that disability is not the result of
a person'’s impairment, but instead the result of both a person’s impairment and the social
environment. This includes society’s attitudes, infrastructure, medical systems, economic
systems, and political systems.** The social model focuses on an individual's capability and
inclusion in society.

In the past, disability had been defined from solely a medical perspective. The medical model
of disability views disability as the direct result of a person’s impairments. It does not consider
the social environment’s role in disability, and instead views disability as a problem unique to
an individual. The medical model suggests that a disability must be fixed or cured, regardless
of whether or not a person with a disability wants to or can be cured. Because of the focus on
curing an individual’'s impairments, the medical model focuses on medical interventions as
the way to allow a person to fully and effectively participate in society.*

Disability is a result of a person's Disability is a result of a person's
impairments and also the social impairments.

environment. The individual must fix/cure their disability
Society must find ways to include an to participate in society.

individual so they can participate in

society.

44 https://ncd.gov/publications/2002/May232002

45 https:/ [www.aclu.org/other/enabling-everyone-united-nations-convention-rights-persons-disabilities# _ftn2
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Consider the following examples of the social versus the medical model:
Example 1: A person in a wheelchair has difficulties finding employment because ...
- Social model: The building in which she would work does not have ramps or elevators,
so it would make it difficult for her to get to the office.
- Medical model: She would not be able to get to the office because she has limited
mobility in her legs.

Example 2: A child with an intellectual disability has difficulties in a mainstream classroom
because ..
- Social model: The curriculum and teaching strategies provided to the teacher do not
allow for adaptation to meet individual learning needs.
- Medical model: His disability makes it not possible for him to learn as well as the other
students.

Il. What is a functional difficulty?

A functional difficulty is not a medical diagnosis—rather, it is something that happens when a
person may have a specific challenge doing a basic functional activity, such as seeing the
blackboard or walking around the school. Functional difficulty is a way of thinking about
disability from the lens of the social model of disability. A functional difficulty results from an
individual’s interaction with the social environment.

We consider twelve different categories of functional difficulty that an individual may
encounter in the social environment: vision, hearing, mobility, communication, behavior,
learning, self-care, remembering, focusing attention, coping with change, relationships, and
emotions. These are different from the Government of Nepal's categories of disability which
include physical disability; disability related to vision; disability related to hearing; Deaf-
blindness; disability related to voice and speech; mental or psycho-social disability;
intellectual disability; disability associated with hemophilia; disability associated with autism;
and multiple disability.*¢ Though the categories of functional difficulty are not the same as
disability, there is some overlap. The functional difficulty categories focus on functioning in
basic, universal activities. This compares to the Government of Nepal's categories that are
based on a medical model which focus on impairments to bodily functions or structures.

Il. Why am | being asked these questions about my students?

The questions you will respond to help us understand the prevalence of students’ functional
difficulties in school—that is, the intersection of an impairment with the social environmentin
the school. We want to know how many students overall may be facing difficulties in the
school environment; these questions are not meant to be medical diagnoses. We are not
looking to identify students’ impairments on an individual level. We want to understand the

4 https://lawcommission.gov.np/en/?p=20774
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presence and extent of difficulties that the learners may have, not the causes of the
difficulties (Washington Group on Disability Statistics, 2020).

Importantly, the questions are also not meant to determine eligibility of a student for a
particular program (such as a government subsidy) or for a particular service (such as an
assistive device). The questions are also not meant to provide a medical diagnosis. Only a
trained medical professional can diagnose a child with a certain category and severity of
disability.

Ill. How should | answer the questions?

On this tool—the Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version (CFM-TV)—you will respond to 15
questions about each student in your classroom. Three of the 15 questions are responded to
with “Yes/No” and are related to a student’s use of assistive devices. Ten of the 15 questions
are responded to with “No difficulty/A little difficulty/A lot of difficulty/Cannot do at all.” Two of
the 15 questions are responded to with “Rarely/Monthly/Weekly/Daily.”

When considering your response to each question, think about one specific student and your
knowledge of them over time. In some cases, the question will ask you to make a comparison
to children of the same age. In these cases, you should think of the most appropriate
reference group of peers.

When considering your response to each question, also try to think about functional
difficulties rather than medical diagnoses. For example, when thinking if a student has
difficulty seeing, think about if they have any difficulty seeing objects around them rather
than if they have been diagnosed with far-sightedness or near-sightedness.

You should try to answer as many questions as you can about your students, even if you are

a bit unsure of what response to put. If you cannot answer a question, you may respond “Do
not know.”
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REEINEINCAEAR
T A1 TSer gal gl

B S HI BRI Al — felard Hewevl denfAs Heada

3UTSITAT HABI B & ?

3YTSITAT 8Tohl Afchgdd! 3Hfehre Hodctll ddh g Hucd! dAgefed (fA3mefdfd) o
3UTEITATh! AT 3ETgeul AT It 3UTSITAIeTE dufel IS | AT 3CTgeul o 3UTSJIdl
Afcheh! AR STl Elgal, T Ufcheb! haTuildl ¢ HTHTuich dTdldeyl Gdoh! UfUTH &
3fell SAISE | THAT HATGID! U, Yafene, fAfdsean gunsl, snfdfes Jumest ¢ erfsfiidd
U 1EE TeATdRl Bl ' AT 3GTgeUTes Afchdl &iaTdT ¢ HATAAT daTdefldheurd dfed
£o0 |

AT, 3UTSITdTeTS dhdes fAfdrcel efeahivrdre ufesifid IRt faa ifdfdscar yunfeses
3IUTSITATCATE Sfchehl haTuildioh] Ucdel UMD GUHAT 886 | T HUTSIAIAT HTHATvIh
AIATaeUTeh] 3ffAhIcaTs fadTe IGel ¢ T&HMDI T UTSIIAT oichl Shfchebl I ST
AT SUHT 28 | &l Afches folehl goT TTE AT oTalg Ulel fAfasca YUTIfeses 3UTSITAT 8foiehl
folfAd o foiep! golues afeel et foow | fAfdscall 3TgeUTes Tdh HAfcheh! dBaTuiIdigd foleh! UTefd
e2Tol Shfogd 1ot golles, AfhesTs AATUTHT UT ¢ YBITIhIE SUdT HESIN gof STE1oT gel fafdbeett
EEANUESHAT eTel dfogd IS 2

AIATAD 3&Tge0T fAfdbcan 3ergeun
o 3UTSITAT 8{cichl Afchobl AUl ¢ o 3{UTSIAT fchoh! chaTuileiap! UfeuTIa &l
ATHAT A ATATaCUThT UfuTTa &l | |
o GANIS o Afhodls A Il o TAAHA HATdEl Eolobl BPft Afches
afehIge Hlve] US difds Ioftge HeTTutel 3{TOFaTT 31TEoTdIdh FATETST [ 3UTE Ilof
TgHIft g AP | TS |

ATt T Afdhes uRkeTaTD! faes JaTgevres awh eare faqeie :
3CTEUT 5. 1 : BIGTUILHT THDT AfhedTs SIoIIE U3l hfdells gow faratafa ...

—

ATHATTAD 3STELUT : TloT HAGTAT Jolcs hidl IfBe] AHAT Tfed aT fSUe Bel I Ialdle ,
3{ft & Yo7 Mgl §o® |
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AfShes 3&TELUT : 3ot 3] UiTel Afareolo] fsataral JoTahl Fela efifald Ifdefieadr & |

3CTESUT o1, 2 : Sfeich SUTSITAT TP TSNS BIBTE HlaTIod BEThIGIHT ddol hfSallg gt fabetatal

TATAD ICTELUT : felefahoals IUcher] ISTSUhI UTSdchd ¢ felefur ursfifagaes faloel efddr
8iuchl faeeffeaers sfeldesal ol 3Hadfd fadeT |

fAfdca 31820 : 31 faaTeffesh! fABIEh! qTeldT 3ADh! HUTSIAI IHGIE Tadold
31efTd Follg feo® |

BAf D HISTE oot & &l ?

BRI BfeTe Bl f[dfdbce foierel gigel 96 - a1 el divl €1 vd Teb Aftholg sodicbals
gof dT Spesch! dfuf fEgel viedT sMmenmes(d Pbrafaicd vifafdfer Iref faely golldt goT dawo |
DI ID BfSelg sicich! ATHAT I IGTgeUT Bl EMCHIVIETE HUTSITATRT d1E Tieal dfehl &l |
BIAfHD DBidollg 8ol AT ATdIaeUTEI Afcheh! 3odeiohaTdh! UfUTH gl |

g1t Th Ufches ATATAD UfederdT TTHaIT ITof daol BIIITd BfSallgeooIg digdc] dIfgadl
e et | At S9fgs =fe, 9rqut, Tfdeficsdr, Tare, age, fadig, Td-gedIg, T, T
dhfoed ITof, TfedceTd! HTHSIT I, HITRIES, € HIATIES goll

& faset simorent faeelfeses! areen At usares Aip?

qUTEes ofdTh feoigat UssTgaes faenesaa faeneffgad! hrafaid hfdaggad! caTadhdl gga
HEAIEGE - Y ofoloh], fAETsUh! ATHTGISh ATATdeUTeITh haiidich! Uidadae g1l gt
GiTeol UTgow] fob HAAHAT hid faemeffgaes [Aearcsdah] aTaraeurd hidalTgg ! dIdTel Ifdeadhl
Bof, gt UseTgs fAfascdT faieTeiopl 31fal glgote] | difchdl UTtd TaTeR] thidcd dTTd dicsdIfe>hlall
3TCoh! HUTSITAT aT HAGUIdTh! Td a1 falglel ITef Hrwal| gt SUfchard T faaneffgaas!
AL UfgaTet Iof ENfAee T Bell | g1t felaneffgaesrs got eidel chfdatsgadd! ufeRlfd g efam
g0l UTEoB!, BISoIsgddh! BIEUIES algdl (3fehdl dedTgdhd alfelITeal &g, 2020)|

Agcayuf opel, Ul UsTges deahiel 3afarel, dgdit fafel srerar fofSid dar viedn
BrAcpadT faareffa! Toadr farerfeur TTefaT It grgatl
4. A A YsAgS D! Iae waf far

IJd dicsdlfesadl b Alees- felefs Tebeul (CFM-TV) (3Udheul) fF - durses qurgah!
PETDIOTHT HTDT Ucddh faaeffer! STeaT 15 TeT YsTgsh! wdTh feelgat® |15 gl UssTgedied
3 dCl YGIg&h! Jdl%h &l dl EIsaldl it feauals ¢ ot fa@fgsd! daganft arersfier
A8 d B |15 GCT USGTEAEd 10 TCl YGT8e0h! Gidalth HHA Bol/ 1S HHA B/ & FaredT
B/fdcpey Ief dfdeel 8foic ofdith faqUele | 15 el UKigadAed 2 del Uelgdml
fSres /A [aTedTfics /2fSids T TTaTth foeiuele |
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TAD YSGTal duTsdh! Ufafcharests fadie 16, Top e faemeff T Terreit aid! a1 daursds!
SiToT dTe faITe ITofgle | Shel 3raeiTdl, UseTes duTacslg eaflol IAeh] TIaallhIgeel qedell
I 1S EeAAB | At HACRATES, dUTEes eTefigeop! ddsfoal Iudch eogef HIgh! TIed
AoUS |

Th YGToh! UfdfchaTesls edTelall 2le, 3UTSITdich! fAfdscdl 3eTgeur AT ofafg areTfoich
3CTgUTh] ST Ufel dieel YT ITofeld |

AUTEcsTs dhed! Ufdfehdr feat afost a1 3ifSahfd SR 8t Ufsl duTdes 3ol faemeffgaant
SIS HBEIH &2 TKAEED! AdTh feol TATH Tefueies | Afe duTs YsaTeh! TTaTth feof earelgoo]
3o, AUTSS "TE1 BoT" 87ca) STt feol HTSIETO|

Child Functioning Module and Primary Caregiver Survey

Nepali English
STAEHIE, ATl AT ${interviewer} &1 ETaft Hello, my name is [Name of Facilitator]. We
3feaeifa fdsTaest S1f3 USAID, World are working with All Children Reading, a

Vision T Australian Government &t
ATASTAAT T World Education Nepal, World
Vision Nepal Z Progress Inc. Nepal 91 fRe5e

partnership between the United States
Agency for International Development,
World Vision, and the Australian

B JIfeeeehI Bl famea ¢ fllerdges Government, and with World Education
mmmqﬁmﬁrz Nepal, World Vision Nepal, and Progress Inc.
TEANT ITef Bl ATd Ief AaBel AL ES  Nepal. We are conducting research on how
wwﬁz@aﬂﬁlaﬁmenvﬁﬁﬁ; schools and teachers can help identify and
GRIEGEL: ﬂ@mmﬁlﬂﬁﬂﬁ‘m support children with disabilities. We hope
aﬂﬂﬁﬁmgﬁﬁ?, Ulol BITAHIT 45 you will agree to take part in this research
fAcH! goud | duTES 3TUeil HganfItarare by taking part in a survey, which should last
ﬁmammaﬁwaﬁgﬁ& Jafa, greft about 45 minutes. Although you may not
3{1e Iref b grait o] dAcRITolaAT T fAee, see any direct benefits from your

g1l SuTesan HYTSITT HUPI TSNS BIATE participation, we hope that, by participating
B T UfEret I afore fAdet aasi| in our research, we can learn how to better
T [HGETTAT dUTS b HEAHTIIET qufaar identify children with disabilities in Nepal.
B g afe aurs geamfl s1ga veie

mﬁwaﬁmﬁﬁmm Your participation in this research is
FoiBeTell afe auTs AT {3l Belle Iefge® ait,  completely voluntary. There will be no
aﬁmummaﬁﬁmgﬁqﬁ negative consequences if you choose not to
HATHAT TAEI0T el Beile Ief Aaejged 1P participate. If you choose to participate, you
aqﬁwaﬂmﬁamﬁgﬁ?aﬁmm can choose not to answer certain questions

STAThES Betol| O AT HAAT dUTES Pol
SHf&AA, daiTd, a1 AL HJ3d IfgAS sicat
TrioaTE 3P| E13it SIS1S AdarvTen! sharen
HAIfedhs T ATeATfoles et et CoVID-19

or stop the survey at any time. We ask you
to share your honest opinions: there are no
right or wrong answers. We do not think you
will experience any risks, stress, or
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eI oS dBIhel IAS | dUTSchI
afaftsares I g s, € greft aurgan!
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discomfort during this survey. Our team will
observe COVID-19 protocols, such as
masking and social distancing, during the
survey.

Your responses will be confidential, and we
will not share your responses with anyone.
The data from this research will be available
to the research team. The findings of this
research will only be used in ways that do
not identify you or other participants.

If you have any questions about this
research, you may contact Progress Inc. at
+977 14422623 or
contact@progressinccompany.com.

9a. Do you have any questions about what
I've just read?

9b. Do you voluntarily agree to participate in
this research?

I would like to ask you some questions about
difficulties your child may have.

Does ${child_name} wear glasses

or contact lenses?

When wearing his/her glasses or contact
lenses, does ${child_name} have difficulty
seeing?

Does ${child_name} have difficulty seeing?
Does ${child_name} use a hearing aid?

When using his/her hearing aid, does
${child_name} have difficulty hearing
sounds like peoples’ voices or music?

Does ${child_name} have difficulty hearing
sounds like peoples’ voices or music?

Does ${child_name} use any equipment or
receive assistance for walking?
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does ${child_name} have difficulty walking
100 yards/meters on level ground?

Without his/her equipment or assistance,
does ${child_name} have difficulty walking
500 yards/meters on level ground?

With his/her equipment or assistance, does
${child_name} have difficulty walking 100
yards/meters on level ground?

With his/her equipment or assistance, does
${child_name} have difficulty walking 500
yards/meters on level ground?

Compared with children of the same age,
does ${child_name} have difficulty walking
100 yards/meters on level ground?

Compared with children of the same age,
does ${child_name} have difficulty walking
500 yards/meters on level ground?

Does ${child_name} have difficulty with
self-care such as feeding or dressing
him/herself?
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When ${child_name} speaks, does he/she
have difficulty being understood by people
inside of this household?

When ${child_name} speaks, does he/she
have difficulty being understood by people
outside of this household?

Compared with children of the same age,
does ${child_name} have difficulty learning
things?

Compared with children of the same age,
does ${child_name} have difficulty
remembering things?

Does ${child_name} have difficulty
concentrating on an activity that he/she
enjoys doing?

Does ${child_name} have difficulty
accepting changes in his/her routine?

Compared with children of the same age,
does ${child_name} have difficulty
controlling his/her behaviour?

Does ${child_name} have difficulty making
friends?

How often does ${child_name} seem very
anxious, nervous, or worried?
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How often does ${child_name} seem very
sad or depressed?

Demographic

10. How old are you now?

1. What is the highest level of school you
have completed?

If other, please specify

Demographic

12. What is your current marital status?

13. Which best describes your main work
status?

14. What language do you and members of
your household use most often?

If other, please specify

15. What other languages do you and
members of your household use? (select
multiple)

If other, please specify

Household Characteristics

The next questions ask about difficulties you
may have doing certain activities.

16. Do you have difficulty seeing, even if
wedring glasses?

17. Do you have difficulty hearing, even if
using a hearing aid?

18. Do you have difficulty walking or climbing
steps?

19. Do you have difficulty remembering or
concentrating?

20. Do you have difficulty with self-care,
such as washing all over or dressing?

21. Using your usual language, do you have
difficulty communicating, for example
understanding or being understood?

Household Characteristics

22. How many people live in your
household? That is, people that usually sleep
and eat in your home.
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23. How many of the people in your
household are under 18 years of age?

24. What is your relationship to
${child_name}?

24.If other, please specify

25. Are you the head of household?

26. Who is the head of household? Is it
${child_name}'s:

If other, please specify

27. (If no) Which best describes the head of
household’'s main work status best?

If other, please specify

Household Characteristics

Does anyone in your household or any
relatives have any of the following
disabilities:

41. Physical disability

42. Vision-related disability (blind or low
vision)

43. Hearing-related disability (Deaf or hard
of hearing)

44. Deaf-blind

45. Voice and speech-related disability
46. Mental or psychosocial disability
(learning disabilities)

47. Intellectual disability (e.j. Downs
Syndrome)

48. Hemophilia (clotting of blood)

49. Autism
50. Multiple disabilities

Child Characteristics

Now ['ll ask you some questions specifically
about ${child_name}. Remember that you
do not need to answer a question if you
don't want to.

51. How old were you when ${child_name}
was born?

52. How old is ${child_name} now?
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53. Does your child live in your home or in a
hostel?

If other, please specify

54. In what grade is ${child_name} now?
55. For how many years has ${child_name}
been enrolled in this school?

Child Characteristics

Has ${child_name} ever received a medical
or clinical diagnosis of the following
disabilities:

56. Physical disability

57. Vision-related disability (blind or low
vision)

58. Hearing-related disability (Deaf or hard
of hearing)

59. Deaf-blind

60. Voice and speech-related disability

61. Mental or psychosocial disability
(learning disabilities)

62. Intellectual disability (e.g., Downs
Syndrome)

63. Hemophilia (clotting of blood)

64. Autism

65. Multiple disabilities

66. Does ${child_name} have a disability
card?

67. Has ${child_name} received health and
rehabilitation services as a result of their
disability status?

Child Characteristics

Is ${child_name} using any of the following
types of assistive devices, in school or at
home: (refer to pictures of assistive devices)
68. Wheelchair

69. Crutches

70. Walking stick or walking frame

71. Screen reading software
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72. Braille machine

73. White cane

74. Glasses

75. Hearing aid

76. Magnifier

77. Orthotic devices

78. Artificial limbs

79. Modified furniture

80. Communication boards
81. Computer used specifically to overcome
functional limitation/disability
82. Other - please specify

If other, please specify

School Experience

83. Does ${child_name} have a specialized
education plan, or an individual education
program, in their school?

84. In the past six months, how many times
have you met with ${child_name}'s teacher
to discuss their performance or progress at
school?

85. Does ${child_name} or your household
receive any financial support to help
her/him/them attend school?

86. (If yes) What type of financial support
does [she/he/they] receive? (select
multiple)

If other, please specify

87. (If yes) From what type of source does
the financial support come? (select
multiple)

If other, please specify

School Experience

How much do you agree with the following
statements:

88. ${child_name}'s teachers are well
prepared to support [him/her/them] at
school.

89. Overall, ${child_name} has a good
experience at school.
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90. ${child_name} behaves differently at
school than at home.

91. 1 am supportive of ${child_name}'s
efforts and achievements at school.

92. I support ${child_name} when
she/he/they are facing difficulties at school.
93. I encourage ${child_name} to be
confident.

4. Select the language of enumeration

If other, please specify

Thank you very much for your time. Your
responses will help us to understand how we
can support students with and without
disabilities in the school system.
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MEDICAL TOOLS

Written Primary Caregiver Consent

Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version Validity
Study
Parent/Caregiver Information and Consent Form for
Medical Screening and Surveys

By reading this and signing this document, you agree to your child’s participation in a
medical screening and your participation in a survey.

Study Information

Thank you for considering participating in the Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version
Validity Study. This study is sponsored by the All Children Reading project, a partnership
between the United States Agency for International Development, World Vision, the Australian
Government, and with School-to-School International, World Education Nepal, World Vision
Nepal, and Progress Inc. Nepal. We are conducting research on how schools and teachers
can help identify and support children with disabilities. We hope you will agree to take partin
this research by allowing your child to participate in medical screenings in vision, hearing,
and mobility, as well as taking part in a survey yourself, which should last about 45 minutes.
You will not be compensated for your participation in the study, and although you may not
see any direct benefits from your participation, we hope that by participating in our research,
we can learn how to better identify children with disabilities in Nepal. We expect that at least
392 learners and their parents will be needed to take part in this study.

As part of this research, we ask that your child take part in a medical screening that is
administered by qualified medical professionals to identify any possible impairments in
vision, hearing, or mobility. If you chose to take part in this study, your responsibility is to allow
your child to be screened by a medical professional for any possible impairments in vision,
hearing, or mobility, and to participate in a survey yourself. There is no cost for this medical
screening. You have the right to request the full results of the screening, even if no
impairment is identified. If any impairment is identified, you will be notified by the medical
professional. If necessary, the professional will also link you and your child to external health
services in the area. Your and your child’s participation in this research is completely
voluntary. You may choose to allow your child to be screened - or not - and may choose to
withdraw your permission at any time. There will be no negative consequences if you choose
not to participate.

We will also ask you to participate in a survey about your child, yourself, and your attitudes
and beliefs around education and disability. If you choose to participate in the survey, you
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can choose not to answer certain survey questions or stop the survey at any time. We ask you
to share your honest opinions: there are no right or wrong answers. We do not think you will
experience any risks, stress, or discomfort during this survey. Our team will observe COVID-19
protocols, such as masking and social distancing, during the survey.

All information will be kept confidential and in accordance with safeguards defined by the
National Health Research Council of Nepal. Your child’s screening data will be anonymous
and will not be shared with anyone other than the researchers, and your child’s data will not
lead to commercialization. Your survey responses will be confidential, and we will not share
your responses with anyone. The data from this research will only be available to the
research team. The findings of this research will only be used in ways that do not identify you,
your child, or other participants.

If you have any questions about this research, you may contact lla Pant, team lead with
World Vision Nepal at +977 9841298476 or ila_pant@wvi.org. You may also contact the Ethical
Review Board, the National Health Research Council of Nepal for any queries related to the
study. They can be reached at +977-1-4254220 regarding Proposal ID: 25-2023.

Consent

By signing this document, | certify that | have read and understand its contents (or that the
contents have been read to me). | authorize my child to receive a medical screening and my
own participation in the survey.

Relationship: __Parent __Guardian

(Child’s name)
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Intake Form

Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version Validity
Study
Data Intake Form

Bagmati
Province Gandaki
Madhesh
District
School
School Type

Child's name

Child's age
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Male

Child’s sex Female
Other
Grade 2
Grade 3

. Grade 4

Child’'s Grade
Resource Classroom
Non-graded
Other

Teacher's Name

Child’'s unique ID

[Note: This ID is generated by SurveyCTO. Give

this slip to the medical professionals/data

managers to enter the child’s ID into their

SurveyCTO forms.]

Primary Caregiver Naome

Primary Caregiver phone number
Yes - Vision

Primary Caregiver provided consent for
screening?

Yes - Hearing

Yes — RAM (mobility)

No

Is the child a case in vision?

Yes

No

N/A - not screened

Is the child a case in hearing?

Yes

No

N/A - not screened

Is the child a case in mobility?

Yes

No

N/A — not screened
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Vision Form

Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version Validity
Study
Medical Screening - Vision

Screening Date:

Tole/Village: _ ______________ Wardno.: _____ Municipality/VDC:
Age: ________ Sex: Male/ Female: ________ Sstd/sec: _______
PhoneNo: __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ ________
Student wearing glasses for reading: Yes € No €
Student wearing glasses for distance: Yes € No €
Student has ever had eyes examined: Yes € No €
Snellen chart acuity test
Acuity score: Tick the box of the category in which the acuity score falls
Enter actual score for | Notacase: | Nota | Case - Case - Case -
each eye below 6/6 to 6/12 case Moderate VI Severe VI Blindness
- Mild | <6/18t0 6/60 | <6/60to | <6/60
Vi 3/60
<6/12
to
6/18
Right Eye
Left Eye

Refraction: Enter notes for each eye below

Right Eye

Left Eye

Overall Impression (notes):
Advice: Glasses €  Medication € Surgery € Not Applicable €

Referred to low vision clinic/rehabilitation center: Yes € No €
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Optometrist Name:

Signature:

Hearing Form

Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version Validity
Study
Medical Screening - Hearing

Screening Date:

Age: ________
PhoneNo: __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ ________
Student wearing assistive device for hearing? Yes € No €
If yes, what type of device?

[ Hearing aid

[ Cochlear implant

[l Other: Please explain

Examination of the ear with Right Ear Left Ear

otoscope
(Enter notes)

Pure Tone Audiometry

Before beginning the pure tone audiometry test, measure the background decibel level and
enter it here:

[NOTE: DO NOT PROCEED with screening if noise levels are too loud (greater than 50dBA)]
Background dB level:
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For each ear, record the dBa Right ear Left ear
values for the four frequencies of
the tone test.

DO NOT PROCEED with screening if
noise levels are too loud (greater
than 50dBA)

Tone 1: 0.5 kHz

Tone 2:1kHz

Tone 3: 2 kHz

Tone 4: 4 kHz

Average dB level:

Is the child a case? Use the average dB level for the better ear to determine:
I Not acase (0-34 dB)

35-49 dB (moderate)

50- 64 dB (moderately severe)

65—-79 dB (severe)

>80 dB (profound)

I I B

Overall observation (notes):

Advice: Assistive device € Medication € Surgery € Not applicable €
Referred to clinic/Rehabilitation center: Yes € No €
Audiologist/ENT Name:

Signature:

124



RAM Form

Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version Validity
Study
Medical Screening - RAM

Section A: General Information

Participants Unique ID: Screening Date:

Age: ________ Sex: Male/ Female: ________ Std/Sec: _______
RAM Stage 1
Section B: Screen for Musculoskeletal Impairment Yes No

1. Is any part of your body missing or misshapen?

2. | Do you have any difficulty or pain using your arms? (Including hands)
IF YES, GO TO 2A.IFNO, GO TO 3.

2a. | Has it lasted>Imonth?

2b. | Is it permanent?

3. | Do you have any difficulty or pain using your legs? (Including feet)
IF YES, GO TO 3A.IFNO, GO TO 4.

3a. | Has it lasted>Tmonth?

3b. | Is it permanent?

4. | Do you have any difficulty or pain using any other part of your body?

5. | Do you need a mobility aid or prosthesis?

6. Do you have convulsions, involuntary movement, rigidity, or loss of
consciousness?

Is the child a suspected case?

[If any of the answers to questions 1-6 were yes, the child is a
suspected case.

If all answers to questions 1-6 were no, the child is not a case. ]
IF YES, GO TO STAGE 2.

IF NO, END THE SCREENING HERE.

RAM Stage 2 Section C: Observation of Activities

I Position Cando easily | Cannot Do

9. | Squat/sit bending knees

10. | Stand up straight on natural legs
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1.

Hold arms straight above head, fingers straight

. Mobility

12. | Walk along the 11-meter rope
13. | Doitinless than 10 secs
14. | Do it without limping
. Right Hand Function Cando
with Cannot
Cando easily | difficulty | do
15. | Touch Nose
16. | Pick up coin and putin cup
17. | Tip coin into bowl

Iv. Left Hand Function

18. | Touch Nose
19. | Pick up coin and putin cup
20. | Tip coin into bowl

Section D: Seizure History
21. Have you ever had a seizure?

[0 Yes, GOTO 22
[ No,GOTOSECTIONE

22. Number of episodes in last year:

0o o

n1-2

7 1-5years

1 3-10

0 >l

I Not applicable (never had seizure)

23. Type of seizure (tick one only)

[ Absences
[J Convulsions
7 Not applicable (never had seizure)

Section E: Duration and Consanguinity
24. Age at impairment (tick one)

[J Since birth

After birth — 1year
1-5 years

6-15 years

16-39 years

>40 years

I I B B B
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I Not applicable (no impairment)

25. Consanguinity
0 Yes
[0 No

Section F: Aetiology

26. What is the primary cause of impairment? (Select all that apply)
0 Family history

Congenital but no family history

Perinatal hypoxia

RTA

Other war

Civil violence

Domestic violence

Deliberate self-harm

Otherinc. accidents _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o __

Developmental/nutritional

Infection

Neoplasm

latrogenic

Traditional

Unknown

Not applicable (no impairment)

O oo oo ooo4Qg0oogoQgooodg

Section G: Structure Affected
27. Which part of your structure is affected?
00 Head and neck
Whole body
Upper limb IF YES, GO TO 28
Lower limb and pelvis IF YES, GO TO 29
Trunk and spine IF YES, GO TO 30

I I B

28. If upper limb is affected, is the whole arm affected?
[l Yes, IF YES, GO TO 28A
[0 No, IF NO, GO TO 28B.

28A. Is the left whole arm, right whole arm, or both whole arms affected? GO ON TO 29 AFTER
RESPONSE.

0 Left whole arm

0 Right whole arm

[0 Both whole arms
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28B. If parts of the arm are affected, which parts [SELECT NO MORE THAN 3]?
Shoulder region

Upper arm

Elbow joint

Forearm

Wrist Joint

Hand

Hand/Finger Joints

I I A

28C. Is the left, right or both the left and right of the body part listed below affected? (Tick all
that apply for the applicable body part)

Body part Left Right Both
Shoulder region
Upper arm

Elbow joint
Forearm

Wrist Joint

Hand
Hand/Finger Joints

29. If the lower limb is affected, is the whole leg affected?
[l Yes, IFYES, GO TO 29A.
[ No, IFNO, GO TO 29B.

29A. Is the left whole leg, right whole leg, or both whole legs affected?
0 Left whole leg
00 Rightwhole leg
[l Both whole legs

29B. If parts of the legs are affected, which parts [SELECT NO MORE THAN 3]?
Pelvis

Hip joint

Knee joint

Lower leg

Ankle Joint

Foot

Foot/Toe Joints

s I A
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29C. Is the left, right or both the left and right of the body part listed below affected? (Tick all
that apply for the applicable body part)

Body part Left Right Both
Pelvis

Hip joint

Knee joint
Lower leg
Ankle joint

Foot

Foot/Toe Joints

30. If trunk and spine is affected, which part?

0 Trunk

0 C-spine

[0 T-spine

00 L-spine

[l Whole spine

Section H: Case Severity

Yes No

3la) Can the child stand up straight on natural legs?

31b) Can the child walk 11 m in 10 secs without limping?

31c) Can the child squat/sit and bend knees?

31d) Does the child have typically shaped limb, feet, and
toes?

31E) Is the child not a case?

[Tick yes if all the answers to 31a-31d were “Yes.” GO ON
TO RAM STAGE 3.

Tick no if at least one answer to 31a-31d was no. GO ON
TO 32a.]

32a) Can the child walk 1lm in 10 seconds (but limps)?

32b) Can the child walk 11m in 10 seconds but with a
walking aid?

32c) Can the child walk 1Im in 10 seconds but using
prosthesis?

32D) Is the child a mild case?

[Tick yes if all the answers to 32a-32c were “Yes.” GO ON
TO RAM STAGE 3.

Tick no if at least one answer to 32a-32c was no. GO ON
TO 33a.]
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33a) Can the child walk 11m, but it takes longer than 14
seconds?

33b) Is the child a moderate case?

[Tick yes if all the answer to 33a was “Yes.” GO ON TO
RAM STAGE 3.

Tick no if the answer to 33a was no. GO ON TO 34a.]

34a) Is the child unable to walk?

34b) Is the child able to walk but with extreme
pain/difficulty?

34c) Is the child a severe case?

[Tick yes if all the answer to 34a or 34b was “Yes.” GO ON
TO RAM STAGE 3.

Tick no if the answer to 34a or 34b was no. GO ON TO
RAM STAGE 3]

RAM STAGE 3: DIAGNOSIS DECISION ALGORITHM
35. Is it congenital?

[0 Yes, GOONTO 35A

[l No,GOONTO 36

35A. If it is congenital, which part is affected?
Upper limb

Lower limb

Upper and lower limb

Spine

Head and Neck

General

I I B [ B

36. Is it due to an infection?
[0 Yes, GOONTO 36A
[l NoGOONTO 37

36A. If it is due to an infection, select all that apply:
Joint infection

Bone infection limb

Bone infection spine

Skin/soft tissue infection/wound

I B

37.Is it due to trauma?
[0 Yes, GOONTO 37A
[l No GOONTO 38
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37A.If it is due to trauma, select all that apply:
Burn contracture

Fracture malunion

Spinal injury

Head injury
Recurrent/chronic dislocation
Post-traumatic joint stiffness
Tendon problem

Muscle problem

Peripheral nerve problem
Amputation

Other trauma

I I O o N

38. Is it neurological in cause or nature?
0 Yes
o No

38A. If it is neurological, select all that apply:
No diagnosis

Epilepsy

Leprosy

Developmental delay
Cerebral palsy — spastic
Cerebral palsy — other
Paraplegia

Hemiplegia
Quadriplegia

Facial weakness
Peripheral nerve palsy
Polio

Other neurological
Spina bifida

I A o A

38B. If it is not neurological in cause or nature, select all that apply:
Degenerative joint disease

Non-infective non-traumatic joint disease

Bow legs

Knock knees

Other joint deformity

Bone tumor (benign or malignant)

Hydrocephalus

Skin/Soft tissue tumor

Spinal deformity-kyphosis

I A A
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Spinal deformity-lordosis
Spinal deformity-scoliosis
Spinal pain limiting function
TB spine/spine infection

Limb pain limiting function
Lymphoedema

Other acquired non traumatic

O oo o-dgoo

RAM STAGE 4: Service Use and Needs

39. Have you ever received medication for a physical impairment?
[l Yes
"] No (Go to 39¢)

39a. Are you currently taking medication for a physical impairment?
0 Yes
7 No

39b. How did you access or how are you currently accessing medication for a physical
impairment?
1 Physiotherapist
Family practitioner
Government health center
Government hospital
Pharmacy
NGO clinic
Private clinic
Informail clinic

OooOoo0oodgoodg

39c. Physio assessment: If not received/currently receiving, could they benefit from
medication?

0 Yes

1 No (Go to 40)

39d. What is the reason for not seeking medication?
Need not felt by participant

Unaware service available

Could not afford

Service not available

Transport not accessible

Transport too expensive

Service too far away

Negative attitude of service providers

I s A
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U
U
U

No translator at service
No time
No one to accompany me

40. Have you ever had surgery for a physical impairment?

U
O

Yes
No (Go to 40c)

400. Are you currently seeing a surgeon or awaiting a surgical intervention?

U
O

Yes
No

40b. How did you access or how dre you currently accessing surgery for a physical
impairment?

0

I s I

Physiotherapist

Family practitioner
Government health center
Government hospital
Pharmacy

NGO clinic

Private clinic

Informal clinic

40c. Physio assessment: If not received/currently awaiting, could they benefit from surgery?

U
U

Yes
No (Go to 41)

40d. What is the reason for not seeking this surgery?

A A

Need not felt by participant
Unaware service available
Could not afford

Service not available
Transport not accessible
Transport too expensive
Service too far away
Negative attitude of service providers
No translator at service

No time

No one to accompany me
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41. Have you ever had physiotherapy for a physical impairment?
1 Yes
7 No (Go to 41c)

41a. Are you currently receiving physiotherapy for a physical impairment?
0 Yes
[0 No

41b. How did you access or how are you currently accessing physiotherapy for a physical

impairment?

(Note: Skip question 42 and go on to question 43 after this question.)
1 Physiotherapist

Family practitioner

Government health center

Government hospital

Pharmacy

NGO clinic

Private clinic

Informal clinic

OO0 o0odgood

41c. Physio assessment: If not received/currently receiving, could they benefit from
physiotherapy?

1 Yes

1 No (Go to 42)

41d. What is the reason for not seeking physiotherapy?
Need not felt by participant

Unaware service available

Could not afford

Service not available

Transport not accessible

Transport too expensive

Service too far away

Negative attitude of service providers
No translator at service

No time

No one to accompany me

I A

42. Have you ever received information on exercises for physical impairment without ongoing
physiotherapy?

0 Yes

7 No (Go to 42¢)
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42a. Are you currently doing exercises for physical impairment without ongoing

physiotherapy?
[l Yes
[ No

42b. How did you access or how are you accessing exercises without ongoing physiotherapy?
Physiotherapist

Family practitioner

Government health center

Government hospital

Pharmacy

NGO clinic

Private clinic

Informal clinic

O o000 4Qgooog™g

42c¢. Physio assessment: If not received/currently receiving, could they benefit from exercises
for physical impairment?

0 Yes

] No (Go to 43)

42d. What is the reason for not seeking information on exercises for physical impairment or
doing such exercises?
1 Need not felt by participant
Unaware service available
Could not afford
Service not available
Transport not accessible
Transport too expensive
Service too far away
Negative attitude of service providers
No translator at service
No time
No one to accompany me

I A [

43. Have you ever received any other rehabilitation for physical impairment, such as
psychosocial support, speech therapy, occupational therapy?

0 Yes

1 No (Go onto 43c)

43a. Are you currently receiving other rehabilitation?

0 Yes
0 No
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43b. How did you access or how are you accessing this other rehabilitation?
Physiotherapist

Family practitioner

Government health center

Government hospital

Pharmacy

NGO clinic

Private clinic

Informal clinic

OO0 4oooog4go

43c. Physio assessment: If not received/currently receiving, could they benefit from other
rehabilitation for physical impairment?

0 Yes

1 No (Go onto 44)

43d. What is the reason for not seeking other rehabilitation?
Need not felt by participant

Unaware service available

Could not afford

Service not available

Transport not accessible

Transport too expensive

Service too far away

Negative attitude of service providers
No translator at service

No time

No one to accompany me

e O A

44. Have you ever received an environmental modification for physical impairment?
0 Yes
I No (Go on to 44c)

44a. Do you currently receive an environmental modification?
0 Yes
0 No

44b. How did you access or how dre you accessing this environmental modification?
Physiotherapist

Family practitioner

Government health center

Government hospital

Pharmacy

I [ I O B
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NGO clinic
Private clinic
Informal clinic

I B B

44c. Physio assessment: If not received/currently receiving, could they benefit from an
environmental modification?

0 Yes

I No (Go on to 45)

44d. What is the reason for not seeking environmental modification?
Need not felt by participant

Unaware service available

Could not afford

Service not available

Transport not accessible

Transport too expensive

Service too far away

Negative attitude of service providers
No translator at service

No time

No one to accompany me

I A o

RAM STAGE 5: Assistive Products Use and Needs

45. Have you ever received any of these device(s)? Select all that apply.

GO ON TO QUESTION 46 IF ANY DEVICES SELECTED.
0 Wheelchair

Crutches

Stick/cane

Quadripods/tripods

Walking frame

Rollator

Lower limb prosthesis

Upper limb prosthesis

Orthoses

Protective footwear

Toilet/shower chair

Grab bars

Ramps

None (GO TO QUESTION 45A)

I A [ O
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450. What is the reason for not seeking a device?
Need not felt

Device is broken/unusable

Didn't find device helpful

Unaware device available

Could not afford

Service/device not available
Transport not accessible

Transport too expensive

Service far away

Negative attitude of service providers
Communication/language barriers
No time

No one to accompany me

O oo oo ooogo4goooggo

46. Of the devices you have received, which are you currently using?
[0 Wheelchair

Crutches

Stick/cane

Quadripods/tripods

Walking frame

Rollator

Lower limb prosthesis

Upper limb prosthesis

Orthoses

Protective footwear

Toilet/shower chair

Grab bars

Ramps

O oo oo oooQgooogdg

47. Of the devices you have received, which are in good working order?
[ Wheelchair

Crutches

Stick/cane

Quadripods/tripods

Walking frame

Rollator

Lower limb prosthesis

Upper limb prosthesis

Orthoses

Protective footwear

I A A
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Toilet/shower chair
Grab bars
Ramps

I B B

48. Physio assessment: could the child benefit from any of these devices?
[0  Wheelchair

Crutches

Stick/cane

Quadripods/tripods

Walking frame

Rollator

Lower limb prosthesis

Upper limb prosthesis

Orthoses

Protective footwear

Toilet/shower chair

Grab bars

Ramps

Ooo0oo0 o 4oo o 4goooogQgo

49. If they have any of the above devices, is further assessment still needed?
0 Yes
7 No

Physiologist Name:

Signature:
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QUALITATIVE TOOLS

Cognitive Interview

Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version Validity
Study
Cognitive Interview Guide

I. Instructions to Research Team
Consent
You must obtain verbal consent from each participant to participate in the interview and to
have the interview audio recorded. If any participant does not consent, you should end the
interview and find a different respondent.
Research Questions
Data collected from this tool should answer the following research questions:
¢ 1. What are teachers’ interpretations of the CFM-TV questions?
+ la. To what extent are teachers’ interpretations consistent with the intended
interpretations underlying the CFM-TV?
¢ 1b. To what extent do teachers engage in a normative assessment of their learners, as
opposed to a criterion-based assessment, on the CFM-TV?
¢ 1bi.If a normative assessment, what is the norm that teachers use: school peers, age
peers, or other norms?
« 1bii. If a criterion-based assessment, what information do teachers use to provide their
ratings for each of the CFM-TV questions?
« lc. Are teachers’ interpretations (1a) or approaches (1b) significantly different with the
provision of ancillary material?
e 1d. Do any of these findings vary by functional domain?

Roles and responsibilities

Facilitator. You are responsible for leading the interview. Do your best to ensure a friendly and
welcoming environment. It is your responsibility to determine when to ask follow-up
questions, and which follow-up questions to ask, so that you get answers to all questions in
this guide. If you are using a sign language interpreter to communicate with a teacher who is
deaf, please direct your attention and interview questions to the teacher and not the
interpreter. Similarly, if you are interviewing a teacher with a disability who has an assistant,
please direct your attention and interview questions to the teacher and not their assistant.
Notetaker. You are responsible for recording live notes during the interview with as much
detail as possible. You should also record non-verbal observations (e.g., laughs, smiles, head
nods, head shakes, crossed arms, etc.). Do not write the participant’s name in your notes or
other documents. Make a note if an interpreter or any other type of assistance was
provided/used to facilitate access during the interview. Be objective and refrain from making
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judgments about what is said. You should capture any direct quotes from the participant in
quotation marks. You are responsible for ensuring that the interview is audio recorded.

Interview Protocol
A. Introduction

During this interview, we want to find out if the questions we asked you to fill out about your
students make sense and if you understand the questions in the same way that other
teachers do. We will be asking you about your thoughts while you fill out the questions for
one student on your tablet. Please read the question aloud and share how you will answer
the question. We might have some follow up questions to learn more about your
understanding of the question. There are no right or wrong answers — we want to learn how
you interpreted the questions. Your interview will help us find out how the questions are
working.
Do we have your permission to record this interview on our audio recorder? We will only use
the recording to refresh our memory of what was said in the interview and will not share it
with anyone.
(If the participant responds YES, begin interview; if the participant responds NO, ask her/him
if it is ok to continue the interview only taking notes. If the participant responds YES, begin the
interview; if the participant responds NO, end the interview.)

**NOTE: Start audio recording after the participant provides permission**

Do not read the CFM-TV question. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.
Reference CFM-TV Question: How well do you know this student?

1. How did you decide to rate how well you know the student?

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: Does this student wear glasses or contact lenses?

If yes, When wearing his/her glasses/lenses, does this student have difficulty seeing?

If no, does this student have difficulty seeing?

2. Whatis your understanding of ‘difficulty seeing’'?

3. Howdid you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Allow the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary.]

a. [Probe]Did you think of an activity they might be able to do, a situation, or
compare the student to others? If so, how did you use that to make your
decision?

4. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or
why not?
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Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: Does this student use a hearing aid?

If yes, when using his [her hearing aid, does this student have difficulty hearing sounds like
people’s voices or music?

If no, does this student have difficulty hearing sounds like people’s voices or music?

5. Whatis your understanding of ‘difficulty hearing sounds like people’s voices or
music'?

6. How did you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Allow the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary.]

a. [Probe]Did you think of an activity they might be able to do, a situation, or
compare the student to others? If so, how did you use that to make your
decision?

7. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or
why not?

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: Does this student use any equipment or receive assistance for
walking?

If yes, without the use of his/her equipment or assistance, does this student have difficulty
walking?

If no, does this student have difficulty walking?

8. What type of device or equipment does this student use?

9. What is your understanding of ‘difficulty walking'?

10. How did you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Al/low the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary. ]

a. [Probe]Did you think of an activity they might be able to do, a situation, or
compare the student to others? If so, how did you use that to make your
decision?

11. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or
why not?

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: When this student speaks, does he/she have difficulty being
understood by you, or others in this classroom?

12. What is your understanding of ‘having difficulty being understood by you, or others
in the classroom'?

142




13. How did you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Al/low the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary. ]

a. [Probe]Did you think of a specific situation or compare the student to
others? If so, how did you use that to make your decision?

14. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or
why not?

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: Compared with children of the same age, does this student
have difficulty learning things?

15. What is your understanding of ‘difficulty learning things’'?

16. How did you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Al/low the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary.]

b. [Probe]Did you think of specific situation? If so, how did you use that to
make your decision?

17. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or
why not?

18. The question says to compare with children of the same age. Which children were
you thinking of? [Prompt if needed: Children in your classroom? Children in other
classrooms in the school? Children in different schools?]

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and respondeq,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: Compared with children of the same age, does this student
have difficulty remembering things?

19. What is your understanding of ‘difficulty remembering things'?

20. How did you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Allow the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary.]

a. [Probe]Did you think of a specific situation? If so, how did you use that to
make your decision?

21. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or
why not?

22. The question says to compare with children of the same age. Which children were
you thinking of? [Prompt if needed: Children in your classroom? Children in other
classrooms in the school? Children in different schools?]
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Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: Does this student have difficulty concentrating on an activity
that he/she enjoys doing?

23. What is your understanding of ‘having difficulty concentrating on an activity that
he/she enjoys doing’?

24. How did you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Allow the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary.]

a. [Probe]Did you compare the student to others? If so, how did you use that
comparison in your decision?

25. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or
why not?

26. The question mentions an activity that the student enjoys doing. What activity did
you think of?

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and respondeq,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: Does this student have difficulty accepting changes in his/her
routine?

27. What is your understanding of ‘having difficulty accepting changes in his/her
routine’?

28. How did you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Allow the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary.]

a. [Probe]Did you think of a specific situation or compare the student to
others? If so, how did you use that comparison in your decision?

29. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or
why not?

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: Compared with children of the same age, does this student
have difficulty controlling his/her behaviour?

30. What is your understanding of ‘difficulty controlling behavior'?

31. How did you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Allow the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary.]

a. [Probe]Did you think of specific situation? If so, how did you use that to
make your decision?
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32. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or
why not?

33. The question says to compare with children of the same age. Which children were
you thinking of? [Prompt if needed: Children in your classroom? Children in other
classrooms in the school? Children in different schools?]

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.
Reference CFM-TV Questions: Does this student have difficulty making friends?

34. What is your understanding of ‘difficulty making friends’?

35. How did you decide the level of difficulty for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering? [Allow the teacher to think and
respond first. Probe if necessary.]

a. [Probe]Did you think of specific situation or compare the student to others?
If so, how did that help you make your decision?

36. Did you have any trouble determining the difficulty level for this student? Why or

why not?

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.

Reference CFM-TV Questions: How often does this student seem very anxious, nervous, or
worried?

37. What is your understanding of ‘seeming anxious, nervous, or worried?’

38. How did you decide the frequency rating for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering?

39. Did you have any trouble determining the frequency for this student? Why or why
not?

Do not read the CFM-TV questions. Once the teacher has read this question and responded,
ask the question(s) below in bold.
Reference CFM-TV Questions: How often does this student seem very sad or depressed?

40. What is your understanding of ‘seeming very sad or depressed’'?

41. How did you decide the frequency rating for this student? Can you describe what
you were thinking about while you were answering?

42. Did you have any trouble determining the frequency for this student? Why or why
not?
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Final Questions

43. What do you think about this questionnaire?
%. Were any of the questions confusing?
44.Before filling this questionnaire about for your students, how much had you
thought about your students’ abilities in seeing, hearing, walking,
communicating, learning, remembering, concentrating, accepting change,
controlling behaviour, making friends, anxiety, and depression?
45. How much do you feel you know about each of these functional areas?
46. How confident did you feel answering these questions about your students?
@. Were there any questions in particular that you did not feel confident
answering?
7. (If yes) Which questions?
47. Think about how long you've had each of your students in your classroom. Did
your familiarity with each student influenced your ability to answer the questions?
If so, how much?
48. Do you do you think this questionnaire will provide a good assessment of the types
of disabilities that students may have in your classroom? In other classrooms?
49. Is there anything else you'd like to share with us about this questionnaire or about
identifying children with disabilities in your classroom?

Those are all of my questions. Thank you for participating in this interview today. We

appreciate you taking the time to talk with us and your thoughtful answers to our questions!
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Key Informant Interview

Child Functioning Module-Teacher Version Validity Study
Key Informant Interview: Teachers

I. Instructions to Researcher Team

Consent

You must obtain verbal consent from each participant to participate in the interview and to
have the interview audio recorded. If any participant does not consent, you should end the
interview and find a different respondent.

Roles and responsibilities

Facilitator. You are responsible for leading the interview. Do your best to ensure a friendly and
welcoming environment. It is your responsibility to determine when to ask follow-up
questions, and which follow-up questions to ask, so that you get answers to all questions in
this guide. Try to seek as much detail, examples, and stories as possible. If you are using a
sign language interpreter to communicate with a teacher who is deaf, please direct your
attention and interview questions to the teacher and not the interpreter. Similarly, if you are
interviewing a teacher with a disability who has an assistant, please direct your attention and
interview questions to the teacher and not their assistant.

Notetaker. You are responsible for recording live notes during the interview with as much
detail as possible. You should also record non-verbal observations (e.g., laughs, smiles, head
nods, head shakes, crossed arms, etc.). You should assign the participant a number, and you
should use that number to note their contributions. Do not write the participant's name in
your notes or other documents. Make a note if an interpreter or any other type of assistance
was provided/used to facilitate access during the interview (without identifying the
participant). Be objective and refrain from making judgments about what is said. You should
capture any direct quotes from the participant in quotation marks. You are responsible for
ensuring that the interview is audio recorded.

A. Warm up - Introduction (5 minutes)
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Do we have your permission to record this interview on our audio recorder? (If the participant

responds YES, begin interview; if the participant responds NO, ask her/him to leave the

interview and go to the next respondent)
**NOTE: Start audio recording after the participant provides permission**

The first few questions will be about your role in this school and your experience teaching

diverse learners.

1.

[RQ 2] For how long have you been a teacher?
[RQ 2] For how long have you been teaching in this school?
[RQ 2a] Generally, how long do you have a student in your classroom? One year?
More than one year?
a) Do any students join midway through the year or dropout partway through? If
so, how many would you estimate?
b) How many hours per week do you spend with the students in your class, on

average?

4. [RQ2]How well do you know the students for whom you completed the CFM-TV

today?

B. Beliefs around teaching students with disabilities
The next set of questions are about teaching diverse groups of students. In particular, we will

focus on teaching students with disabilities.

1.

[RQ 2b] What kinds of support do you receive to teach students with disabilities?
a. (If support received) What types of support are most helpful to support
students with different disabilities?
b. What types of resources would you like to have to help support students with

different disabilities?

2. What type of training have you received to support the learning needs of students

with disabilities?

a. Tell me what you learned in the training(s).
[RQ 2c] How well prepared do you feel to teach students with disabilities? [Probe by
disability - seeing; hearing, mobility; communication/comprehension; learning;
remembering; concentrating, accepting change; controlling behavior; making
friends; anxiety; and depression.]

a. Do you believe that students with disabilities can learn the same as peers? Tell

me why you say that. [Probe by disability]
b. Do you believe that students with disabilities can have the same academic

and career achievements as peers? Tell me why you say that.
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4. [RQ2b] What training have you received on the concept of functional difficulties?

a. Tell me what you learned in the training(s).

5. [RQ2c] In your opinion, should teachers like yourself be responsible for collecting data
on students’ functional difficulties? Tell me why you say that.

a. (If yes) Who else do you think should be responsible for collecting data on
students’ functional difficulties in schools? What role should they play in the
process?

b. (If no) Who do you think should be responsible for collecting data on students’
functional difficulties in schools? What role should they play in the process?

c. How do you think collecting data on students’ functional difficulties does or
does not benefit students’ learning?

6. Do you believe that this tool (show CFM-TV on the tablet) is appropriate to identify
students who might have a functional difficulty?

a. What are the biggest limitations of this tool?

b. What are the biggest strengths of the tool?

c. Is this tool easy for you to use?

7. [QUESTIONS ONLY FOR TEACHERS WHO RECEIVE BACKGROUND MATERIAL]
Tell me what you learned from the background material you were provided before the CFM-
TV (show background material).

a. Did anything in the material make you think differently about students with
disabilities? (If yes) Tell me what in the material made you think differently and
how.

b. Was there anything in the material that you did not understand or was
confusing? (If yes) Tell me what you did not understand or found confusing.

c. How helpful was the material for you when you were filling out the CFM-TV?

i. (If helpful) How was the material helpful?
ii. (If not very helpful) Why wasn't the material very helpful?

d. How often overall would you say you looked back at the material when filling
out the CFM-TV? Not per student, but overall.

e. Now that you've completed the CFM-TV, is there anything on the tool that you
wish had been better explained in the material?

C. Exposure to disabilities outside of the school setting — ALL TEACHERS
The next set of questions are about your exposure to people with disabilities outside of the
school setting.
8. [RQ2b] What kind of experience do you have with disability? (Ex. physical, vision,
hearing, deaf-blind, voice and speech, mental or psychosocial (learning), intellectual,

autism, multiple disabilities)
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a. Do you identify as a person with a disability?
b. Do any of your family members or friends have a disability?
9. [RQ2b] (If yes — ONLY ASK THIS QUESTION OF TEACHERS WHO SAY THEY IDENTIFY AS A
PERSON WITH A DISABILITY OR HAVE FAMILY/FRIENDS WHO HAVE A DISABILITY)
Do you think your experience or your relationships with family members or friends with
disabilities influenced your beliefs about teaching students with disabilities? Why or why not?

D. Closing (5-10 minutes)

10. Would you like to share additional thoughts around teaching students with
disabilities?

1. Is there anything else that you think would be important for us to know?
Those are all of my questions. Thank you for participating in this interview today. We

appreciate you taking the time to talk with us and your thoughtful answers to our questions.
Do you have any questions for us before we conclude?
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ANNEX I1I: SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

TEACHER SURVEY DESCRIPTIVE TABLES

Teacher gender Frequency Percent
Man 64 40.76
Woman 93 59.24
Total 157 100.00

Teacher age range Frequency Percent
20-29 22 14.01
30-39 46 29.30
40-49 42 26.75
50-59 46 29.30
60-65 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00

Teacher marital status

Marital status Frequency Percent
Never married 9 5.73
Currently married 147 93.63
Divorced 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00

What language do you use most often in the classroom with your students?

Language Frequency Percent
Baijjika 8 5.10
Maithali 9 5.73
Nepali m 70.70
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Newari 1 0.64

Nepali Sign Language 14 8.92
Other 14 8.92
Total 15 100.00

What language do you and members of your household use most often?

Language Frequency Percent
Bajjika 27 17.20
Maithali 17 10.83
Nepali 96 61.15
Newari 9 5.73
Tamang 3 1.91
Nepali Sign Language 4 255
Other 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00

What other languages do you and members of your household use?

Language Frequency
No other language 82

Baijjika 1

Bhojpuri 8

Magar 1

Maithali 12

Nepali 38

Newari 6
Tamang 1

Nepali Sign Language 1

Other 1
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What disabilities do members of your household have?

Disability Frequency
Physical disability 26
Vision disability 16
Hearing disability 17
Vision and hearing disability 2
Speech disability 13
Mental disability 14
Intellectual disability 8
Hemophilia 0
Autism 7
Multiple disabilities 5

How many years have you been a teacher?

Years Frequency Percent
1-9 years 42 26.75
10-19 years 46 29.30
20-29 years 37 23.57
30-39 years 32 20.38
Total 157 100.00
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How many years have you been a teacher in this school?

Years Frequency Percent
0-4 years 61 38.85
5-9 years 30 19.1
10-14 years 24 15.29
15-19 years 15 9.55
20-24 years 9 5.73
25-29 years 10 6.37
30-34 years 6 5.73
35-39 years 2 1.27
Total 157 100.00

Grade Frequency
Kindergarten 5

Grade 1 49

Grade 2 78

Grade 3 87

Grade 4 89

Grade 5 60

Grade 6 27
Non-graded 19
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What subject do you teach?

Subject Frequency
Language 77

Math 68
Science 45

Social studies 64
Creative arts 25

Other 51

Do you teach students with disabilities?

Response Frequency Percent
No 43 27.39
Yes 14 72.61
Total 157 100.00

In what type of classroom do you teach students with disabilities?

Classroom Type Frequency Percent
Resource Classroom 12 10.53
Mainstream Classroom 72 63.16
Special School 30 26.32
Total 14 100.00

Do you have a Teacher Service Commission (Shikshak Sewa Aayog) teaching license?

Response Frequency Percent
No 37 23.57
Yes 120 76.43
Total 157 100.00
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Number of non-graded students with physical disability

Number of students Frequency Percent
0 8 44.44

1 4 22.22

2 1 5.56

3 2 1nn

4 2 1nn

5 1 5.56
Total 18 100.00

Number of non-graded students with vision disability

Number of students Frequency Percent
0 15 78.95

1 1 5.26

22 1 5.26

34 1 5.26

50 1 5.26
Total 19 100.00

Number of non-graded students with hearing disability

Number of students Frequency Percent
0 16 84.21

4 2 10.53

8 1 5.26
Total 19 100.00
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Number of non-graded students with hearing and vision disability

Number of students Frequency Percent
0 17 94.44

1 1 5.56
Total 18 100.00

Number of non-graded students with speech disability

Number of students Frequency Percent
0 7 38.89

1 2 1nn

2 2 AL

3 2 nn

4 1 5.56

5 3 16.67

8 1 5.56
Total 18 100.00
Number of students Frequency Percent
0 12 75.00

1 2 12.50

4 1 6.25

7 1 6.25
Total 16 100.00
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Number of non-graded students with intellectual disability

Number of students Frequency Percent
0 7 38.89
1 1 5.56
3 1 5.56
6 2 1nn

7 1 5.56
8 2 AL

10 1 5.56
14 1 5.56
28 2 1nn
Total 18 100.00

Number of non-graded students with hemophilia

Number of students Frequency Percent
0 17 100.00
Total 17 100.00

Number of non-graded students with autism

Number of students Frequency Percent
0 9 50.00

1 4 22.22

2 3 16.67

4 1 5.56

19 1 5.56
Total 18 100.00
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Number of non-graded students with multiple disabilities

Number of students Frequency Percent
0 3 17.65

1 3 17.65

2 3 17.65

3 1 5.88

4 4 23.53

5 1 5.88

10 1 5.88

12 1 5.88
Total 17 100.00

Comfort teaching students with physical disability

Response Frequency Percent
Very comfortable 17 10.83
Comfortable 86 54.78
Not Comfortable 38 24.20
Not at all Comfortable 13 8.28
Don't know / No response 3 1.91
Total 157 100.00
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Comfort teaching students with vision disability

Response Frequency Percent
Very comfortable 5 318
Comfortable 32 20.38
Not Comfortable 63 40.13
Not at all Comfortable 46 29.30
Don't know / No response il 7.01
Total 157 100.00

Comfort teaching students with hearing disability

Response Frequency Percent
Very comfortable 5 318
Comfortable 38 24.20
Not Comfortable 67 42.68
Not at all Comfortable 44 28.03
Don't know [ No response 3 1.91
Total 157 100.00

Comfort teaching students with vision and hearing disability

Response Frequency Percent
Comfortable 16 10.19
Not Comfortable 40 25.48
Not at all Comfortable 94 59.87
Don't know / No response 7 4.46
Total 157 100.00
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Comfort teaching students with speech disability

Response Frequency Percent
Very comfortable 8 5.10
Comfortable 45 28.66
Not Comfortable 72 45.86
Not at all Comfortable 30 19.11
Don't know / No response 2 127
Total 157 100.00

Comfort teaching students with mental disability

Response Frequency Percent
Very comfortable 4 2.55
Comfortable 20 12.74
Not Comfortable 69 43.95
Not at all Comfortable 58 36.94
Don't know [ No response 6 3.82
Total 157 100.00

Comfort teaching students with intellectual disability

Response Frequency Percent
Very comfortable 3 1.91
Comfortable 30 19.11

Not Comfortable 52 33.12
Not at all Comfortable 66 42.04
Don't know / No response 6 3.82
Total 157 100.00

170



Comfort teaching students with haemophilia

Response Frequency Percent
Very comfortable 3 1.91
Comfortable 34 21.66
Not Comfortable 58 36.94
Not at all Comfortable 4] 2601
Don't know [ No response 21 13.38
Total 157 100.00

Comfort teaching students with autism

Response Frequency Percent
Very comfortable 6 3.82
Comfortable 21 13.38
Not Comfortable 59 37.58
Not at all Comfortable 62 39.49
Don't know [ No response 9 5.73
Total 157 100.00

Comfort teaching students with multiple disabilities

Response Frequency Percent
Very comfortable 2 127
Comfortable 15 9.55
Not Comfortable 44 28.03
Not at all Comfortable 92 58.60
Don't know / No response 4 255
Total 157 100.00
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Do any of your students have a specialized education plan or an IEP?

Response Frequency Percent
No 109 70.78
Yes 45 29.22
Total 154 100.00

Do any of your students use a wheelchair?

Response Frequency Percent
No 141 89.81
Yes 16 10.19
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students use crutches?

Response Frequency Percent
No 151 96.18
Yes 6 3.82
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students use walking sticks or frames?

Response Frequency Percent
No 148 94.27
Yes 9 5.73
Total 157 100.00
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Do any of your students use screen reading software?

Response Frequency Percent
No 153 97.45
Yes 3 1.91
Don't know / No response 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students use a braille machine?

Response Frequency Percent
No 139 88.54
Yes 17 10.83
Don't know / No response 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students use walking sticks or frames?

Response Frequency Percent
No 140 89.17
Yes 17 10.83
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students wear glasses?

Response Frequency Percent
No 84 53.50
Yes 72 45.86
Don't know / No response 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00
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Do any of your students use hearing aids?

Response Frequency Percent
No 132 84.08
Yes 23 14.65
Don't know / No response 2 1.27
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students use magnifiers?

Response Frequency Percent
No 150 95.54
Yes 6 3.82
Don't know / No response 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students use orthotic devices?

Response Frequency Percent
No 152 96.82
Yes 3 1.91
Don't know / No response 2 1.27
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students use artificial limbs?

Response Frequency Percent
No 149 94.90
Yes 8 5.10
Total 157 100.00
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Do any of your students use modified furniture?

Response Frequency Percent
No 150 95.54
Yes 7 4.46
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students use communication boards?

Response Frequency Percent
No 150 95.54
Yes 7 4.46
Total 157 100.00

Do any of your students use computer for disability?

Response Frequency Percent
No 152 96.82
Yes 5 3.18
Total 157 100.00

Did you take pre-service class on teaching children with disabilities?

Response Frequency Percent
No 123 78.34
Yes 31 19.75
Don't know / No response 3 1.91
Total 157 100.00
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Did you take pre-service class on inclusive education?

Response Frequency Percent
No 125 79.62
Yes 32 20.38
Total 157 100.00

Did you take in-service class on teaching children with disabilities?

Response Frequency Percent
No 85 5414
Yes 7 45.22
Don't know / No response 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00

Did you take in-service class on inclusive education?

Response Frequency Percent
No 8l 51.59
Yes 75 47.77
Don't know / No response 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00

Do you receive support from other teachers on teaching children with disabilities?

Response Frequency Percent
No 54 34.39
Yes 93 59.24
Don't know / No response 10 6.37
Total 157 100.00
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Do you receive support from the head teacher on teaching children with disabilities?

Response Frequency Percent
No 47 29.94
Yes 101 64.33
Don't know / No response 9 5.73
Total 157 100.00

Do you receive support from the district or government on teaching children with disabilities?

Response Frequency Percent
No 93 59.24
Yes 46 29.30
Don’t know / No response 18 11.46
Total 157 100.00

What kind of support do you receive?

Response Frequency
Teaching and learning 7
materials

Curriculum or 60

methodological guidance

Direct support in the 61
classroom
Other support 15

What adaptations to learning or assessment do you currently make in the classroom for any of

your students that need extra support?

Response Frequency
Child sits close to the board or teacher 108
Printed materials are enlarged 59

Printed materials are provided in Braille 14
Physical education activities are modified 39
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Modifying the lesson 43

Providing Nepali Sign Language for learning 15
Additional time provided for assessments 79
Personal assistance during assessments 53
No adaptations made 9

Other adaptations 21

1 know how to use varied activities to engage a diverse range of learners

Response Frequency Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 1.91
Disagree 4 255
Agree 96 61.15
Strongly Agree 53 33.76
Don't Know 1 0.64
Total 157 100.00

1 give my students different types of opportunities to express what they know

Response Frequency Percent
Strongly Disagree 8 5.10
Disagree 1 0.64
Agree 51 32.48
Strongly Agree 97 61.78
Total 157 100.00

Itis important to present information to learners in a variety of ways

Response Frequency Percent
Strongly Disagree 7 4.46
Disagree 1 0.64
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Agree 54 34.39

Strongly Agree 95 60.51

Total 157 100.00

It is important to motivate and engage learners in a variety of ways

Response Frequency Percent
Strongly Disagree 5 3.18
Disagree 1 0.64
Agree 47 29.94
Strongly Agree 104 66.24
Total 157 100.00

I can use a variety of assessment strategies for my learners

Response Frequency Percent
Strongly Disagree 5 3.18
Disagree 3 1.91
Agree 64 40.76
Strongly Agree 85 54.14
Total 157 100.00

I can provide an alternative explanation when learners are confused

Response Frequency Percent
Strongly Disagree 8 5.10
Disagree 1 0.64
Agree 47 29.94
Strongly Agree 101 64.33
Total 157 100.00
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Language of enumeration

Language Frequency
Baijjika 5

Bhojpuri 0

Magar 0

Maithali 4

Nepali 150
Newari 1

Tamang 0

Nepali Sign Language 3

Other 3

CHILD FUNCTIONING MODULE [ PRIMARY CAREGIVER SURVEY DESCRIPTIVE
TABLES

- . Mean Standard
N Minimum Maximum deviation
628 17 99 37.553 10.604

Number of people who live in the household

- . Mean Standard
N Minimum Maximum deviation
627 0 13 2.866 2176

Number of people who live in the household who are under 18 years old

- - Mean Standard
N Minimum Maximum deviation
627 0 13 2.866 2176
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Respondent age when child was born

. - Mean Standard
N Minimum Maximum deviation
608 10 99 28.015 12.42

Child age

. . Mean Standard
N Minimum Maximum deviation
628 5 18 9.86 2.588

Number of years child has been enrolled at current school

- : Mean Standard
N Minimum Maximum deviation
628 0 15 3.169 2149

Highest level of education

Level of education Frequency  Percent
Some primary 130 20.70
Primary completed 35 5.57
Some lower secondary 19 3.03
Lower secondary completed 51 8.12
School Leaving Certificate or Technical 90 14.33
School Leaving Certificate

Higher secondary completed 76 12.10
Bachelor’'s degree completed 61 9.7
Master’'s degree completed 37 5.89
Other 105 16.72
Don't know [ No response 24 3.82
Total 628 100.00
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Highest level of education

Level of education Bagmati  Gandaki  Karnali Province2  Total
Some primary 33 31 9 57 130
Percent overall 25.38 23.85 6.92 43.85 100.00
Percent by province 11.83 26.27 28.13 28.64 20.70
Primary completed 10 10 0 15 35
Percent overall 28.57 28.57 0.00 42.86 100.00
Percent by province 3.58 8.47 0.00 7.54 5.57
Some lower secondary 6 6 2 5 19
Percent overall 31.68 31.58 10.53 26.32 100.00
Percent by province 215 5.08 6.25 2.51 3.03
Lower secondary completed 13 28 3 7 51
Percent overall 25.49 54.90 5.88 13.73 100.00
Percent by province 4.66 23.73 9.38 3.52 8.12
School Leaving Certificate or Technical 60 16 6 8 90
School Leaving Certificate

Percent overall 66.67 17.78 6.67 8.89 100.00
Percent by province 21.51 13.56 18.75 4.02 14.33
Higher secondary completed 5] 16 6 3 76
Percent overall 67.11 21.05 7.89 3.95 100.00
Percent by province 18.28 13.56 18.75 1.51 12.10
Bachelor’'s degree completed 54 5 1 1 61
Percent overall 88.52 8.20 1.64 1.64 100.00
Percent by province 19.35 4.24 313 0.50 9.71
Master’'s degree completed 31 2 0 4 37
Percent overall 83.78 5.41 0.00 10.81 100.00
Percent by province 1 1.69 0.00 2.01 5.89
Other 18 3 4 80 105
Percent overall 1714 2.86 3.81 76.19 100.00
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Percent by province 6.45 254 12.50 40.20 16.72
Don't know / No response 3 1 1 19 24
Percent overall 12.50 417 417 79.17 100.00
Percent by province 1.08 0.85 313 9.55 3.82
Total 279 118 32 199 628
44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00

Highest level of education by school type

Mainstream  Special Madrasa Total
Level of education Mainstream \rlgégurce School

class
Some primary 55 54 5 16 130
Percent overall 4231 4154 3.85 12.31 100.00
Percent by school type 24.44 17.94 7.81 421 20.70
Primary completed 16 15 3 1 35
Percent overall 4571 42.86 8.57 2.86 100.00
Percent by school type 7.0 4.98 4.69 2.63 5.57
Some lower secondary 10 6 3 0 19
Percent overall 52.63 31.58 15.79 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 4.44 1.99 4.69 0.00 3.03
Lower secondary completed 22 25 4 0 51
Percent overall 4314 49.02 7.84 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 9.78 8.31 6.25 0.00 8.12
School Leaving Certificate or 21 41 28 0 90
Technical School Leaving Certificate
Percent overall 23.33 45.56 3111 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 9.33 13.62 43.75 0.00 14.33
Higher secondary completed 16 52 8 0 76
Percent overall 21.05 68.42 10.53 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 7. 17.28 12.50 0.00 12,10
Bachelor’'s degree completed 3 53 5 0 61
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Percent overall 4.92 86.89 8.20 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.33 17.61 7.81 0.00 9.7
Master’'s degree completed 5 30 2 0 37
Percent overall 13.51 81.08 5.41 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 222 9.97 3.13 0.00 5.89
Other 69 19 5 12 105
Percent overall 65.71 18.10 476 11.43 100.00
Percent by school type 30.67 6.31 7.81 3158 16.72
Don't know [ No response 8 6 1 9 24
Percent overall 33.33 25.00 417 37.50 100.00
Percent by school type 3.56 1.99 1.56 23.68 3.82
Total 225 301 64 38 628
35.83 47.93 10.19 6.05 100.00

Marital status

Marital status Frequency Percent
Never married 2] 3.34
Currently married 555 88.38
Separated 10 1.59
Widowed 36 5.73
Cohabitating 5 0.80
Don't know / No response 1 0.16
Total 628 100.00

Marital status by province

Level of education Bagmati  Gandaki Karnali Province2  Total
Never married 13 5 2 1 2]
Percent overall 61.90 23.81 9.62 476 100.00
Percent by province 4.66 424 6.25 0.50 3.34
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Currently married 240 102 30 183 555

Percent overall 43.24 18.38 5.41 32.97 100.00
Percent by province 86.02 86.44 93.75 91.96 88.38
Separated 7 2 0 1 10
Percent overall 70.00 20.00 0.00 10.00 100.00
Percent by province 2.51 1.69 0.00 0.50 1.59
Widowed 13 9 0 14 36
Percent overall 36.11 25.00 0.00 38.89 100.00
Percent by province 4.66 7.63 0.00 7.04 5.73
Cohabitating 5 0 0 0 5
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 1.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.80
Don't know / No response 1 0 0 0 1
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16
Total 279 118 32 199 628
44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00

Marital status by school type

Mainstream  Special Madrasa Total
Marital status Mainstream \r,\g;ro]urce School

class
Never married 4 15 2 0 2]
Percent overall 19.05 71.43 9.52 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.78 4.98 3.13 0.00 3.34
Currently married 207 258 54 36 555
Percent overall 37.30 46.49 9.73 6.49 100.00
Percent by school type 92.00 85.71 84.38 94.74 88.38
Separated 2 6 2 0 10
Percent overall 20.00 60.00 20.00 0.00 100.00
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Percent by school type 0.89 1.99 3.13 0.00 1.59

Widowed 12 19 3 2 36

Percent overall 33.33 52.78 8.33 5.56 100.00

Percent by school type 5.33 6.31 4.69 5.26 5.73

Cohabitating 0 3 2 0 5

Percent overall 0.00 60.00 40.00 0.00 100.00

Percent by school type 0.00 1.00 313 0.00 0.80

Don't know / No response 0 0 1 0 1

Percent overall 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00

Percent by school type 0.00 0.00 1.56 0.00 0.16

Total 225 301 64 38 628
35.83 47.93 10.19 6.05 100.00

T

Work status Frequency Percent

Paid work 185 29.46

Self-employed such asown 180 28.66

your business or farming

Non paid work such as 13 2.07

volunteer or charity

Student 1 1.75

Keeping house/homemaker 195 31.05

Retired 4 0.64

Unemployed (health 5 0.80

reasons)

Unemployed (other n 1.75

reasons

Other 23 3.66

Don't know / No response 1 0.16

Total 628 100.00
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Work status by province

Level of education Bagmati  Gandaki  Karnali Province2  Total
Paid work 115 36 6 28 185
Percent overall 62.16 19.46 3.24 15.14 100.00
Percent by province 4122 30.51 18.75 14.07 29.46
Self-employed such as own your 74 38 9 59 180
business or farming

Percent overall 411 211 5.00 32.78 100.00
Percent by province 26.52 32.20 28.13 29.65 28.66
Non paid work such as volunteer or 9 0 0 4 13
charity

Percent overall 69.23 0.00 0.00 30.77 100.00
Percent by province 3.23 0.00 0.00 2.01 2.07
Student 5 3 3 0 1
Percent overall 45.45 27.27 27.27 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 1.79 254 9.38 0.00 1.75
Keeping house/homemaker 55 34 1 95 195
Percent overall 28.21 17.44 5.64 48.72 100.00
Percent by province 19.71 28.81 34.38 47.74 31.05
Retired 2 1 0 1 4
Percent overall 50.00 25.00 0.00 25.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.72 0.85 0.00 0.50 0.64
Unemployed (health reasons) 3 2 0 0 5
Percent overall 60.00 40.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 1.08 1.69 0.00 0.00 0.80
Unemployed (other reasons) 6 1 1 3 n
Percent overall 54.55 9.09 9.09 27.27 100.00
Percent by province 215 0.85 3.13 1.51 175
Other 9 3 2 9 23
Percent overall 39.13 13.04 8.70 39.13 100.00
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Percent by province 3.23 254 6.25 452 3.66
Don't know / no response 1 0 0 0 1
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16
Total 279 118 32 199 628
44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00

Work status by school type

Mainstream  Special Madrasa Total
Level of education Mainstream \r,g;gurce school

class
Paid work 35 122 23 5 185
Percent overall 18.92 65.95 12.43 270 100.00
Percent by school type 15.56 40.53 35.94 13.16 29.46
Self-employed such as own your 7 80 22 7 180
business or farming
Percent overall 39.44 44.44 12.22 3.89 100.00
Percent by school type 31.56 26.58 34.38 18.42 28.66
Non paid work such as volunteer or 3 8 2 0 13
charity
Percent overall 23.08 61.54 15.38 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.33 2.66 3.13 0.00 2.07
Student 4 6 1 0 1
Percent overall 36.36 54.55 9.09 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.78 1.99 1.56 0.00 1.75
Keeping house/homemaker 97 63 9 26 195
Percent overall 49.74 32.31 4.62 13.33 100.00
Percent by school type 431 20.93 14.06 68.42 31.05
Retired 1 3 0 0 4
Percent overall 25.00 75.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.44 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.64
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Unemployed (health reasons) 0 3 2 0 5
Percent overall 0.00 60.00 40.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 1.00 3.13 0.00 0.80
Unemployed (other reasons) 3 5 3 0 1
Percent overall 27.27 45.45 27.27 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.33 1.66 4.69 0.00 1.75
Other I n 1 0 23
Percent overall 47.83 47.83 4.35 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 4.89 3.65 1.56 0.00 3.66
Don't know / no response 0 0 1 0 1
Percent overall 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 0.00 1.56 0.00 0.16
Total 225 301 64 38 628
35.83 47.93 10.19 6.05 100.00

Household language

Household language Frequency Percent
Bajjika 105 16.72
Bhojpuri 3 0.48
Magar 2 0.32
Maithali 87 13.85
Nepali 390 62.10
Newari 13 2.07
Tamang 7 11
Nepali Sign Language 3 0.48
Other 18 2.87
Total 628 100.00
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Household language by province

Household language Bagmati  Gandaki  Karnali Province2  Total
Baijjika 1 0 0 104 105
Percent overall 0.95 0.00 0.00 99.05 100.00
Percent by province 0.36 0.00 0.00 52.26 16.72
Bhojpuri 2 0 0 1 3
Percent overall 66.67 0.00 0.00 33.33 100.00
Percent by province 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.48
Magar 2 0 0 0 2
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.32
Maithali 4 0 0 83 87
Percent overall 4.60 0.00 0.00 95.40 100.00
Percent by province 143 0.00 0.00 41.7 13.85
Nepali 246 112 32 0 390
Percent overall 63.08 28.72 8.21 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 88.17 94.92 100.00 0.00 62.10
Newari 12 1 0 0 13
Percent overall 92.31 7.69 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 4.30 0.85 0.00 0.00 2.07
Tamang 7 0 0 0 7
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 2.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 11
Nepali Sign Language 2 1 0 0 3
Percent overall 66.67 33.33 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.72 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.48
Other 3 4 0 1 18
Percent overall 16.67 22.22 0.00 61.1 100.00
Percent by province 1.08 3.39 0.00 5.53 2.87

190



Total 279 18 32 199 628

44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00

Household language by school type

Mainstream Special Madrasa Total
Household language Mainstream \r,g;gurce school

class
Baijjika 64 15 0 26 105
Percent overall 60.95 14.29 0.00 2476 100.00
Percent by school type 28.44 4.98 0.00 68.42 16.72
Bhojpuri 1 1 0 1 3
Percent overall 33.33 33.33 0.00 33.33 100.00
Percent by school type 0.44 0.33 0.00 2.63 0.48
Magar 0 2 0 0 2
Percent overall 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 0.66 0.00 0.00 0.32
Maithali 69 8 0 10 87
Percent overall 79.31 9.20 0.00 11.49 100.00
Percent by school type 30.67 2.66 0.00 26.32 13.85
Nepali 8l 256 53 0 390
Percent overall 20.77 65.64 13.69 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 36.00 85.05 82.81 0.00 62.10
Newari 1 8 4 0 13
Percent overall 7.69 61.54 30.77 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.44 2.66 6.25 0.00 2.07
Tamang 0 3 4 0 7
Percent overall 0.00 42.86 5714 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 1.00 6.25 0.00 1
Nepali Sign Language 0 0 3 0 3
Percent overall 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00
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Percent by school type 0.00 0.00 4.69 0.00 0.48

Other 9 8 0 1 18
Percent overall 50.00 44.44 0.00 5.56 100.00
Percent by school type 4.00 2.66 0.00 2.63 2.87
Total 225 301 64 38 628
35.83 47.93 10.19 6.05 100.00

Other primary household language

Household language Frequency

Bhojpuri 1

Chaudhary 1

Danuwar 1

Gurung 3

Hindi 6

Khatwe 1

Thethi 1

Theti 1

Thety 1

Urdu 3

Secondary household language

Household language Frequency Percent
Bajjika 6 0.96
Bhojpuri 23 3.66
Magar 3 0.48
Maithali 26 6.07
Nepali 88 14.01
Newari 20 3.18
Tamang 1 1.75
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Nepali Sign Language 9 143

No secondary language 442 70.38

Total 628 100.00

Relationship to child

Relationship to child Frequency Percent
Mother 352 56.05
Father 133 21.18
Grandmother 26 414
Grandfather 20 3.18
Sister 14 2.23
Brother 7 11
Aunt 3 0.48
Uncle 6 0.96
Other relative 8 1.27
Other (not related) (specify) 59 9.39
Total 628 100.00

Relationship to child by province

Household language Bagmati  Gandaki  Karnali Province2  Total
Mother 125 80 21 126 352
Percent overall 35.51 2273 5.97 35.80 100.00
Percent by province 44.80 67.80 65.63 63.32 56.05
Father 85 15 7 26 133
Percent overall 63.91 11.28 5.26 19.55 100.00
Percent by province 30.47 12.71 21.88 13.07 21.18
Grandmother 6 2 0 18 26
Percent overall 23.08 7.69 0.00 69.23 100.00
Percent by province 215 1.69 0.00 9.05 414
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Grandfather 1 3 1 15 20
Percent overall 5.00 15.00 5.00 75.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.36 254 3.13 7.54 3.18
Sister 9 2 1 2 14
Percent overall 64.29 14.29 714 14.29 100.00
Percent by province 3.23 1.69 313 1.01 2.23
Brother 3 2 1 1 7
Percent overall 42.86 28.57 14.29 14.29 100.00
Percent by province 1.08 1.69 313 0.50 1
Aunt 0 0 0 3 3
Percent overall 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.51 0.48
Uncle 1 1 1 3 6
Percent overall 16.67 16.67 16.67 50.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.36 0.85 3.13 1.51 0.96
Other relative 5 1 0 2 8
Percent overall 62.50 12.50 0.00 25.00 100.00
Percent by province 1.79 0.85 0.00 1.01 1.27
Other 44 12 0 3 59
Percent overall 74.58 20.34 0.00 5.08 100.00
Percent by province 15.77 10.17 0.00 1.51 9.39
Total 279 18 32 199 628
44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00

Household language by school type

Mainstream  Special Madrasa Total
Household language Mainstream \r,gggurce school

class
Mother 142 148 27 35 352
Percent overall 40.34 42.05 7.67 9.94 100.00
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Percent by school type 63.11 4917 4219 921 56.05
Father 36 8l 14 2 133
Percent overall 27.07 60.90 10.53 1.50 100.00
Percent by school type 16.00 26.91 21.88 5.26 2118
Grandmother 16 7 2 1 26
Percent overall 61.54 26.92 7.69 3.85 100.00
Percent by school type 71 2.33 313 2.63 414
Grandfather 13 7 0 0 20
Percent overall 65.00 35.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 5.78 2.33 0.00 0.00 318
Sister 5 7 2 0 14
Percent overall 35.71 50.00 14.29 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 222 2.33 313 0.00 2.23
Brother 3 2 2 0 7
Percent overall 42.86 28.57 28.57 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.33 0.66 313 0.00 (Al
Aunt 3 0 0 0 3
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.48
Uncle 3 2 1 0 6
Percent overall 50.00 33.33 16.67 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.33 0.66 1.56 0.00 0.96
Other relative 2 6 0 0 8
Percent overall 25.00 75.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.89 1.99 0.00 0.00 1.27
Other 2 4] 16 0 59
Percent overall 3.39 69.49 27.12 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.89 13.62 25.00 0.00 9.39
Total 225 301 64 38 628
35.83 47.93 10.19 6.05 100.00
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Head of household

Head of household Frequency Percent
No 235 37.42
Yes 393 62.58
Total 628 100.00

Head of household by province

Household language Bagmati  Gandaki  Karnali Province2  Total
No 92 40 22 81 235
Percent overall 39.15 17.02 9.36 34.47 100.00
Percent by province 32.97 33.90 68.75 40.70 37.42
Yes 187 78 10 18 393
Percent overall 47.58 19.85 2.54 30.08 100.00
Percent by province 67.03 66.10 31.25 59.30 62.58
Total 279 118 32 199 628
44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00

Head of household by school type

Mainstream  Special Madrasa Total
Household language Mainstream \rlélg;urce school

class
No 91 110 20 14 235
Percent overall 38.72 46.81 8.51 5.96 100.00
Percent by province 40.44 36.54 31.25 36.84 37.42
Yes 134 191 44 24 393
Percent overall 34.10 48.60 11.20 6.1 100.00
Percent by province 59.56 63.46 68.75 63.16 62.58
Total 225 301 64 38 628

35.83 47.93 10.19 6.05 100.00
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Head of household

Head of household Frequency Percent
Mother 14 5.96
Father 157 66.81
Grandmother 10 4.26
Grandfather 30 12.77
Mother-in-law 3 1.28
Father-in-law 6 255
Aunt 1 0.43
Uncle 2 0.85
Other relative 4 1.70
Other 8 3.40
Total 235 100.00

Head of household by province

Household language Bagmati  Gandaki  Karnali Province2  Total
Mother 5 3 0 6 14
Percent overall 35.71 21.43 0.00 42.86 100.00
Percent by province 5.43 7.50 0.00 7.41 5.96
Father 68 23 15 51 157
Percent overall 43.31 14.65 9.55 32.48 100.00
Percent by province 73.91 57.50 68.18 62.96 66.81
Grandmother 0 2 3 5 10
Percent overall 0.00 20.00 30.00 50.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.00 5.00 13.64 6.17 4.26
Grandfather 10 3 4 13 30
Percent overall 33.33 10.00 13.33 43.33 100.00
Percent by province 10.87 7.50 18.18 16.05 12.77
Mother-in-law 1 2 0 0 3
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Percent overall 33.33 66.67 0.00 0.00 100.00

Percent by province 1.09 5.00 0.00 0.00 1.28
Father-in-law 2 1 0 3 6
Percent overall 33.33 16.67 0.00 50.00 100.00
Percent by province 217 2.50 0.00 3.70 2.55
Aunt 0 1 0 0 1
Percent overall 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.00 250 0.00 0.00 0.43
Uncle 0 1 0 1 2
Percent overall 0.00 50.00 0.00 50.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.00 2.50 0.00 1.23 0.85
Other relative 1 1 0 2 4
Percent overall 25.00 25.00 0.00 50.00 100.00
Percent by province 1.09 2.50 0.00 247 1.70
Other 5 3 0 0 8
Percent overall 62.50 37.50 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 5.43 7.50 0.00 0.00 3.40
Total 92 40 22 81 235
39.15 17.02 9.36 34.47 100.00

Household language by school type

Mainstream  Special Madrasa Total
Household language Mainstream \r,ggg)urce school

class
Mother 7 7 0 0 14
Percent overall 50.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 7.69 6.36 0.00 0.00 5.96
Father 59 78 1 9 157
Percent overall 37.58 49.68 7.01 5.73 100.00
Percent by school type 64.84 70.91 55.00 64.29 66.81
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Grandmother 7 2 0 1 10
Percent overall 70.00 20.00 0.00 10.00 100.00
Percent by school type 7.69 1.82 0.00 714 4.26
Grandfather 12 12 4 2 30
Percent overall 40.00 40.00 13.33 6.67 100.00
Percent by school type 13.19 10.91 20.00 14.29 12.77
Mother-in-law 1 2 0 0 3
Percent overall 33.33 66.67 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 110 1.82 0.00 0.00 1.28
Father-in-law 2 2 0 2 6
Percent overall 33.33 33.338 0.00 33.33 100.00
Percent by school type 220 1.82 0.00 14.29 255
Aunt 0 1 0 0 1
Percent overall 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 0.91 0.00 0.00 0.43
Uncle 1 0 1 0 2
Percent overall 50.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.10 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.85
Other relative 1 3 0 0 4
Percent overall 25.00 75.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 1.10 273 0.00 0.00 1.70
Other 1 3 4 0 8
Percent overall 12.50 37.50 50.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 110 273 20.00 0.00 3.40
Total 91 110 20 14 235
38.72 46.81 8.51 5.96 100.00
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Head of household Frequency Percent
Hostel caretaker 5 83.33
Domestic worker 1 16.67
Total 6 100.00

Head of household work status

Head of household Frequency Percent
Paid work 104 44.26
Self employed such as own 8l 34.47
your business or farming

Non paid work such as 3 1.28
volunteer or charity

Keeping house/homemaker 12 5.1
Retired 6 2.55
Unemployed (health 4 1.70
reasons

Unemployed (other 7 2.98
reasons)

Other 15 6.38
Don't know / No response 3 1.28
Total 235 100.00

Head of household work status by province

Household language Bagmati  Gandaki Karnali Province2  Total
Paid work 51 15 31 104
Percent overall 49.04 14.42 6.73 29.81 100.00
Percent by province 55.43 37.50 31.82 38.27 44.26
Self-employed such as own your 23 17 14 27 8l
business or farming

Percent overall 28.40 20.99 17.28 33.33 100.00
Percent by province 25.00 4250 63.64 33.33 34.47
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Non poid work such as volunteer or 1 0 0 2 3
charity

Percent overall 33.33 0.00 0.00 66.67 100.00
Percent by province 1.09 0.00 0.00 247 1.28
Keeping house/homemaker 2 2 0 8 12
Percent overall 16.67 16.67 0.00 66.67 100.00
Percent by province 217 5.00 0.00 9.88 5.1
Retired 3 3 0 0 6
Percent overall 50.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 3.26 7.50 0.00 0.00 255
Unemployed (health reasons) 3 0 0 1 4
Percent overall 75.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 100.00
Percent by province 3.26 0.00 0.00 1.23 1.70
Unemployed (other reasons) 4 0 1 2 7
Percent overall 5714 0.00 14.29 28.57 100.00
Percent by province 4.35 0.00 455 247 2.98
Other 2 3 0 10 15
Percent overall 13.33 20.00 0.00 66.67 100.00
Percent by province 217 7.50 0.00 12.35 6.38
Don't know / No response 3 0 0 0 3
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 3.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.28
Total 92 40 22 81 235
39.15 17.02 9.36 34.47 100.00

Head of household work status by school type

Mainstream  Special Madrasa Total
Household language Mainstream \r/g;gurce school

class
Paid work 33 58 8 5 104
Percent overall 31.73 55.77 7.69 4.81 100.00
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Percent by province 36.26 52.73 40.00 35.71 44.26
Self-employed such as own your 34 33 7 7 8l
business or farming
Percent overall 41.98 40.74 8.64 8.64 100.00
Percent by province 37.36 30.00 35.00 50.00 34.47
Non paid work such as volunteer or 1 0 1 1 3
charity
Percent overall 33.33 0.00 33.33 33.33 100.00
Percent by province 110 0.00 5.00 714 1.28
Keeping house/homemaker 8 3 0 1 12
Percent overall 66.67 25.00 0.00 8.33 100.00
Percent by province 8.79 2.73 0.00 714 5.1
Retired 2 3 1 0 6
Percent overall 33.33 50.00 16.67 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 2.20 273 5.00 0.00 255
Unemployed (health reasons) 0 3 1 0 4
Percent overall 0.00 75.00 25.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.00 273 5.00 0.00 1.70
Unemployed (other reasons) 2 5 0 0 7
Percent overall 28.57 71.43 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 2.20 455 0.00 0.00 2.98
Other L 3 1 0 15
Percent overall 73.33 20.00 6.67 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 12.09 273 5.00 0.00 6.38
Don't know [ No response 0 2 1 0 3
Percent overall 0.00 66.67 33.33 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.00 1.82 5.00 0.00 1.28
Total 91 110 20 14 235
38.72 46.81 8.51 5.96 100.00
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Other work status for head of household

Work status Frequency Percent
Works abroad and sends 7 35.00
remittances

Does not work due to age 1 5.00
Domestic worker 2 10.00
Government employee 2 10.00
Driver 6 30.00
Hostel caretaker 1 5.00
Unemployed 1 5.00
Total 20 100.00

Household members or relatives have physical disability

Response Frequency Percent
No 498 79.30
Yes 128 20.38
Don't know / no response 2 0.32
Total 628 100.00

Household members or relatives have physical disability by province

Response Bagmati Gandaki  Karnali Province2  Total
No 223 97 20 158 498
Percent overall 4478 19.48 4.02 31.73 100.00
Percent by province 79.93 82.20 62.50 79.40 79.30
Yes 54 21 12 41 128
Percent overall 4219 16.41 9.38 32.03 100.00
Percent by province 19.35 17.80 37.50 20.60 20.38
Don't know / no response 2 0 0 0 2
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
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Percent by province 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.32

Total 279 118 32 199 628

44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00

Head of household by school type

Mainstream Special Madrasa Total
Response Mainstream \rlgégurce school

class
No 180 240 49 29 498
Percent overall 36.14 48.19 9.84 5.82 100.00
Percent by province 80.00 79.73 76.56 76.32 79.30
Yes 45 60 14 9 128
Percent overall 35.16 46.88 10.94 7.03 100.00
Percent by province 20.00 19.93 21.88 23.68 20.38
Don't know / no response 0 1 1 0 2
Percent overall 0.00 50.00 50.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.00 0.33 1.56 0.00 0.32
Total 225 301 64 38 628

35.83 47.93 10.19 6.05 100.00

Household members or relatives’ disabilities

Disability type Frequency Percent (of total)
Vision disability 90 14.33

Hearing disability 78 12.42

Hearing and vision disability 5 0.80

Speech disability 75 11.94

Mental disability 33 5.25

Intellectual disability 20 318

Hemophilia 1 0.16

Autism 7 1n
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Multiple disabilities 28 4.46

Does your child live in your home or in a hostel?

Living situation Frequency Percent
Home 544 86.62
Hostel 80 12.74
Other 3 0.48
Don't know / no response 1 0.16
Total 628 100.00

Does your child live in your home or in a hostel? by province

Living situation Bagmati  Gandaki  Karnali Province2  Total
Home 227 90 32 195 544
Percent overall 41.73 16.54 5.88 35.85 100.00
Percent by province 81.36 76.27 100.00 97.99 86.62
Hostel 50 28 0 2 80
Percent overall 62.50 35.00 0.00 250 100.00
Percent by province 17.92 23.73 0.00 1.01 12.74
Other 2 0 0 1 3
Percent overall 66.67 0.00 0.00 33.33 100.00
Percent by province 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.48
Don't know / no response 0 0 0 1 1
Percent overall 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.16
Total 279 118 32 199 628
44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00
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Does your child live in your home or in a hostel? by school type

Mainstream Mainstream  Special Madrasa Total

Living situation \r,g;gurce school
class

Home 227 90 32 195 544
Percent overall 4173 16.54 5.88 35.85 100.00
Percent by province 81.36 76.27 100.00  97.99 86.62
Hostel 50 28 0 2 80
Percent overall 62.50 35.00 0.00 2.50 100.00
Percent by province 17.92 23.73 0.00 1.01 12.74
Other 2 0 0 1 3
Percent overall 66.67 0.00 0.00 33.33 100.00
Percent by province 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.48
Don't know / no response 0 0 0 1 1
Percent overall 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.16
Total 279 118 32 199 628

44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00

Grade Frequency Percent
Non-graded 75 11.94
G6 3 0.48
G5 4 0.64
G4 218 34.71
G3 159 25.32
G2 158 25.16

Gl 4 0.64
Kindergarten 4 0.64
Don't know / No Response 3 0.48
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Total

100.00

Child grade by province

Grade Bagmati Gandaki  Karnali Province2  Total
Non-graded 56 17 2 0 75
Percent overall 74.67 22.67 2.67 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 20.07 14.41 6.25 0.00 11.94
G6 2 0 0 1 3
Percent overall 66.67 0.00 0.00 33.33 100.00
Percent by province 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.48
G5 4 0 0 0 4
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64
G4 98 44 18 58 218
Percent overall 44.95 20.18 8.26 26.61 100.00
Percent by province 35.13 37.29 56.25 29.15 34.71
G3 57 27 2 73 159
Percent overall 35.85 16.98 1.26 45.91 100.00
Percent by province 20.43 22.88 6.25 36.68 25.32
G2 55 30 9 64 158
Percent overall 34.81 18.99 5.70 40.51 100.00
Percent by province 19.71 25.42 28.13 3216 25.16
Gl 3 0 1 0 4
Percent overall 75.00 0.00 25.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by province 1.08 0.00 313 0.00 0.64
Kindergarten 2 0 0 2 4
Percent overall 50.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 100.00
Percent by province 0.72 0.00 0.00 1.01 0.64
Don't know / No Response 2 0 0 1 3
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Percent overall 66.67 0.00 0.00 33.33 100.00

Percent by province 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.48

Total 18 32 199 628
44.43 18.79 5.10 31.69 100.00

Child grade by school type

Mainstream Mainstream Special Madrasa Total

Grade with resource  school
class

Non-graded 0 51 24 0 75
Percent overall 0.00 68.00 32.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 16.94 37.50 0.00 11.94
G6 0 3 0 0 3
Percent overall 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.48
Gb 0 4 0 0 4
Percent overall 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 1.33 0.00 0.00 0.64
G4 83 110 15 10 218
Percent overall 38.07 50.46 6.88 4.59 100.00
Percent by school type 36.89 36.54 23.44 26.32 34.71
G3 79 52 17 1 159
Percent overall 49.69 32.70 10.69 6.92 100.00
Percent by school type 3511 17.28 26.56 28.95 25.32
G2 63 70 8 17 158
Percent overall 39.87 44.30 5.06 10.76 100.00
Percent by school type 28.00 23.26 12.50 4474 25.16
Gl 0 4 0 0 4
Percent overall 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 1.33 0.00 0.00 0.64
Kindergarten 0 4 0 0 4
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Percent overall 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 1.33 0.00 0.00 0.64
Don't know / No Response 0 3 0 0 3
Percent overall 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.48
Total 225 301 64 38 628
35.83 47.93 10.19 6.05 100.00

Child has a diagnosis

Diagnosis Frequency Percent (of total)
Physical disability diagnosis 28 8.92
Vision disability diagnosis 63 20.06
Hearing disability diagnosis 31 9.87
Vision and hearing disability 3 0.96
diagnosis

Voice disability diagnosis 30 9.55
Mental disability diagnosis 5 1.59
Intellectual disability 16 5.10
diagnosis

Hemophilia 0 0.00
Autism 2 0.64
Multiple disabilities 5 1.59

Child has a disability card

Diagnosis Frequency Percent (of total)
No 477 75.96

Yes 146 23.25

Don't know / No response 5 0.80

Total 628 100.00
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Child receives health and rehabilitation services

Diagnosis Frequency Percent (of total)
No 50 34.25

Yes 91 62.33

Don't know / No response 5 3.42

Total 146 100.00

RQ1 - CHILD FUNCTIONING MODULE -~-TEACHER VERSION RESULTS

Functional difficulties as reported by CFMTV

*Does not include don’t know responses

Functional difficulty N Mean Standard deviation
Any functional 2222 22 414
difficulty

Seeing 2188 .038 192
Hearing 2109 .08 272
Walking 2195 .022 146
Communicating 2200 .065 247
Learning 2191 .077 .267
Remembering 2186 .07 257
Concentrating 2176 .048 214
Accepting change 2150 .052 221
Behavior 2160 .047 212
Making friends 2187 .031 172
Anxiety 2132 .029 168
Depression 2140 .023 151
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RQ2 — CHILD FUNCTIONING MODULE -~-TEACHER VERSION WITH OTHER
DISAGGREGATES

Functional disability by province

Province No functional difficulty %ﬂl:czigggﬁotn}ﬁgﬁftb Total
Bagmaiti 476 265 741
Percent overall 64.24 35.76 100.00
Percent by province 27.45 54.30 33.35
Gandaki 246 106 352
Percent overall 69.89 30.1 100.00
Percent by province 14.19 21.72 15.84
Karnali 252 33 285
Percent overall 88.42 11.58 100.00
Percent by province 14.53 6.76 12.83
Province 2 760 84 844
Percent overall 90.05 9.95 100.00
Percent by province 43.83 17.21 37.98
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =184.94 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Functional disability by school type

School type No functional difficulty %ﬂ:ﬂigﬁgﬁéi}ﬁgﬁ}tb Total
Mainstream 684 61 745
Percent overall 91.81 8.19 100.00
Percent by province 39.45 12.50 33.563
Mainstream with 762 208 970

resource class

Percent overall 78.56 21.44 100.00

Al



Percent by province 43.94 42.62 43.65
Special school 123 217 340
Percent overall 36.18 63.82 100.00
Percent by province 7.09 44.47 15.30
Madrasa 165 2 167
Percent overall 98.80 1.20 100.00
Percent by province 9.62 0.41 7.52
Total 1734 488 2222
78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 472.27 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Functional disability by data source

Data source No functional difficulty %wlc:?igﬁcsnlcotli;ﬁgaftll Total
Medical dataset (May 299 19 418
2023)
Row percentages 71.53 28.47 100.00
Column percentages 17.24 24.39 18.81
Operation (December 1435 369 1804
20233)
Row percentages 79.55 20.45 100.00
Column percentages 82.76 75.61 81.19
Total 1734 488 2222
78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =12.72 Prob = 0.0004

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Functional disability by data source

No functional difficulty Child has at least 1 Total
Data source functional difficulty
Medical dataset (May 299 19 418

2023)
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Row percentages 71.53 28.47 100.00
Column percentages 17.24 24.39 18.81
Operation (December 1435 369 1804
20233)
Row percentages 79.55 20.45 100.00
Column percentages 82.76 75.61 81.19
Total 1734 488 2222
78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =12.72 Prob = 0.0004

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Functional disability by gender

Data source No functional difficulty %ﬂéﬁligggloéi}ﬁgihb Total
Boys 795 164 959
Row percentages 82.90 17.10 100.00
Column percentages 46.33 33.61 4351
Girls 921 324 1245
Row percentages 73.98 26.02 100.00
Column percentages 53.67 66.39 56.49
Total 1716 488 2204
77.86 2214 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 25.02 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher familiarity with student

No Child has at least 1 Total
How well do you know this student? functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Not at all - I have not spoke to this student 60 18 78
individually before
Row percentages 76.92 23.08 100.00
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Column percentages 3.46 3.69 3.51

Not very well - | have spoken to this 137 53 190
student individually a few times
Row percentages 721 27.89 100.00
Column percentages 7.90 10.86 8.556
Somewhat well - | have spoken to this 510 148 658
student individually and know their person
Row percentages 77.51 22.49 100.00
Column percentages 29.41 30.33 29.61
Very well - | speak with this student 1027 269 1296
individually frequently, | know their pers
Row percentages 79.24 20.76 100.00
Column percentages 59.23 55.12 58.33
Total 1734 488 2222
78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 5.17 Prob = 0.1600
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training on functional difficulties

; o No Child has at least 1 Total
oM LRGeS aRRI O e funetional  functiona aificty
Have not received training 1483 379 1862
Row percentages 79.65 20.35 100.00
Column percentages 87.08 79.62 85.45
Have received training 220 97 317
Row percentages 69.40 30.60 100.00
Column percentages 12.92 20.38 14.55
Total 1703 476 2179

78.16 21.84 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =16.65 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Class language

No Child has at least 1 Total
Class language functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Nepali is used most often in the classroom 1260 272 1532
Row percentages 82.25 17.75 100.00
Column percentages 72.66 55.74 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is used 474 216 690
most often in the classroom
Row percentages 68.70 31.30 100.00
Column percentages 27.34 44.26 31.05
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 50.96 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household members disability

. No Child has at least 1 Total
éitslgcbiﬁitt;)ne person in the household has a functional  functional difficulty
difficulty
None 819 220 1039
Row percentages 78.83 2117 100.00
Column percentages 47.23 45.08 46.76
At least one in household 915 268 183
Row percentages 77.35 22.65 100.00
Column percentages 52.77 54.92 53.24
Total 1734 488 2222
78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.71 Prob = 0.4004
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher comfort with teaching learners with disabilities

No Child has at least 1 Total
Comfort level functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Below average comfort teaching learners 740 325 1065
with disabilities
Row percentages 69.48 30.52 100.00
Column percentages 42.68 66.60 47.93
Above average comfort teaching learners 994 163 157
with disabilities
Row percentages 85.91 14.09 100.00
Column percentages 57.32 33.40 52.07
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 87.33 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher attended IE training

Total

No Child has at least 1
Trainings functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Attended no IE trainings n7 90 807
Row percentages 88.85 11.15 100.00
Column percentages 41.35 18.44 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1017 398 1415
Row percentages 71.87 28.13 100.00
Column percentages 58.65 81.56 63.68
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 86.40 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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No Child has at least 1 Total
Class size functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Below average class size 793 352 1145
Row percentages 69.26 30.74 100.00
Column percentages 45.73 7213 51.53
Average or above class size 941 136 1077
Row percentages 87.37 12.63 100.00
Column percentages 54.27 27.87 48.47
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =106.26 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Province and seeing functional difficulty

Province Sy T Gifcury mew o
Bagmati 664 66 1 741
Percent overall 89.61 8.91 1.48 100.00
Percent by province 31.56 78.57 32.35 33.35
Gandaki 341 9 2 352
Percent overall 96.88 256 0.57 100.00
Percent by province 16.21 10.71 5.88 15.84
Karnali 280 4 1 285
Percent overall 98.25 1.40 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 13.31 4.76 2.94 12.83
Province 2 819 5 20 844
Percent overall 97.04 0.59 2.37 100.00
Percent by province 38.93 5.95 58.82 37.98
Total 2104 84 34 2222
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Percent overall 94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 91.54 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and seeing functional difficulty

school type Sy T Gifury mew o
Mainstream 731 0 14 745
Percent overall 98.12 0.00 1.88 100.00
Percent by school type 34.74 0.00 4118 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 879 77 14 970
Percent overall 90.62 7.94 1.44 100.00
Percent by school type 41.78 91.67 4118 43.65
Special school 329 7 4 340
Percent overall 96.76 2.06 118 100.00
Percent by school type 15.64 8.33 1.76 15.30
Madrasa 165 0 2 167
Percent overall 98.80 0.00 1.20 100.00
Percent by school type 7.84 0.00 5.88 7.52
Total 2104 84 34 2222
Percent overall 94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 85.62 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and seeing functional difficulty

Data collection round glﬁf;‘ggl%;ionol gﬂggﬂﬁ?ql Er?gvfl Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 339 55 24 418
Row percentages 81.10 13.16 5.74 100.00
Column percentages 16.11 65.48 70.59 18.81
Operational dataset (December 1765 29 10 1804

2022)
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Row percentages 97.84 1.61 0.55 100.00
Column percentages 83.89 34.52 29.41 8119
Total 2104 84 34 2222
Percent overall 94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =189.48 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and seeing functional difficulty

Gender iticury . dfieuty. kow o
Men 916 25 18 959
Row percentages 95.52 2.61 1.88 100.00
Column percentages 43.91 29.76 52.94 4351
Women 1170 59 16 1245
Row percentages 93.98 4.74 1.29 100.00
Column percentages 56.09 70.24 47.06 56.49
Total 2086 84 34 2204
Percent overall 94.65 3.81 1.54 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 7.83 Prob = 0.0200

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and seeing functional difficulty

PP No functional ~ Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 57 2 19 78
student individually before
Row percentages 73.08 2.56 24.36 100.00
Column percentages 27 238 55.88 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to 169 16 5 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 88.95 8.42 2.63 100.00
Column percentages 8.03 19.05 14.71 8.55
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Somewhat well - | have spokento 626 27 5 658
this student individually and know

their person

Row percentages 95.14 410 0.76 100.00
Column percentages 29.75 3214 14.71 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1252 39 5 1296
student individually frequently, |

know their pers

Row percentages 96.60 3.01 0.39 100.00
Column percentages 59.51 46.43 14.71 58.33
Total 2104 84 34 2222
Percent overall 94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 299.18 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and seeing functional difficulty

Training ieury . dfeuty kow o
Have not received training 1780 63 19 1862
Row percentages 95.60 3.38 1.02 100.00
Column percentages 86.16 77.78 59.38 85.45
Have received training 286 18 13 317
Row percentages 90.22 5.68 410 100.00
Column percentages 13.84 22.22 40.63 14.55
Total 2066 8l 32 2179
94.81 3.72 1.47 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 22.17 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and seeing functional difficulty

No functional  Functional Don't Total
Classroom language difficulty difficulty know
Nepali is used most often in the 1442 7 19 1532

classroom
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Row percentages 94.13 4.63 1.24 100.00

Column percentages 68.54 84.52 55.88 68.95

Another language (not Nepali) is 662 13 15 690

used most often in the classroom

Row percentages 95.94 1.88 217 100.00

Column percentages 31.46 15.48 4412 31.05

Total 2104 84 34 2222
94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =12.40 Prob = 0.0020
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household member disability and seeing functional difficulty

Household members iioury T Gifeury  ow
None in household 986 42 I 1039
Row percentages 94.90 4.04 1.06 100.00
Column percentages 46.86 50.00 32.35 46.76
At least one in household ms 42 23 1183
Row percentages 94.51 3.55 1.94 100.00
Column percentages 53.14 50.00 67.65 53.24
Total 2104 84 34 2222
94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.20 Prob = 0.2021
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and seeing functional difficulty

Comfort leve Nequnetional  Fujctional  pontt  Tota
Below average comfort teaching 1010 47 8 1065
learners with disabilities

Row percentages 94.84 4.4] 0.75 100.00
Column percentages 48.00 55.95 23.63 47.93
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Above average comfort teaching 1094 37 26 157

learners with disabilities

Row percentages 94.55 3.20 225 100.00

Column percentages 52.00 44.05 76.47 52.07

Total 2104 84 34 2222
94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =10.28 Prob = 0.0059

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher IE training and seeing functional difficulty

Trainings tieury . dfieuty. kow o
No IE trainings 763 36 8 807
Row percentages 94.55 4.46 0.99 100.00
Column percentages 36.26 42.86 23.63 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1341 48 26 1415
Row percentages 94.77 3.39 1.84 100.00
Column percentages 63.74 57.14 76.47 63.68
Total 2104 84 34 2222
94.69 3.78 153 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.96 Prob = 0.1381

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and seeing functional difficulty

Tainings Nefunetonal  Fuictional  pontt  Tota
Below average class size 1081 45 19 1145
Row percentages 94.41 3.93 1.66 100.00
Column percentages 51.38 53.57 55.88 51.53
Average or above class size 1023 39 15 1077
Row percentages 94.99 3.62 1.39 100.00
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Column percentages 48.62 46.43 4412 48.47

Total 2104 84 34 2222

94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.42 Prob = 0.8116
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Province and hearing functional difficulty

Province diredy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 609 89 12 710
Percent overall 85.77 12.54 1.69 100.00
Percent by province 31.39 52.66 42.86 33.22
Gandaki 281 41 3 325
Percent overall 86.46 12.62 0.92 100.00
Percent by province 14.48 24.26 10.71 15.21
Karnali 281 0 1 282
Percent overall 99.65 0.00 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 14.48 0.00 3.57 13.20
Province 2 769 39 12 820
Percent overall 93.78 476 1.46 100.00
Percent by province 39.64 23.08 42.86 38.37
Total 1940 169 28 2137
Percent overall 90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 70.08 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and hearing functional difficulty

No functional Functional Don't Total
School type difficulty difficulty know
Mainstream 697 0 10 707
Percent overall 98.59 0.00 1.41 100.00
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Percent by school type 35.93 0.00 35.71 33.08

Mainstream with resource class 862 62 18 942
Percent overall 91.51 6.58 1.91 100.00
Percent by school type 44.43 36.69 64.29 44.08
Special school 214 107 0 321
Percent overall 66.67 33.33 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 11.03 63.31 0.00 15.02
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.61 0.00 0.00 7.81
Total 1940 169 28 2137
Percent overall 90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 369.57 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and hearing functional difficulty

Data collection round glgﬁfg&rg;ional gﬂzgﬂﬁcql Er?gv;[/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 312 37 22 371
Row percentages 84.10 9.97 5.93 100.00
Column percentages 16.08 21.89 78.57 17.36
Operational dataset (December 1628 132 6 1766
2022)

Row percentages 9219 7.47 0.34 100.00
Column percentages 83.92 781 21.43 82.64
Total 1940 169 28 2137
Percent overall 90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 77.75 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher gender and hearing functional difficulty

Gendr teury . dfieuty. kow o
Men 860 56 12 928
Row percentages 92.67 6.03 1.29 100.00
Column percentages 44.75 33.14 42.86 43.79
Women 1062 113 16 1191
Row percentages 89.17 9.49 1.34 100.00
Column percentages 55.25 66.86 57.14 56.21
Total 1922 169 28 219
Percent overall 90.70 7.98 1.32 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 8.52 Prob = 0.0142
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and hearing functional difficulty

P No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 48 13 16 77
student individually before
Row percentages 62.34 16.88 20.78 100.00
Column percentages 2.47 7.69 57.14 3.60
Not very well - | have spoken to 152 20 8 180
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 84.44 1nn 4.44 100.00
Column percentages 7.84 11.83 28.57 8.42
Somewhat well - I have spokento 570 53 3 626
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 91.05 8.47 0.48 100.00
Column percentages 29.38 31.36 10.71 29.29
Very well - | speak with this 1170 83 1 1254
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 93.30 6.62 0.08 100.00
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Column percentages 60.31 491 3.57 58.68
Total 1940 169 28 2137
Percent overall 90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 275.64 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and hearing functional difficulty

Taining Nequnetonal  Fujctional  pontt  Tota
Have not received training 1682 101 14 1797
Row percentages 93.60 5.62 0.78 100.00
Column percentages 88.34 60.12 53.85 85.65
Have received training 222 67 12 301
Row percentages 73.75 22.26 3.99 100.00
Column percentages 11.66 39.88 46.15 14.35
Total 1904 168 26 2098
90.75 8.01 1.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =121.73 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and hearing functional difficulty

Classtoom language Nofuntonal  Fujctional  ponit  Total
Nepali is used most often in the 1447 7 13 1467
classroom

Row percentages 98.64 0.48 0.89 100.00
Column percentages 74.59 414 46.43 68.65
Another language (not Nepali) is 493 162 15 670
used most often in the classroom

Row percentages 73.58 2418 224 100.00
Column percentages 25.4] 95.86 53.57 31.35
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Total 1940 169 28 2137

90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 364.95 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household member disability and hearing functional difficulty

Household members ey T Gifeury. kow O
None in household 898 72 14 984
Row percentages 91.26 7.32 1.42 100.00
Column percentages 46.29 42.60 50.00 46.05
At least one in household 1042 97 14 1153
Row percentages 90.37 8.41 1.21 100.00
Column percentages 53.71 57.40 50.00 53.95
Total 1940 169 28 2137
90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 1.03 Prob = 0.5980
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and hearing functional difficulty

Cormfort leve Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Tota
Below average comfort teaching 884 140 10 1034
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 85.49 13.54 0.97 100.00
Column percentages 45.57 82.84 35.71 48.39
Above average comfort teaching 1056 29 18 1103
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 95.74 2.63 1.63 100.00
Column percentages 54.43 1716 64.29 51.61
Total 1940 169 28 2137
90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00
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Pearson Chi2 = 88.30 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher IE training and hearing functional difficulty

Trainings dicury . dfeuty. kow o
No [E trainings 759 4 12 775
Row percentages 97.94 0.52 1.55 100.00
Column percentages 39.12 2.37 42.86 36.27
Attended at least one IE training 1181 165 16 1362
Row percentages 86.71 121 117 100.00
Column percentages 60.88 97.63 57.14 63.73
Total 1940 169 28 2137
90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 91.40 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and hearing functional difficulty

Trainings oy Gy kow o
Below average class size 759 4 12 775
Row percentages 97.94 0.52 1.55 100.00
Column percentages 39.12 237 42.86 36.27
Average or above class size 1181 165 16 1362
Row percentages 86.71 121 117 100.00
Column percentages 60.88 97.63 57.14 63.73
Total 1940 169 28 2137
90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.42 Prob = 0.8116

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Province and walking difficulty

Province dircdy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 697 31 13 741
Percent overall 94.06 418 1.75 100.00
Percent by province 32.46 64.58 48.15 33.35
Gandaki 345 6 1 352
Percent overall 98.01 1.70 0.28 100.00
Percent by province 16.07 12.50 3.70 15.84
Karnali 280 3 2 285
Percent overall 98.25 1.05 0.70 100.00
Percent by province 13.04 6.25 7.41 12.83
Province 2 825 8 1 844
Percent overall 97.75 0.95 1.30 100.00
Percent by province 38.43 16.67 40.74 37.98
Total 2147 48 27 2222
Percent overall 96.62 216 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 27.46 Prob = 0.0001

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and walking difficulty

School type Nequnetonal  Fujctional  pontt  Tota
Mainstream 732 5 8 745
Percent overall 98.26 0.67 1.07 100.00
Percent by school type 34.09 10.42 29.63 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 935 16 19 970
Percent overall 96.39 1.65 1.96 100.00
Percent by school type 4355 33.33 70.37 43.65
Special school 313 27 0 340
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Percent overall 92.06 7.94 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 14.58 56.25 0.00 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 7.78 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2147 48 27 2222
Percent overall 96.62 216 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 76.86 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and walking functional difficulty

Data collection round glic?fifgalct:;ionql g‘ff?lgﬂﬁcql EI’?QVE/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 386 n 21 418
Row percentages 92.34 2.63 5.02 100.00
Column percentages 17.98 22.92 7778 18.81
(2)5>2e2r)ational dataset (December 1761 37 6 1804
Row percentages 97.62 2.05 0.33 100.00
Column percentages 82.02 77.08 22.22 8119
Total 2147 48 27 2222
Percent overall 96.62 216 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 62.97 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and walking functional difficulty

Nofunefional  Functional - pont  Tota
Men 939 1 9 959
Row percentages 97.91 115 0.94 100.00
Column percentages 441 22.92 33.33 43.51
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Women 190 37 18 1245

Row percentages 95.58 2.97 1.45 100.00
Column percentages 55.89 77.08 66.67 56.49
Total 2129 48 27 2204

Percent overall 96.60 218 1.23 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 9.73 Prob = 0.0077
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and walking functional difficulty

P No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 66 0 12 78
student individually before
Row percentages 84.62 0.00 15.38 100.00
Column percentages 3.07 0.00 44.44 3.561
Not very well - | have spoken to 175 4 1 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 921 21 5.79 100.00
Column percentages 8.15 8.33 40.74 8.55
Somewhat well -  have spokento 638 20 0 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 96.96 3.04 0.00 100.00
Column percentages 29.72 41.67 0.00 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1268 24 4 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 97.84 1.85 0.31 100.00
Column percentages 59.06 50.00 14.81 58.33
Total 2147 48 27 2222
Percent overall 96.62 216 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =184.74 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher training and walking functional difficulty

Training teury . dfieuty. kow o
Have not received training 1819 32 1 1862
Row percentages 97.69 1.72 0.59 100.00
Column percentages 86.25 74.42 40.74 85.45
Have received training 290 1 16 317
Row percentages 91.48 3.47 5.05 100.00
Column percentages 13.75 25.58 59.26 14.55
Total 2109 43 27 2179
96.79 1.97 1.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 48.71 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and walking functional difficulty

Classroom language Nodungtonal - Fupetional - pent - Tot
Nepali is used most often in the 1492 32 8 1532
classroom
Row percentages 97.39 2.09 0.52 100.00
Column percentages 69.49 66.67 29.63 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 655 16 19 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 94.93 2.32 2.75 100.00
Column percentages 30.51 33.33 70.37 31.05
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 216 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =19.91 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher household member disability and walking functional difficulty

Household members teury . dfieuty. kow o
None in household 1004 18 17 1039
Row percentages 96.63 1.73 1.64 100.00
Column percentages 46.76 37.50 62.96 46.76
At least one in household 1143 30 10 1183
Row percentages 96.62 2.54 0.85 100.00
Column percentages 53.24 62.50 37.04 53.24
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 2.16 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 4.50 Prob = 0.1054
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and walking functional difficulty

Corfortevel Nofunctional  fuctional  port  Tota
Below average comfort teaching 1014 36 15 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 95.21 3.38 1.41 100.00
Column percentages 47.23 75.00 55.56 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1133 12 12 1157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 97.93 1.04 1.04 100.00
Column percentages 52.77 25.00 44.44 52.07
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 2.16 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =15.15 Prob = 0.0005
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

233



Teacher IE training and walking functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No IE trainings 787 6 14 807
Row percentages 97.52 0.74 1.73 100.00
Column percentages 36.66 12.50 51.85 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1360 42 13 1415
Row percentages 96.11 2.97 0.92 100.00
Column percentages 63.34 87.50 48.15 63.68
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 2.16 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =14.70 Prob = 0.0006

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and walking functional difficulty

Trainings ey Gty kow o
Below average class size 1098 36 1 1145
Row percentages 95.90 314 0.96 100.00
Column percentages 5114 75.00 40.74 51.53
Average or above class size 1049 12 16 1077
Row percentages 97.40 11 1.49 100.00
Column percentages 48.86 25.00 59.26 48.47
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 2.16 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =14.70 Prob = 0.0006

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Province and communicating difficulty

Province dircdy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 68l 55 5 741
Percent overall 91.90 7.42 0.67 100.00
Percent by province 33.12 38.19 22.73 33.35
Gandaki 315 36 1 352
Percent overall 89.49 10.23 0.28 100.00
Percent by province 15.32 25.00 4.55 15.84
Karnali 272 1 2 285
Percent overall 95.44 3.86 0.70 100.00
Percent by province 13.23 7.64 9.09 12.83
Province 2 788 42 14 844
Percent overall 93.36 4.98 1.66 100.00
Percent by province 38.33 29.17 63.64 37.98
Total 2056 144 22 2222
Percent overall 92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 21.88 Prob = 0.0013

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and communicating difficulty

School type Nequnetonal  Fujctional  pontt  Tota
Mainstream 719 16 10 745
Percent overall 96.51 215 1.34 100.00
Percent by school type 34.97 1 45.45 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 891 67 12 970
Percent overall 91.86 6.91 1.24 100.00
Percent by school type 43.34 46.53 54.55 43.65
Special school 279 61 0 340
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Percent overall 82.06 17.94 0.00 100.00

Percent by school type 13.57 42.36 0.00 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.12 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2056 144 22 2222
Percent overall 92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 114.50 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and communicating functional difficulty

Data collection round glic?fifgalct:;ionql g‘ff?lgﬂﬁcql EI’?QVE/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 376 28 14 418
Row percentages 89.95 6.70 3.35 100.00
Column percentages 18.29 19.44 63.64 18.81
(2)5>2e2r)ational dataset (December 1680 16 8 1804
Row percentages 93.13 6.43 0.44 100.00
Column percentages 81.71 80.56 36.36 8119
Total 2056 144 22 2222
Percent overall 92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 29.35 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and communicating functional difficulty

Nodungtonal - fupetional - pent ot
Men 912 38 9 959
Row percentages 95.10 3.96 0.94 100.00
Column percentages 44.75 26.39 40.91 4351
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Women 1126 106 13 1245

Row percentages 90.44 8.51 1.04 100.00
Column percentages 55.25 73.61 59.09 56.49
Total 2038 144 22 2204

Percent overall 92.47 6.53 1.00 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =18.51 Prob = 0.0001
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and communicating functional difficulty

P No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 64 0 14 78
student individually before
Row percentages 82.05 0.00 17.95 100.00
Column percentages 3.1 0.00 63.64 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to 176 9 5 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 92.63 474 2.63 100.00
Column percentages 8.56 6.25 22.73 8.55
Somewhat well - I have spokento 624 32 2 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 94.83 4.86 0.30 100.00
Column percentages 30.35 22.22 9.09 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 192 103 1 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 91.98 7.95 0.08 100.00
Column percentages 57.98 7153 4.55 58.33
Total 2056 144 22 2222
Percent overall 92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 260.03 Prob = 0.0000
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First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and communicating functional difficulty

Training oy Gy how o
Have not received training 1763 87 12 1862
Row percentages 94.68 4.67 0.64 100.00
Column percentages 87.41 6214 54.55 85.45
Have received training 254 53 10 317
Row percentages 80.13 16.72 3.15 100.00
Column percentages 12.59 37.86 45.45 14.55
Total 2017 140 22 2179
92.57 6.42 1.01 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 84.29 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and communicating functional difficulty

Classtoom language Nedunctonal  Fupctional  pant - Total
Nepali is used most often in the 1458 66 8 1532
classroom
Row percentages 95.17 431 0.52 100.00
Column percentages 70.91 45.83 36.36 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 598 78 14 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 86.67 11.30 2.03 100.00
Column percentages 29.09 54.17 63.64 31.05
Total 2056 144 22 2222
92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 50.56 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher household member disability and communicating functional difficulty

Household members teury . dfieuty. kow o
None in household 971 53 15 1039
Row percentages 93.46 5.10 1.44 100.00
Column percentages 47.23 36.81 68.18 46.76
At least one in household 1085 91 7 1183
Row percentages 91.72 7.69 0.59 100.00
Column percentages 52.77 63.19 31.82 53.24
Total 2056 144 22 2222
92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 9.97 Prob = 0.0068
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and communicating functional difficulty

Corfortevel Nofunctional  Fuctional  port  Total
Below average comfort teaching 944 m 10 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 88.64 10.42 0.94 100.00
Column percentages 45.91 77.08 45.45 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1112 33 12 1157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 96.11 2.85 1.04 100.00
Column percentages 54.09 2292 54.55 52.07
Total 2056 144 22 2222
92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 52.44 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher IE training and communicating functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No [E trainings 787 8 12 807
Row percentages 97.52 0.99 1.49 100.00
Column percentages 38.28 5.56 54.55 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1269 136 10 1415
Row percentages 89.68 9.61 0.71 100.00
Column percentages 61.72 94.44 45.45 63.68
Total 2056 144 22 2222
92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 65.50 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and communicating functional difficulty

Trainings ey Gty kow o
Below average class size 1034 99 12 1145
Row percentages 90.31 8.65 1.05 100.00
Column percentages 50.29 68.75 54.55 51.53
Average or above class size 1022 45 10 1077
Row percentages 94.89 418 0.93 100.00
Column percentages 49.71 31.25 45.45 48.47
Total 2056 144 22 2222
9253 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =18.44 Prob = 0.0001
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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RQ3 = CHILD FUNCTIONING MODULE -~-TEACHER VERSION WITH CHILD
FUNCTIONING MODULE RESULTS AND DISAGGREGATES

Functional disability by province

No functional difficulty

Child has at least 1 Total

Province functional difficulty
Bagmati 476 265 741
Percent overall 64.24 35.76 100.00
Percent by province 27.45 54.30 33.35
Gandaki 246 106 352
Percent overall 69.89 30.1 100.00
Percent by province 14.19 2172 15.84
Karnali 252 33 285
Percent overall 88.42 11.58 100.00
Percent by province 14.53 6.76 12.83
Province 2 760 84 844
Percent overall 90.05 9.95 100.00
Percent by province 43.83 17.21 37.98
Total 1734 488 2222
78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =184.94 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Functional disability by school type

No functional difficulty

Child has at least 1 Total

School type functional difficulty

Mainstream 684 61 745
Percent overall 91.81 8.19 100.00
Percent by province 39.45 12.50 33.53
Mainstream with 762 208 970
resource class

Percent overall 78.56 21.44 100.00
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Percent by province 43.94 42.62 43.65

Special school 123 217 340
Percent overall 36.18 63.82 100.00
Percent by province 7.09 44.47 15.30
Madrasa 165 2 167
Percent overall 98.80 1.20 100.00
Percent by province 9.62 0.41 7.52
Total 1734 488 2222
78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 472.27 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Functional disability by data source

No functional difficulty Child has at least 1 Total

Data source functional difficulty

Medical dataset (May 299 n9 418

2023)

Row percentages 71.53 28.47 100.00

Column percentages 17.24 24.39 18.81

Operation (December 1435 369 1804

20233)

Row percentages 79.55 20.45 100.00

Column percentages 82.76 75.61 8119

Total 1734 488 2222
78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =12.72 Prob = 0.0004
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Functional disability by data source

Data source No functional difficulty ﬁjﬁE%QﬁéﬁﬁéﬁSShL Total
Medical dataset (May 299 19 418
2023)
Row percentages 71.53 28.47 100.00
Column percentages 17.24 24.39 18.81
Operation (December 1435 369 1804
20233)
Row percentages 79.55 20.45 100.00
Column percentages 82.76 75.61 8119
Total 1734 488 2222
78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =12.72 Prob = 0.0004

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Functional disability by gender

Data source No functional difficulty %ﬂéﬂigﬁglcéi;ﬁgahll Total
Boys 795 164 959
Row percentages 82.90 17.10 100.00
Column percentages 46.33 33.61 4351
Girls 921 324 1245
Row percentages 73.98 26.02 100.00
Column percentages 53.67 66.39 56.49
Total 1716 488 2204
77.86 2214 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 25.02 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher familiarity with student

No Child has at least 1 Total
How well do you know this student? functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Not at all - I have not spoke to this student 60 18 78
individually before
Row percentages 76.92 23.08 100.00
Column percentages 3.46 3.69 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to this 137 53 190
student individually a few times
Row percentages 7211 27.89 100.00
Column percentages 7.90 10.86 8.55
Somewhat well - | have spoken to this 510 148 658
student individually and know their person
Row percentages 77.51 22.49 100.00
Column percentages 29.41 30.33 29.61
Very well - | speak with this student 1027 269 1296
individually frequently, | know their pers
Row percentages 79.24 20.76 100.00
Column percentages 59.23 55.12 58.33
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 5.17 Prob = 0.1600
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training on functional difficulties

. . No Child has at least 1 Total
Have you ever received training on the : ; o
domains in this questionnaire? gﬂg%&?&al functionail difficulty
Have not received training 1483 379 1862
Row percentages 79.65 20.35 100.00
Column percentages 87.08 79.62 85.45
Have received training 220 97 317
Row percentages 69.40 30.60 100.00
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Column percentages 12.92 20.38 14.55

Total 1703 476 2179

78.16 21.84 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =16.65 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

No Child has at least 1 Total
Class language functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Nepali is used most often in the classroom 1260 272 1532
Row percentages 82.25 17.75 100.00
Column percentages 72.66 55.74 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is used 474 216 690
most often in the classroom
Row percentages 68.70 31.30 100.00
Column percentages 27.34 44.26 31.05
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 50.96 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household members disability

i Total
At least one person in the household has a F‘u?wctional f%mgigﬁgloéi;ﬁgﬁt;
disability difficulty
None 819 220 1039
Row percentages 78.83 2117 100.00
Column percentages 47.23 45.08 46.76
At least one in household 915 268 1183
Row percentages 77.35 22.65 100.00
Column percentages 52.77 54.92 53.24
Total 1734 488 2222
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78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.71 Prob = 0.4004
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort with teaching learners with disabilities

No Child has at least 1 Total
Comfort level functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Below average comfort teaching learners 740 325 1065
with disabilities
Row percentages 69.48 30.52 100.00
Column percentages 42.68 66.60 47.93
Above average comfort teaching learners 994 163 157
with disabilities
Row percentages 85.91 14.09 100.00
Column percentages 57.32 33.40 52.07
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 87.33 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher attended IE training

No Child has at least 1 Total
Trainings functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Attended no [E trainings 717 90 807
Row percentages 88.85 11.15 100.00
Column percentages 41.35 18.44 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1017 398 1415
Row percentages .87 28.13 100.00
Column percentages 58.65 81.56 63.68
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00
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Pearson Chi2 = 86.40 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

No Child has at least 1 Total
Class size functional  functional difficulty

difficulty
Below average class size 793 352 1145
Row percentages 69.26 30.74 100.00
Column percentages 45.73 7213 51.53
Average or above class size 941 136 1077
Row percentages 87.37 12.63 100.00
Column percentages 54.27 27.87 48.47
Total 1734 488 2222

78.04 21.96 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =106.26 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Province and seeing functional difficulty

Province diedy G w0
Bagmati 664 66 1 741
Percent overall 89.61 8.91 1.48 100.00
Percent by province 31.56 78.57 32.35 33.35
Gandaki 341 9 2 352
Percent overall 96.88 2.56 0.57 100.00
Percent by province 16.21 10.71 5.88 15.84
Karnali 280 4 1 285
Percent overall 98.25 1.40 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 13.31 476 294 12.83
Province 2 819 5 20 844
Percent overall 97.04 0.59 2.37 100.00
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Percent by province 38.93 5.95 58.82 37.98

Total 2104 84 34 2222

Percent overall 94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 91.54 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and seeing functional difficulty

school type Sircay " e w0
Mainstream 731 0 14 745
Percent overall 98.12 0.00 1.88 100.00
Percent by school type 34.74 0.00 4118 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 879 77 14 970
Percent overall 90.62 7.94 1.44 100.00
Percent by school type 41.78 91.67 4118 43.65
Special school 329 7 4 340
Percent overall 96.76 2.06 118 100.00
Percent by school type 15.64 8.33 1.76 15.30
Madrasa 165 0 2 167
Percent overall 98.80 0.00 1.20 100.00
Percent by school type 7.84 0.00 5.88 752
Total 2104 84 34 2222
Percent overall 94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 85.62 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and seeing functional difficulty

: No functional Functional Don't Total
Data collection round difficulty difficulty know
Medical dataset (May 2023) 339 55 24 418
Row percentages 81.10 13.16 574 100.00

248



Column percentages 16.11 65.48 70.59 18.81
(2)(§>2e2r)ctional dataset (December 1765 29 10 1804
Row percentages 97.84 1.61 0.55 100.00
Column percentages 83.89 34.52 29.41 8119
Total 2104 84 34 2222
Percent overall 94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =189.48 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and seeing functional difficulty

Nodungtonal - fupetional - pent ot
Men 916 25 18 959
Row percentages 95.52 2.61 1.88 100.00
Column percentages 43.91 29.76 52.94 43.51
Women 170 59 16 1245
Row percentages 93.98 4.74 1.29 100.00
Column percentages 56.09 70.24 47.06 56.49
Total 2086 84 34 2204
Percent overall 94.65 3.81 1.54 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 7.83 Prob = 0.0200
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and seeing functional difficulty

Farniiariy level Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Tota
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 57 2 19 78
student individually before

Row percentages 73.08 2.56 24.36 100.00
Column percentages 27 2.38 55.88 3.51
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Not very well - | have spoken to 169 16 5 190
this student individually a few

times

Row percentages 88.956 8.42 2.63 100.00
Column percentages 8.03 19.05 14.71 8.55
Somewhat well - | have spokento 626 27 5 658

this student individually and know
their person

Row percentages 95.14 410 0.76 100.00
Column percentages 29.75 3214 14.71 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1252 39 5 1296

student individually frequently, |
know their pers

Row percentages 96.60 3.01 0.39 100.00
Column percentages 59.51 46.43 14.71 58.33
Total 2104 84 34 2222
Percent overall 94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 299.18 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and seeing functional difficulty

Taining Nofunctional  Fuctional  port  Total
Have not received training 1780 63 19 1862
Row percentages 95.60 3.38 1.02 100.00
Column percentages 86.16 77.78 59.38 85.45
Have received training 286 18 13 317
Row percentages 90.22 5.68 410 100.00
Column percentages 13.84 22.22 40.63 14.55
Total 2066 8l 32 2179
94.81 3.72 1.47 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 22.17 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Classroom language and seeing functional difficulty

Classtoom anguage Nodunetional - Fgetional - pont - Tota
Nepali is used most often in the 1442 7 19 1532
classroom
Row percentages 94.13 4.63 1.24 100.00
Column percentages 68.54 84.52 55.88 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 662 13 15 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 95.94 1.88 217 100.00
Column percentages 31.46 15.48 4412 31.05
Total 2104 84 34 2222
94.69 3.78 1.563 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =12.40 Prob = 0.0020
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household member disability and seeing functional difficulty

Household members ey T Gifeury. kow O
None in household 986 42 1 1039
Row percentages 94.90 4.04 1.06 100.00
Column percentages 46.86 50.00 32.35 46.76
At least one in household ms 42 23 1183
Row percentages 94.51 3.55 1.94 100.00
Column percentages 5314 50.00 67.65 53.24
Total 2104 84 34 2222
94.69 3.78 153 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.20 Prob = 0.2021
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and seeing functional difficulty

Comfort leve Nofunetinal  Functional  pont  Tota
Below average comfort teaching 1010 47 8 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 94.84 4.4] 0.75 100.00
Column percentages 48.00 55.95 23.53 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1094 37 26 1157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 94.55 3.20 2.25 100.00
Column percentages 52.00 44.05 76.47 52.07
Total 2104 84 34 2222
94.69 3.78 153 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =10.28 Prob = 0.0059
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher IE training and seeing functional difficulty

Trainings iioury T Gifeury  ow
No IE trainings 763 36 8 807
Row percentages 94.55 4.46 0.99 100.00
Column percentages 36.26 42.86 23.53 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1341 48 26 1415
Row percentages 94.77 3.39 1.84 100.00
Column percentages 63.74 5714 76.47 63.68
Total 2104 84 34 2222
94.69 3.78 1.53 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.96 Prob = 0.1381
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Class size and seeing functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
Below average class size 1081 45 19 1145
Row percentages 94.41 3.93 1.66 100.00
Column percentages 51.38 53.57 55.88 51.63
Average or above class size 1023 39 15 1077
Row percentages 94.99 3.62 1.39 100.00
Column percentages 48.62 46.43 4412 48.47
Total 2104 84 34 2222
94.69 3.78 1.563 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.42 Prob = 0.8116
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Province and hearing functional difficulty

Province Sirody " e w0
Bagmati 609 89 12 710
Percent overall 85.77 12.54 1.69 100.00
Percent by province 31.39 52.66 42.86 33.22
Gandaki 281 4] 3 325
Percent overall 86.46 12.62 0.92 100.00
Percent by province 14.48 24.26 10.71 15.21
Karnali 281 0 1 282
Percent overall 99.65 0.00 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 14.48 0.00 3.57 13.20
Province 2 769 39 12 820
Percent overall 93.78 476 1.46 100.00
Percent by province 39.64 23.08 42.86 38.37
Total 1940 169 28 2137
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Percent overall 90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 70.08 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and hearing functional difficulty

school type diedy " Gfeun . ew 0
Mainstream 697 0 10 707
Percent overall 98.59 0.00 1.41 100.00
Percent by school type 35.93 0.00 35.71 33.08
Mainstream with resource class 862 62 18 942
Percent overall 91.51 6.58 1.91 100.00
Percent by school type 44.43 36.69 64.29 44.08
Special school 214 107 0 321
Percent overall 66.67 33.33 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 11.03 63.31 0.00 15.02
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.61 0.00 0.00 7.81
Total 1940 169 28 2137
Percent overall 90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 369.57 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and hearing functional difficulty

Data collection round (l;li(?fifgglct:;ional glljf?lgﬂﬁcal Er?gv'\tl Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 312 37 22 371
Row percentages 84.10 9.97 5.93 100.00
Column percentages 16.08 21.89 78.57 17.36
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O(g)erotionol dataset (December 1628 132 6 1766
2022)

Row percentages 9219 7.47 0.34 100.00
Column percentages 83.92 781 2143 82.64
Total 1940 169 28 2137
Percent overall 90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 77.75 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and hearing functional difficulty

Gender ity dfieuty. kow o
Men 860 56 12 928
Row percentages 92.67 6.03 1.29 100.00
Column percentages 44.75 33.14 42.86 43.79
Women 1062 113 16 1191
Row percentages 89.17 9.49 1.34 100.00
Column percentages 55.25 66.86 5714 56.21
Total 1922 169 28 2119
Percent overall 90.70 7.98 1.32 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 8.52 Prob = 0.0142
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and hearing functional difficulty

PP No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - I have not spoke to this 48 13 16 77
student individually before
Row percentages 62.34 16.88 20.78 100.00
Column percentages 247 7.69 5714 3.60
Not very well - | have spoken to 152 20 8 180
this student individually a few
times
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Row percentages 84.44 1nn 4.44 100.00

Column percentages 7.84 11.83 28.57 8.42

Somewhat well - I have spokento 570 53 3 626
this student individually and know
their person

Row percentages 91.05 8.47 0.48 100.00
Column percentages 29.38 31.36 10.71 29.29
Very well - | speak with this 1170 83 1 1254

student individually frequently, |
know their pers

Row percentages 93.30 6.62 0.08 100.00
Column percentages 60.31 491 3.57 58.68
Total 1940 169 28 2137

Percent overall 90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 275.64 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and hearing functional difficulty

Training ey Gty kow o
Have not received training 1682 101 14 1797
Row percentages 93.60 5.62 0.78 100.00
Column percentages 88.34 60.12 53.85 85.65
Have received training 222 67 12 301
Row percentages 73.75 22.26 3.99 100.00
Column percentages 11.66 39.88 46.15 14.35
Total 1904 168 26 2098
90.75 8.01 1.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =121.73 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Classroom language and hearing functional difficulty

Classtoom anguage Noqunetonal - Fgpetional - pont - Tota
Nepali is used most often in the 1447 7 13 1467
classroom
Row percentages 98.64 0.48 0.89 100.00
Column percentages 74.59 414 46.43 68.65
Another language (not Nepali) is 493 162 15 670
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 73.58 24.18 224 100.00
Column percentages 25.41 95.86 53.57 31.35
Total 1940 169 28 2137
90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 364.95 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household member disability and hearing functional difficulty

Household members ey Gifeury. kow O
None in household 898 72 14 984
Row percentages 91.26 7.32 1.42 100.00
Column percentages 46.29 42.60 50.00 46.05
At least one in household 1042 97 14 1153
Row percentages 90.37 8.41 1.21 100.00
Column percentages 53.71 57.40 50.00 53.95
Total 1940 169 28 2137
90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 1.03 Prob = 0.5980
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and hearing functional difficulty

Comfort leve Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Tota
Below average comfort teaching 884 140 10 1034
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 85.49 13.54 0.97 100.00
Column percentages 45.57 82.84 35.71 48.39
Above average comfort teaching 1056 29 18 1103
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 95.74 2.63 1.63 100.00
Column percentages 54.43 1716 64.29 51.61
Total 1940 169 28 2137
90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 88.30 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher IE training and hearing functional difficulty

Trainings iioury T Gifeury ow
No IE trainings 759 4 12 775
Row percentages 97.94 0.52 1.65 100.00
Column percentages 39.12 2.37 42.86 36.27
Attended at least one IE training 1181 165 16 1362
Row percentages 86.71 121 117 100.00
Column percentages 60.88 97.63 57.14 63.73
Total 1940 169 28 2137
90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 91.40 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Class size and hearing functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
Below average class size 759 4 12 775
Row percentages 97.94 0.52 1.55 100.00
Column percentages 39.12 2.37 42.86 36.27
Average or above class size 1181 165 16 1362
Row percentages 86.71 121 117 100.00
Column percentages 60.88 97.63 57.14 63.73
Total 1940 169 28 2137
90.78 7.91 1.31 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.42 Prob = 0.8116

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Province and walking difficulty

Province Sirody " e w0
Bagmaiti 697 31 13 741
Percent overall 94.06 418 1.75 100.00
Percent by province 32.46 64.58 48.15 33.35
Gandaki 345 6 1 352
Percent overall 98.01 1.70 0.28 100.00
Percent by province 16.07 12.50 3.70 15.84
Karnali 280 3 2 285
Percent overall 98.25 1.05 0.70 100.00
Percent by province 13.04 6.25 7.41 12.83
Province 2 825 8 1 844
Percent overall 97.75 0.95 1.30 100.00
Percent by province 38.43 16.67 40.74 37.98
Total 2147 48 27 2222
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Percent overall 96.62 2.16 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 27.46 Prob = 0.0001
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and walking difficulty

school type Sircay " G w0
Mainstream 732 5 8 745
Percent overall 98.26 0.67 1.07 100.00
Percent by school type 34.09 10.42 29.63 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 935 16 19 970
Percent overall 96.39 1.65 1.96 100.00
Percent by school type 43.55 33.33 70.37 43.65
Special school 313 27 0 340
Percent overall 92.06 7.94 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 14.58 56.25 0.00 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 7.78 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2147 48 27 2222
Percent overall 96.62 216 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 76.86 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and walking functional difficulty

Data collection round glﬁf{gglct:;ioncl gﬂggﬂﬁ?ql Er?gvfl Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 386 n 21 418
Row percentages 92.34 2.63 5.02 100.00
Column percentages 17.98 22.92 77.78 18.81
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Ogerotionol dataset (December 1761 37 6 1804
2022)

Row percentages 97.62 2.05 0.33 100.00
Column percentages 82.02 77.08 22.22 81.19
Total 2147 48 27 2222
Percent overall 96.62 216 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 62.97 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and walking functional difficulty

Gendr dtcury . dficuty. kow o
Men 939 1 9 959
Row percentages 97.91 115 0.94 100.00
Column percentages 441 22.92 33.33 4351
Women 1190 37 18 1245
Row percentages 95.58 2.97 1.45 100.00
Column percentages 55.89 77.08 66.67 56.49
Total 2129 48 27 2204
Percent overall 96.60 218 1.23 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 9.73 Prob = 0.0077
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and walking functional difficulty

Farmicrty leve Nofunetonal  Fujctional  ponit  Tota
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 66 0 12 78
student individually before

Row percentages 84.62 0.00 15.38 100.00
Column percentages 3.07 0.00 44.44 3.51
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Not very well - | have spoken to 175 4 1 190
this student individually a few

times

Row percentages 921 21 5.79 100.00
Column percentages 8.15 8.33 40.74 8.55
Somewhat well - | have spokento 638 20 0 658

this student individually and know
their person

Row percentages 96.96 3.04 0.00 100.00
Column percentages 29.72 41.67 0.00 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1268 24 4 1296

student individually frequently, |
know their pers

Row percentages 97.84 1.85 0.31 100.00
Column percentages 59.06 50.00 14.81 58.33
Total 2147 48 27 2222
Percent overall 96.62 216 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =184.74 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and walking functional difficulty

Taining Nequnetonal  Fuctional  pontt  Tota
Have not received training 1819 32 I 1862
Row percentages 97.69 1.72 0.59 100.00
Column percentages 86.25 74.42 40.74 85.45
Have received training 290 1 16 317
Row percentages 91.48 3.47 5.05 100.00
Column percentages 13.75 25.58 59.26 14.55
Total 2109 43 27 2179
96.79 1.97 124 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 48.71 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Classroom language and walking functional difficulty

Classtoom language Nofuntonal  Functional  ponit  Total
(l\:l%gg:ioigr%sed most often in the 1492 32 8 1532
Row percentages 97.39 2.09 0.52 100.00
Column percentages 69.49 66.67 29.63 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 655 16 19 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 94.93 232 275 100.00
Column percentages 30.51 33.33 70.37 31.05
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 216 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =19.91 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household member disability and walking functional difficulty

Household members ey T Gifeury. kow O
None in household 1004 18 17 1039
Row percentages 96.63 1.73 1.64 100.00
Column percentages 46.76 37.50 62.96 46.76
At least one in household 1143 30 10 1183
Row percentages 96.62 254 0.85 100.00
Column percentages 53.24 62.50 37.04 53.24
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 2.16 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 450 Prob = 0.1054
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and walking functional difficulty

Comfort leve Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Tota
Below average comfort teaching 1014 36 15 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 95.21 3.38 1.41 100.00
Column percentages 47.23 75.00 55.56 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1133 12 12 1157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 97.93 1.04 1.04 100.00
Column percentages 52.77 25.00 44.44 52.07
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 2.16 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =15.15 Prob = 0.0005
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher IE training and walking functional difficulty

Trainings iioury T Gifeury  ow
No IE trainings 787 6 14 807
Row percentages 97.62 0.74 1.73 100.00
Column percentages 36.66 12.50 51.85 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1360 42 13 1415
Row percentages 96.11 2.97 0.92 100.00
Column percentages 63.34 87.50 48.15 63.68
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 2.16 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =14.70 Prob = 0.0006
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Class size and walking functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
Below average class size 1098 36 1 1145
Row percentages 95.90 314 0.96 100.00
Column percentages 5114 75.00 40.74 51.63
Average or above class size 1049 12 16 1077
Row percentages 97.40 1m 1.49 100.00
Column percentages 48.86 25.00 59.26 48.47
Total 2147 48 27 2222
96.62 2.16 1.22 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =14.70 Prob = 0.0006

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Province and communicating difficulty

Province Sirody " e w0
Bagmati 681 55 5 741
Percent overall 91.90 7.42 0.67 100.00
Percent by province 33.12 38.19 2273 33.35
Gandaki 315 36 1 352
Percent overall 89.49 10.23 0.28 100.00
Percent by province 15.32 25.00 4.55 15.84
Karnali 272 1 2 285
Percent overall 95.44 3.86 0.70 100.00
Percent by province 13.23 7.64 9.09 12.83
Province 2 788 42 14 844
Percent overall 93.36 498 1.66 100.00
Percent by province 38.33 2017 63.64 37.98
Total 2056 144 22 2222
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Percent overall 92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 21.88 Prob = 0.0013
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and communicating difficulty

school type Sircay " G w0
Mainstream 719 16 10 745
Percent overall 96.51 215 1.34 100.00
Percent by school type 34.97 1.0 45.45 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 891 67 12 970
Percent overall 91.86 6.91 1.24 100.00
Percent by school type 43.34 46.53 54.55 43.65
Special school 279 61 0 340
Percent overall 82.06 17.94 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 13.57 42.36 0.00 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.12 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2056 144 22 2222
Percent overall 92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 114.50 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and communicating functional difficulty

Data collection round gli?ﬁfglr}l?;ionol gﬁ?ﬁgﬂﬁ?al Er?gv;[/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 376 28 14 418
Row percentages 89.95 6.70 3.35 100.00
Column percentages 18.29 19.44 63.64 18.81
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O(g)erotionol dataset (December 1680 116 8 1804
2022)

Row percentages 93.13 6.43 0.44 100.00
Column percentages 81.71 80.56 36.36 81.19
Total 2056 144 22 2222
Percent overall 92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 29.35 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and communicating functional difficulty

Gendr tieury . dfieuty. kow o
Men 912 38 9 959
Row percentages 95.10 3.96 0.94 100.00
Column percentages 44.75 26.39 40.91 4351
Women 1126 106 13 1245
Row percentages 90.44 8.51 1.04 100.00
Column percentages 55.25 73.61 59.09 56.49
Total 2038 144 22 2204
Percent overall 92.47 6.53 1.00 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =18.51 Prob = 0.0001
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and communicating functional difficulty

IS No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 64 0 14 78
student individually before
Row percentages 82.05 0.00 17.95 100.00
Column percentages 3.1 0.00 63.64 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to 176 9 5 190
this student individually a few
times
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Row percentages 92.63 474 2.63 100.00

Column percentages 8.56 6.25 22.73 8.55

Somewhat well - | have spokento 624 32 2 658
this student individually and know
their person

Row percentages 94.83 4.86 0.30 100.00
Column percentages 30.35 22.22 9.09 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 192 103 1 1296

student individually frequently, |
know their pers

Row percentages 91.98 7.95 0.08 100.00
Column percentages 57.98 71.53 4.55 58.33
Total 2056 144 22 2222
Percent overall 92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 260.03 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and communicating functional difficulty

Training ey Gty kow o
Have not received training 1763 87 12 1862
Row percentages 94.68 4.67 0.64 100.00
Column percentages 87.41 62.14 54.55 85.45
Have received training 254 53 10 317
Row percentages 80.13 16.72 3.15 100.00
Column percentages 12.59 37.86 45.45 14.55
Total 2017 140 22 2179
92.57 6.42 1.01 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 84.29 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Classroom language and communicating functional difficulty

Classtoom anguage Noqunetonal - Fgpetional - pont - Tota
Nepali is used most often in the 1458 66 8 1532
classroom
Row percentages 95.17 431 0.52 100.00
Column percentages 70.91 45.83 36.36 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 598 78 14 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 86.67 11.30 2.03 100.00
Column percentages 29.09 54.17 63.64 31.05
Total 2056 144 22 2222
92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 50.56 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household member disability and communicating functional difficulty

Household members ey T Gifeury. kow O
None in household 971 53 15 1039
Row percentages 93.46 5.10 1.44 100.00
Column percentages 47.23 36.81 68.18 46.76
At least one in household 1085 91 7 1183
Row percentages 91.72 7.69 0.59 100.00
Column percentages 52.77 63.19 31.82 53.24
Total 2056 144 22 2222
9253 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 9.97 Prob = 0.0068
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and communicating functional difficulty

Comfort leve Nofunetinal  Functional  pont  Tota
Below average comfort teaching 944 1 10 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 88.64 10.42 0.94 100.00
Column percentages 45.91 77.08 45.45 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1112 33 12 1157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 96.1 2.85 1.04 100.00
Column percentages 54.09 22.92 54.55 52.07
Total 2056 144 22 2222
92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 52.44 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher IE training and communicating functional difficulty

Trainings iioury T Gifeury  ow
No IE trainings 787 8 12 807
Row percentages 97.62 0.99 1.49 100.00
Column percentages 38.28 5.56 54.55 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1269 136 10 1415
Row percentages 89.68 9.61 0.7 100.00
Column percentages 61.72 94.44 45.45 63.68
Total 2056 144 22 2222
92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 65.50 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Class size and communicating functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
Below average class size 1034 99 12 1145
Row percentages 90.31 8.65 1.05 100.00
Column percentages 50.29 68.75 54.55 51.63
Average or above class size 1022 45 10 1077
Row percentages 94.89 4.18 0.93 100.00
Column percentages 49.71 31.25 45.45 48.47
Total 2056 144 22 2222
92.53 6.48 0.99 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =18.44 Prob = 0.0001
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Province and learning difficulty

Province direuy T Gifry kew o
Bagmati 644 86 I 741
Percent overall 86.91 11.61 1.48 100.00
Percent by province 31.85 50.89 35.48 33.35
Gandaki 302 48 2 352
Percent overall 85.80 13.64 0.57 100.00
Percent by province 14.94 28.40 6.45 15.84
Karnali 267 17 1 285
Percent overall 93.68 5.96 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 13.20 10.06 3.23 12.83
Province 2 809 18 17 844
Percent overall 95.85 213 2.01 100.00
Percent by province 40.01 10.65 54.84 37.98
Total 2022 169 31 2222
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Percent overall 91.00 7.61 140 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 77.80 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and learning difficulty

school type Sy T Gifury mew o
Mainstream 702 31 12 745
Percent overall 94.23 416 1.61 100.00
Percent by school type 34.72 18.34 38.71 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 895 56 19 970
Percent overall 92.27 5.77 1.96 100.00
Percent by school type 44.26 33.14 61.29 43.65
Special school 259 8l 0 340
Percent overall 76.18 23.82 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 12.81 47.93 0.00 15.30
Madrasa 166 1 0 167
Percent overall 99.40 0.60 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.21 0.59 0.00 7.52
Total 2022 169 31 2222
Percent overall 91.00 7.61 1.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =164.32 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and learning functional difficulty

Data collection round glﬁf{gglct:;ionql gﬂggﬂﬁ?ql Er?gvfl Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 373 24 21 418
Row percentages 89.23 5.74 5.02 100.00
Column percentages 18.45 14.20 67.74 18.81
Operational dataset (December 1649 145 10 1804

2022)
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Row percentages 91.41 8.04 0.55 100.00

Column percentages 81.65 85.80 32.26 8119
Total 2022 169 31 2222
Percent overall 91.00 7.61 1.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 51.12 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and learning functional difficulty

Nequnetonal  Fujctional  pontt  Tota
Men 893 55 1 959
Row percentages 93.12 5.74 115 100.00
Column percentages 44.56 32.54 35.48 43.51
Women m 14 20 1245
Row percentages 89.24 9.16 1.61 100.00
Column percentages 55.44 67.46 64.52 56.49
Total 2004 169 31 2204
Percent overall 90.93 7.67 1.41 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 9.98 Prob = 0.0068
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and learning functional difficulty

P No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 62 0 16 78
student individually before
Row percentages 79.49 0.00 20.51 100.00
Column percentages 3.07 0.00 51.61 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to 165 17 8 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 86.84 8.95 4.2 100.00
Column percentages 8.16 10.06 25.81 8.55
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Somewhat well - | have spokento 601 50 7 658
this student individually and know
their person

Row percentages 91.34 7.60 1.06 100.00
Column percentages 29.72 29.59 22.58 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1194 102 0 1296

student individually frequently, |
know their pers

Row percentages 92.13 7.87 0.00 100.00
Column percentages 59.05 60.36 0.00 58.33
Total 2022 169 31 2222
Percent overall 91.00 7.61 1.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 241.92 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and learning functional difficulty

Taining Nofunctonal  Fuctional  port  Total
Have not received training 1690 153 19 1862
Row percentages 90.76 8.22 1.02 100.00
Column percentages 85.14 93.87 61.29 85.45
Have received training 295 10 12 317
Row percentages 93.06 3.15 3.79 100.00
Column percentages 14.86 6.13 38.71 14.55
Total 1985 163 31 2179
9110 7.48 142 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 23.99 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and learning functional difficulty

No functional  Functional Don't Total
Classroom language difficulty difficulty know
Nepali is used most often in the 1392 124 16 1532

classroom
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Row percentages 90.86 8.09 1.04 100.00

Column percentages 68.84 73.37 51.61 68.95

Another language (not Nepali) is 630 45 15 690

used most often in the classroom

Row percentages 91.30 6.52 217 100.00

Column percentages 3116 26.63 48.39 31.05

Total 2022 169 31 2222
91.00 7.61 1.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 5.91 Prob = 0.0522
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household member disability and learning functional difficulty

Household members iioury T Gifeury  ow
None in household 947 78 14 1039
Row percentages 9115 7.51 1.35 100.00
Column percentages 46.83 46.15 45.16 46.76
At least one in household 1075 91 17 1183
Row percentages 90.87 7.69 1.44 100.00
Column percentages 53.17 53.85 54.84 53.24
Total 2022 169 3l 2222
91.00 7.61 1.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.06 Prob = 0.9698
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and learning functional difficulty

Cornfort leve Nefunetional  Functional  pont  Tota
Below average comfort teaching 948 101 16 1065
learners with disabilities

Row percentages 89.01 9.48 1.50 100.00
Column percentages 46.88 59.76 51.61 47.93
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Above average comfort teaching 1074 68 15 157

learners with disabilities

Row percentages 92.83 5.88 1.30 100.00

Column percentages 53.12 40.24 48.39 52.07

Total 2022 169 31 2222
91.00 7.61 1.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =10.54 Prob = 0.0052

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher IE training and communicating learning difficulty

Trainings ity dfieuty. kow o
No IE trainings 752 37 18 807
Row percentages 93.18 458 2.23 100.00
Column percentages 37.19 21.89 58.06 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1270 132 13 1415
Row percentages 89.75 9.33 0.92 100.00
Column percentages 62.81 78.11 41.94 63.68
Total 2022 169 31 2222
91.00 7.61 1.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 22.21 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and learning functional difficulty

Nofunetinal  Functional - pont  Tota
Below average class size 1002 128 15 1145
Row percentages 87.51 11.18 1.31 100.00
Column percentages 49.55 75.74 48.39 51.53
Average or above class size 1020 41 16 1077
Row percentages 94.7 3.81 149 100.00
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Column percentages 50.45 24.26 51.61 48.47

Total 2022 169 31 2222

91.00 7.61 1.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 42.94 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Province and remembering difficulty

Province diredy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 652 74 15 741
Percent overall 87.99 9.99 2.02 100.00
Percent by province 3212 47.44 41.67 33.35
Gandaki 299 51 2 352
Percent overall 84.94 14.49 0.57 100.00
Percent by province 14.73 32.69 5.56 15.84
Karnali 269 15 1 285
Percent overall 94.39 5.26 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 13.25 9.62 278 12.83
Province 2 810 16 18 844
Percent overall 95.97 1.90 213 100.00
Percent by province 39.90 10.26 50.00 37.98
Total 2030 156 36 2222
Percent overall 91.36 7.02 1.62 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 82.19 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and remembering difficulty

No functional Functional Don't Total
School type difficulty difficulty know
Mainstream 707 25 13 745
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Percent overall 94.90 3.36 1.74 100.00

Percent by school type 34.83 16.03 36.1 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 891 56 23 970
Percent overall 91.86 5.77 2.37 100.00
Percent by school type 43.89 35.90 63.89 43.65
Special school 266 74 0 340
Percent overall 78.24 21.76 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 13.10 47.44 0.00 15.30
Madrasa 166 1 0 167
Percent overall 99.40 0.60 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.18 0.64 0.00 7.52
Total 2030 156 36 2222
Percent overall 91.36 7.02 1.62 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =151.79 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column

Data collection round and remembering functional difficulty

Data collection round g‘%{g&%ioncl E#f?,gﬂﬁ?ql Er?cl;]vfl Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 366 26 26 418
Row percentages 87.56 6.22 6.22 100.00
Column percentages 18.03 16.67 72.22 18.81
(2)6)2e2r)0tionol dataset (December 1664 130 10 1804
Row percentages 9224 7.21 0.55 100.00
Column percentages 81.97 83.33 27.78 8119
Total 2030 156 36 2222
Percent overall 91.36 7.02 1.62 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 68.52 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher gender and remembering functional difficulty

Gendr dicury . dfeuty. kow o
Men 899 47 13 959
Row percentages 93.74 4.90 1.36 100.00
Column percentages 44.68 30.13 36.11 4351
Women ms3 109 23 1245
Row percentages 89.40 8.76 1.85 100.00
Column percentages 55.32 69.87 63.89 56.49
Total 2012 156 36 2204
Percent overall 91.29 7.08 1.63 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =13.29 Prob = 0.0013
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and remembering functional difficulty

PP No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 62 0 16 78
student individually before
Row percentages 79.49 0.00 20.51 100.00
Column percentages 3.05 0.00 44.44 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to 166 12 12 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 87.37 6.32 6.32 100.00
Column percentages 8.18 7.69 33.33 8.55
Somewhat well - | have spokento 599 51 8 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 91.03 7.75 1.22 100.00
Column percentages 29.5] 32.69 22.22 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1203 93 0 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 92.82 718 0.00 100.00
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Column percentages 59.26 59.62 0.00 58.33

Total 2030 156 36 2222

Percent overall 91.36 7.02 1.62 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 227.36 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and remembering functional difficulty

Taining Nofunctional  fuctional  port  Total
Have not received training 1702 141 19 1862
Row percentages 91.41 7.57 1.02 100.00
Column percentages 85.44 92.76 54.29 85.45
Have received training 290 1 16 317
Row percentages 91.48 3.47 5.05 100.00
Column percentages 14.56 7.24 4571 14.55
Total 1992 152 35 2179
9142 6.98 1.61 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 33.88 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and remembering functional difficulty

Classtoom language Nequnetional  Fujctional - pontt  Tota
Nepali is used most often in the 1397 118 17 1532
classroom

Row percentages 9119 7.70 1m 100.00
Column percentages 68.82 75.64 47.22 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 633 38 19 690
used most often in the classroom

Row percentages 91.74 5.51 275 100.00
Column percentages 3118 24.36 52.78 31.05
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Total 2030 156 36 2222

91.36 7.02 1.62 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =11.22 Prob = 0.0037
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher household member disability and remembering functional difficulty

Household members ey T Gifeury. kow O
None in household 949 7 19 1039
Row percentages 91.34 6.83 1.83 100.00
Column percentages 46.75 45.5] 52.78 46.76
At least one in household 1081 85 17 1183
Row percentages 91.38 719 1.44 100.00
Column percentages 53.25 54.49 47.22 53.24
Total 2030 156 36 2222
91.36 7.02 1.62 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.62 Prob = 0.7330
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages.

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and remembering functional difficulty

Coort v Nefunetonal  Fuictional  pontt  Tota
Below average comfort teaching 949 98 18 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 89.11 9.20 1.69 100.00
Column percentages 46.75 62.82 50.00 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1081 58 18 157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 93.43 5.01 1.56 100.00
Column percentages 53.25 3718 50.00 52.07
Total 2030 156 36 2222
91.36 7.02 1.62 100.00
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Pearson Chi2 =15.06 Prob = 0.0005
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher IE training and remembering difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No [E trainings 751 35 21 807
Row percentages 93.06 4.34 2.60 100.00
Column percentages 37.00 22.44 58.33 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1279 121 15 1415
Row percentages 90.39 8.55 1.06 100.00
Column percentages 63.00 77.56 41.67 63.68
Total 2030 156 36 2222
91.36 7.02 1.62 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 20.95 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and remembering functional difficulty

Class size oy Gy kow o
Below average class size 1016 12 17 1145
Row percentages 88.73 9.78 1.48 100.00
Column percentages 50.05 71.79 47.22 51.53
Average or above class size 1014 44 19 1077
Row percentages 94.15 4.09 1.76 100.00
Column percentages 49.95 28.21 52.78 48.47
Total 2030 156 36 2222
91.36 7.02 1.62 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 27.70 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Province and concentrating difficulty

Province dircdy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 666 58 17 741
Percent overall 89.88 7.83 229 100.00
Percent by province 3216 55.24 36.96 33.35
Gandaki 312 31 9 352
Percent overall 88.64 8.81 256 100.00
Percent by province 15.07 29.52 19.57 15.84
Karnali 279 5 1 285
Percent overall 97.89 1.75 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 13.47 476 217 12.83
Province 2 814 l 19 844
Percent overall 96.45 1.30 225 100.00
Percent by province 39.30 10.48 41.30 37.98
Total 207 105 46 2222
Percent overall 93.20 4.73 2.07 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 61.81 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and concentration difficulty

school type diredy " Gfeun w0
Mainstream 722 9 14 745
Percent overall 96.91 1.21 1.88 100.00
Percent by school type 34.86 8.57 30.43 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 904 35 31 970
Percent overall 93.20 3.61 3.20 100.00
Percent by school type 43.65 33.33 67.39 43.65
Special school 278 61 1 340
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Percent overall 81.76 17.94 0.29 100.00

Percent by school type 13.42 58.10 217 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.06 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2071 105 46 2222
Percent overall 93.20 473 2.07 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =177.03 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and concentration functional difficulty

Data collection round gic;fifgglct:;ional gﬂggﬂﬁ?dl Er?g\}/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 371 19 28 418
Row percentages 88.76 4.55 6.70 100.00
Column percentages 17.91 18.10 60.87 18.81
Operational dataset (December 1700 86 18 1804
28)22)

Row percentages 94.24 4.77 1.00 100.00
Column percentages 82.09 81.90 39.13 8119
Total 2071 105 46 2222
Percent overall 93.20 473 2.07 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 54.40 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and concentrating functional difficulty

Nofunctional  fuctional  port  Tota
Men 917 26 16 959
Row percentages 95.62 2.7 1.67 100.00
Column percentages 44.67 2476 34.78 4351
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Women 1136 79 30 1245

Row percentages 91.24 6.35 2.41 100.00
Column percentages 55.33 75.24 65.22 56.49
Total 2053 105 46 2204

Percent overall 93.15 4.76 2.09 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =17.56 Prob = 0.0002
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and concentrating functional difficulty

P No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 61 0 17 78
student individually before
Row percentages 78.21 0.00 2179 100.00
Column percentages 295 0.00 36.96 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to 155 18 17 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 81.68 9.47 8.95 100.00
Column percentages 7.48 1714 36.96 8.55
Somewhat well -  have spokento 614 32 12 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 93.31 4.86 1.82 100.00
Column percentages 29.65 30.48 26.09 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1241 55 0 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 95.76 424 0.00 100.00
Column percentages 59.92 52.38 0.00 58.33
Total 2071 105 46 2222
Percent overall 93.20 4.73 2.07 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 235.98 Prob = 0.0000
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First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and concentrating functional difficulty

Training oy Gy how o
Have not received training 1742 92 28 1862
Row percentages 93.56 4.94 1.50 100.00
Column percentages 85.69 90.20 63.64 85.45
Have received training 291 10 16 317
Row percentages 91.80 3.15 5.05 100.00
Column percentages 14.31 9.80 36.36 14.55
Total 2033 102 44 2179
93.30 4.68 2.02 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =18.78 Prob = 0.0001
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and concentrating functional difficulty

Classtoom language Nodunctonal  Fupctional  pant - Total
Nepali is used most often in the 1429 78 25 1532
classroom
Row percentages 93.28 5.09 1.63 100.00
Column percentages 69.00 74.29 54.35 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 642 27 21 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 93.04 3.91 3.04 100.00
Column percentages 31.00 25.71 45.65 31.05
Total 2071 105 46 2222
93.20 473 2.07 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 5.98 Prob = 0.0503
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher household member disability and concentrating functional difficulty

Household members teury . dfieuty. kow o
None in household 967 51 21 1039
Row percentages 93.07 4.91 2.02 100.00
Column percentages 46.69 48.57 45.65 46.76
At least one in household 1104 54 25 1183
Row percentages 93.32 4.56 21 100.00
Column percentages 53.31 5143 54.35 53.24
Total 2071 105 46 2222
93.20 473 2.07 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.16 Prob = 0.9209
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and concentrating functional difficulty

Cornfort evel Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Total
Below average comfort teaching 969 74 22 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 90.99 6.95 2.07 100.00
Column percentages 46.79 70.48 47.83 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1102 31 24 157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 95.25 2.68 2.07 100.00
Column percentages 53.21 29.52 52.17 52.07
Total 2071 105 46 2222
93.20 473 2.07 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 22.47 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher IE training and concentration difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No IE trainings 755 20 32 807
Row percentages 93.56 2.48 3.97 100.00
Column percentages 36.46 19.05 69.57 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1316 85 14 1415
Row percentages 93.00 6.01 0.99 100.00
Column percentages 63.54 80.95 30.43 63.68
Total 2071 105 46 2222
93.20 473 2.07 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 20.95 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and concentrating functional difficulty

Class size oy Gy kow o
Below average class size 1049 8l 15 1145
Row percentages 91.62 7.07 1.31 100.00
Column percentages 50.65 77.14 32.61 51.53
Average or above class size 1022 24 31 1077
Row percentages 94.89 2.23 2.88 100.00
Column percentages 49.35 22.86 67.39 48.47
Total 2071 105 46 2222
93.20 473 2.07 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 34.81 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Province and accepting change difficulty

Province dircdy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 653 51 37 741
Percent overall 88.12 6.88 4.99 100.00
Percent by province 32.03 45.95 51.39 33.35
Gandaki 299 38 15 352
Percent overall 84.94 10.80 4.26 100.00
Percent by province 14.66 34.23 20.83 15.84
Karnali 268 16 1 285
Percent overall 94.04 5.61 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 13.14 14.41 1.39 12.83
Province 2 819 6 19 844
Percent overall 97.04 0.71 225 100.00
Percent by province 40.7 5.41 26.39 37.98
Total 2039 m 72 2222
Percent overall 91.76 5.00 3.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 83.84 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and accepting change difficulty

school type diredy " Gfeun w0
Mainstream m 19 15 745
Percent overall 95.44 255 2.01 100.00
Percent by school type 34.87 17.12 20.83 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 884 32 54 970
Percent overall 91.13 3.30 5.57 100.00
Percent by school type 43.35 28.83 75.00 43.65
Special school 277 60 3 340

289



Percent overall 81.47 17.65 0.88 100.00

Percent by school type 13.59 54.05 417 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.19 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2039 m 72 2222
Percent overall 91.76 5.00 324 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =169.00 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and accepting change functional difficulty

Data collection round glic?fifgalct:;ionql g‘ff?lgﬂﬁcql EI’?QVE/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 357 16 45 418
Row percentages 85.41 3.83 10.77 100.00
Column percentages 17.51 14.41 62.50 18.81
(2)5>2e2r)ational dataset (December 1682 95 27 1804
Row percentages 93.24 5.27 1.50 100.00
Column percentages 82.49 85.569 37.50 8119
Total 2039 m 72 2222
Percent overall 91.76 5.00 3.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 93.65 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and accepting change functional difficulty

Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Tota
Men 903 37 19 959
Row percentages 94.16 3.86 1.98 100.00
Column percentages 44.68 33.33 26.39 43.5]
Women m8 74 53 1245
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Row percentages 89.80 5.94 4.26 100.00

Column percentages 55.32 66.67 73.61 56.49
Total 2021 1 72 2204
Percent overall 91.70 5.04 3.27 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =14.39 Prob = 0.0007
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and accepting change functional difficulty

— No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 54 1 23 78
student individually before
Row percentages 69.23 1.28 29.49 100.00
Column percentages 2.65 0.90 31.94 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to 154 10 26 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 81.05 5.26 13.68 100.00
Column percentages 7.55 9.01 36.11 8.55
Somewhat well - | have spokento 603 33 22 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 91.64 5.02 3.34 100.00
Column percentages 29.57 29.73 30.56 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1228 67 1 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 94.75 5.17 0.08 100.00
Column percentages 60.23 60.36 1.39 58.33
Total 2039 1 72 2222
Percent overall 91.76 5.00 3.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 280.04 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher training and accepting change functional difficulty

Training teury . dfieuty. kow o
Have not received training 1708 99 55 1862
Row percentages 91.73 5.32 295 100.00
Column percentages 85.27 92.52 79.71 85.45
Have received training 295 8 14 317
Row percentages 93.06 2.52 4.42 100.00
Column percentages 14.73 7.48 20.29 14.55
Total 2003 107 69 2179
91.92 4.91 3.17 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 6.19 Prob = 0.0454
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and accepting change functional difficulty

Classroom language Nodungtonal - Fupetional - pent ot
Nepali is used most often in the 1389 92 51 1532
classroom
Row percentages 90.67 6.01 3.33 100.00
Column percentages 68.12 82.88 70.83 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 650 19 21 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 94.20 2.75 3.04 100.00
Column percentages 31.88 17.12 29.7 31.05
Total 2039 m 72 2222
91.76 5.00 324 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =10.84 Prob = 0.0044
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher household member disability and accepting change functional difficulty

Household members teury . dfieuty. kow o
None in household 967 51 21 1039
Row percentages 93.07 4.91 2.02 100.00
Column percentages 47.43 45.95 29.17 46.76
At least one in household 1072 60 51 1183
Row percentages 90.62 5.07 431 100.00
Column percentages 52.57 54.05 70.83 53.24
Total 2039 1 72 2222
91.76 5.00 3.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 9.34 Prob = 0.0094
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and accepting change functional difficulty

Cornfort evel Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Total
Below average comfort teaching 953 72 40 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 89.48 6.76 3.76 100.00
Column percentages 46.74 64.86 55.56 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1086 39 32 157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 93.86 3.37 277 100.00
Column percentages 53.26 35.14 44.44 52.07
Total 2039 1 72 2222
91.76 5.00 3.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =15.59 Prob = 0.0004
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher IE training and accepting change difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No IE trainings 735 20 52 807
Row percentages 91.08 2.48 6.44 100.00
Column percentages 36.05 18.02 72.22 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1304 91 20 1415
Row percentages 92.16 6.43 1.41 100.00
Column percentages 63.95 81.98 27.78 63.68
Total 2039 1 72 2222
91.76 5.00 3.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 56.27 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and concentrating accepting change difficulty

Class size oy Gy kow o
Below average class size 1044 80 21 1145
Row percentages 9118 6.99 1.83 100.00
Column percentages 51.20 72.07 29.17 51.53
Average or above class size 995 31 51 1077
Row percentages 92.39 2.88 474 100.00
Column percentages 48.80 27.93 70.83 48.47
Total 2039 m 72 2222
91.76 5.00 3.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 33.26 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Province and behavior functional difficulty

Province direay " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 655 55 31 741
Percent overall 88.39 7.42 418 100.00
Percent by province 31.83 53.92 50.00 33.35
Gandaki 313 27 12 352
Percent overall 88.92 7.67 3.41 100.00
Percent by province 15.21 26.47 19.35 15.84
Karnali 277 7 1 285
Percent overall 97.19 2.46 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 13.46 6.86 1.61 12.83
Province 2 813 13 18 844
Percent overall 96.33 1.54 213 100.00
Percent by province 39.50 12.75 29.03 37.98
Total 2058 102 62 2222
Percent overall 92.62 4.59 279 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 57.02 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and making friends functional difficulty

school type diredy " Gfeun w0
Mainstream 719 13 13 745
Percent overall 96.51 174 1.74 100.00
Percent by school type 34.94 12.75 20.97 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 899 24 47 970
Percent overall 92.68 247 4.85 100.00
Percent by school type 43.68 23.53 75.81 43.65
Special school 273 65 2 340
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Percent overall 80.29 19.12 0.59 100.00

Percent by school type 13.27 63.73 3.23 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.1 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2058 102 62 2222
Percent overall 92.62 459 279 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 222.52 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and making friends functional difficulty

Data collection round gic;fifgglct:;ional gﬂggﬂﬁ?dl Er?g\}/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 364 15 39 418
Row percentages 87.08 3.59 9.33 100.00
Column percentages 17.69 14.71 62.90 18.81
Operational dataset (December 1694 87 23 1804
28)22)

Row percentages 93.90 4.82 1.27 100.00
Column percentages 82.31 85.29 37.10 8119
Total 2058 102 62 2222
Percent overall 92.62 459 279 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 81.75 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and making friends functional difficulty

Nofunctional  fuctional  port  Tota
Men 912 30 17 959
Row percentages 95.10 3.13 1.77 100.00
Column percentages 447 29.41 27.42 4351
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Women 128 72 45 1245

Row percentages 90.60 5.78 3.61 100.00
Column percentages 55.29 70.59 72.58 56.49
Total 2040 102 62 2204

Percent overall 92.56 4.63 2.81 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =15.97 Prob = 0.0003
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and making friends functional difficulty

P No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 58 2 18 78
student individually before
Row percentages 74.36 2.56 23.08 100.00
Column percentages 2.82 1.96 29.03 3.561
Not very well - | have spoken to 156 9 25 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 82111 4.74 13.16 100.00
Column percentages 7.58 8.82 40.32 8.55
Somewhat well - I have spokento 607 34 17 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 92.25 5.17 2.58 100.00
Column percentages 29.49 33.33 27.42 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1237 57 2 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 95.45 4.40 0.15 100.00
Column percentages 60.11 55.88 3.23 58.33
Total 2058 102 62 2222
Percent overall 92.62 4.59 279 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 228.10 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher training and making friends functional difficulty

Training teury . dfieuty. kow o
Have not received training 1727 89 46 1862
Row percentages 92.75 4.78 247 100.00
Column percentages 85.33 91.75 79.31 85.45
Have received training 297 8 12 317
Row percentages 93.69 2.52 3.79 100.00
Column percentages 14.67 8.25 20.69 14.55
Total 2024 97 58 2179
92.89 4.45 2.66 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 4.88 Prob = 0.0870
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and making friends functional difficulty

Classroom language Nodungtonal - Fupetional - pent - Tot
Nepali is used most often in the 1409 78 45 1532
classroom
Row percentages 91.97 5.09 294 100.00
Column percentages 68.46 76.47 72.58 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 649 24 17 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 94.06 3.48 2.46 100.00
Column percentages 31.54 23.53 27.42 31.05
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 4.59 279 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.30 Prob = 0.1918
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher household member disability and making friends functional difficulty

Household members teury . dfieuty. kow o
None in household 969 52 18 1039
Row percentages 93.26 5.00 1.73 100.00
Column percentages 47.08 50.98 29.03 46.76
At least one in household 1089 50 44 1183
Row percentages 92.05 4.23 3.72 100.00
Column percentages 52.92 49.02 70.97 53.24
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 459 2.79 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 8.64 Prob = 0.0133
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and making friends functional difficulty

Cornfort evel Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Total
Below average comfort teaching 960 70 35 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 90.14 6.57 3.29 100.00
Column percentages 46.65 68.63 56.45 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1098 32 27 157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 94.90 277 2.33 100.00
Column percentages 53.35 31.37 43.55 52.07
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 459 2.79 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 20.67 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher IE training and making friends functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No IE trainings 751 13 43 807
Row percentages 93.06 1.61 5.33 100.00
Column percentages 36.49 12.75 69.35 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1307 89 19 1415
Row percentages 92.37 6.29 1.34 100.00
Column percentages 63.51 87.25 30.65 63.68
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 459 2.79 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 53.79 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and concentrating making friends functional difficulty

Class size oy Gy kow o
Below average class size 1050 78 17 1145
Row percentages 91.70 6.81 1.48 100.00
Column percentages 51.02 76.47 27.42 51.53
Average or above class size 1008 24 45 1077
Row percentages 93.59 2.23 418 100.00
Column percentages 48.98 23.53 72.58 48.47
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 459 2.79 100.00
100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 40.05 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Province and behavior functional difficulty

Province dircdy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 655 55 31 741
Percent overall 88.39 7.42 418 100.00
Percent by province 31.83 53.92 50.00 33.35
Gandaki 313 27 12 352
Percent overall 88.92 7.67 3.41 100.00
Percent by province 15.21 26.47 19.35 15.84
Karnali 277 7 1 285
Percent overall 97.19 2.46 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 13.46 6.86 1.61 12.83
Province 2 813 13 18 844
Percent overall 96.33 1.54 213 100.00
Percent by province 39.50 12.75 29.03 37.98
Total 2058 102 62 2222
Percent overall 92.62 4.59 279 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 57.02 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and behavior difficulty

school type diredy " Gfeun w0
Mainstream 719 13 13 745
Percent overall 96.51 174 1.74 100.00
Percent by school type 34.94 12.75 20.97 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 899 24 47 970
Percent overall 92.68 247 4.85 100.00
Percent by school type 43.68 23.53 75.81 43.65
Special school 273 65 2 340

301



Percent overall 80.29 19.12 0.59 100.00

Percent by school type 13.27 63.73 3.23 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.1 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2058 102 62 2222
Percent overall 92.62 459 279 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 222,52 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and behavior functional difficulty

Data collection round glic?fifgalct:;ionql g‘ff?lgﬂﬁcql EI’?QVE/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 364 15 39 418
Row percentages 87.08 3.59 9.33 100.00
Column percentages 17.69 14.71 62.90 18.81
(2)5>2e2r)ational dataset (December 1694 87 23 1804
Row percentages 93.90 4.82 1.27 100.00
Column percentages 82.31 85.29 37.10 8119
Total 2058 102 62 2222
Percent overall 92.62 4.59 279 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 81.75 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and behavior functional difficulty

Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Tota
Men 912 30 17 959
Row percentages 95.10 313 1.77 100.00
Column percentages 4471 29.41 27.42 4351
Women 1128 72 45 1245
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Row percentages 90.60 5.78 3.61 100.00

Column percentages 55.29 70.59 7258 56.49
Total 2040 102 62 2204
Percent overall 92.56 4.63 2.81 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =15.97 Prob = 0.0003
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and behavior functional difficulty

- No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 58 2 18 78
student individually before
Row percentages 74.36 2.56 23.08 100.00
Column percentages 2.82 1.96 29.03 3.61
Not very well - | have spoken to 156 9 25 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 8211 4.74 13.16 100.00
Column percentages 7.58 8.82 40.32 8.55
Somewhat well - I have spokento 607 34 17 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 92.25 5.17 2.58 100.00
Column percentages 29.49 33.33 27.42 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1237 57 2 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 95.45 4.40 0.15 100.00
Column percentages 60.11 55.88 3.23 58.33
Total 2058 102 62 2222
Percent overall 92.62 4.59 279 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 228.10 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher training and behavior functional difficulty

Training teury . dfieuty. kow o
Have not received training 1727 89 46 1862
Row percentages 92.75 4.78 247 100.00
Column percentages 85.33 91.75 79.31 85.45
Have received training 297 8 12 317
Row percentages 93.69 2.52 3.79 100.00
Column percentages 14.67 8.25 20.69 14.55
Total 2024 97 58 2179
92.89 4.45 2.66 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 4.88 Prob = 0.0870
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and behavior functional difficulty

Classtoom language Nofuntonal  Fujctional  ponit  Total
Nepali is used most often in the 1409 78 45 1532
classroom
Row percentages 91.97 5.09 2.94 100.00
Column percentages 68.46 76.47 72.58 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 649 24 17 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 94.06 3.48 2.46 100.00
Column percentages 31.54 23.53 27.42 31.05
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 459 2.79 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.30 Prob = 0.1918
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher household member disability and behavior functional difficulty

Household members teury . dfieuty. kow o
None in household 969 52 18 1039
Row percentages 93.26 5.00 1.73 100.00
Column percentages 47.08 50.98 29.03 46.76
At least one in household 1089 50 44 1183
Row percentages 92.05 4.23 3.72 100.00
Column percentages 52.92 49.02 70.97 53.24
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 459 2.79 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 8.64 Prob = 0.0133
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and behavior functional difficulty

Cornfort evel Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Total
Below average comfort teaching 960 70 35 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 90.14 6.57 3.29 100.00
Column percentages 46.65 68.63 56.45 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1098 32 27 157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 94.90 277 2.33 100.00
Column percentages 53.35 31.37 43.55 52.07
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 459 2.79 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 20.67 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher IE training and behavior functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No IE trainings 751 13 43 807
Row percentages 93.06 1.61 5.33 100.00
Column percentages 36.49 12.75 69.35 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1307 89 19 1415
Row percentages 92.37 6.29 1.34 100.00
Column percentages 63.51 87.25 30.65 63.68
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 459 2.79 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 53.79 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and concentrating behavior functional difficulty

Class size ieury T dficuty kow o
Below average class size 1050 78 17 1145
Row percentages 91.70 6.81 1.48 100.00
Column percentages 51.02 76.47 27.42 51.563
Average or above class size 1008 24 45 1077
Row percentages 93.59 2.23 4.18 100.00
Column percentages 48.98 23.53 7258 48.47
Total 2058 102 62 2222
92.62 459 2.79 100.00
100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 40.05 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Province and making friends functional difficulty

Province dircdy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 693 39 9 741
Percent overall 93.52 5.26 1.21 100.00
Percent by province 32.69 58.21 2571 33.35
Gandaki 326 17 9 352
Percent overall 92.61 4.83 256 100.00
Percent by province 15.38 25.37 25.71 15.84
Karnali 282 1 2 285
Percent overall 98.95 0.35 0.70 100.00
Percent by province 13.30 1.49 5.71 12.83
Province 2 819 10 15 844
Percent overall 97.04 118 1.78 100.00
Percent by province 38.63 14.93 42.86 37.98
Total 2120 67 35 2222
Percent overall 95.41 3.02 1.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 37.89 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and making friends difficulty

school type diredy " Gfeun w0
Mainstream 729 5 1 745
Percent overall 97.85 0.67 1.48 100.00
Percent by school type 34.39 7.46 31.43 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 927 19 24 970
Percent overall 95.57 1.96 2.47 100.00
Percent by school type 43.73 28.36 68.57 43.65
Special school 297 43 0 340
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Percent overall 87.35 12.65 0.00 100.00

Percent by school type 14.01 64.18 0.00 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 7.88 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2120 67 35 2222
Percent overall 95.41 3.02 1.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =142.97 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and making friends functional difficulty

Data collection round glic?fifgalct:;ionql g‘ff?lgﬂﬁcql EI’?QVE/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 393 9 16 418
Row percentages 94.02 215 3.83 100.00
Column percentages 18.54 13.43 45.71 18.81
(2)5>2e2r)ational dataset (December 1727 58 19 1804
Row percentages 95.73 3.22 1.05 100.00
Column percentages 81.46 86.57 54.29 8119
Total 2120 67 35 2222
Percent overall 95.41 3.02 1.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =17.96 Prob = 0.0001
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and making friends functional difficulty

Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Tota
Men 928 20 n 959
Row percentages 96.77 2.09 115 100.00
Column percentages 4415 20.85 3143 43.5]
Women 174 47 24 1245
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Row percentages 94.30 3.78 1.93 100.00

Column percentages 55.85 70.15 68.57 56.49
Total 2102 67 35 2204
Percent overall 95.37 3.04 1.59 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 7.51 Prob = 0.0234
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and making friends functional difficulty

- No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 59 0 19 78
student individually before
Row percentages 75.64 0.00 24.36 100.00
Column percentages 2.78 0.00 54.29 3.61
Not very well - | have spoken to 180 5 5 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 94.74 2.63 2.63 100.00
Column percentages 8.49 7.46 14.29 8.55
Somewhat well - I have spokento 628 21 9 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 95.44 3.19 1.37 100.00
Column percentages 29.62 31.34 25.71 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1253 41 2 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 96.68 3.16 0.15 100.00
Column percentages 59.10 61.19 5.71 58.33
Total 2120 67 35 2222
Percent overall 95.41 3.02 1.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 281.22 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher training and making friends functional difficulty

Training teury . dfieuty. kow o
Have not received training 1775 59 28 1862
Row percentages 95.33 3.17 1.50 100.00
Column percentages 85.25 93.65 82.35 85.45
Have received training 307 4 6 317
Row percentages 96.85 1.26 1.89 100.00
Column percentages 14.75 6.35 17.65 14.55
Total 2082 63 34 2179
95.55 2.89 1.56 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.73 Prob = 0.1545
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and making friends functional difficulty

Classroom language Nodungtional - Fupetional - pent ot
Nepali is used most often in the 1455 52 25 1532
classroom
Row percentages 94.97 3.39 1.63 100.00
Column percentages 68.63 77.61 71.43 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 665 15 10 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 96.38 217 1.45 100.00
Column percentages 31.37 22.39 28.57 31.05
Total 2120 67 35 2222
95.41 3.02 1.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 2.55 Prob = 0.2797
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher household member disability and making friends functional difficulty

Household members teury . dfieuty. kow o
None in household 997 29 13 1039
Row percentages 95.96 279 1.25 100.00
Column percentages 47.03 43.28 3714 46.76
At least one in household 123 38 22 1183
Row percentages 94.93 3.21 1.86 100.00
Column percentages 52.97 56.72 62.86 53.24
Total 2120 67 35 2222
95.41 3.02 1.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 1.69 Prob = 0.4302
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and making friends functional difficulty

Comfortevel Nofunctional  Fuctional  port  Total
Below average comfort teaching 1006 50 9 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 94.46 4.69 0.85 100.00
Column percentages 47.45 74.63 2571 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1114 17 26 1157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 96.28 1.47 2.25 100.00
Column percentages 52.55 25.37 74.29 52.07
Total 2120 67 35 2222
95.41 3.02 1.568 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 26.25 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher IE training and making friends functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No [E trainings 777 8 22 807
Row percentages 96.28 0.99 273 100.00
Column percentages 36.65 11.94 62.86 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1343 59 13 1415
Row percentages 94.91 417 0.92 100.00
Column percentages 63.35 88.06 37.14 63.68
Total 2120 67 35 2222
95.41 3.02 1.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 27.98 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and concentrating making friends functional difficulty

Class size ieury T dficuty kow o
Below average class size 1077 53 15 1145
Row percentages 94.06 4.63 1.31 100.00
Column percentages 50.80 79.10 42.86 51.53
Average or above class size 1043 14 20 1077
Row percentages 96.84 1.30 1.86 100.00
Column percentages 49.20 20.90 57.14 48.47
Total 2120 67 35 2222
95.41 3.02 1.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 21.90 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Province and anxiety functional difficulty

Province dircdy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 660 30 51 741
Percent overall 89.07 4.05 6.88 100.00
Percent by province 31.88 48.39 56.67 33.35
Gandaki 331 1 10 352
Percent overall 94.03 313 2.84 100.00
Percent by province 15.99 17.74 1nn 15.84
Karnali 277 4 4 285
Percent overall 97.19 1.40 1.40 100.00
Percent by province 13.38 6.45 4.44 12.83
Province 2 802 17 25 844
Percent overall 95.02 2.01 2.96 100.00
Percent by province 38.74 27.42 27.78 37.98
Total 2070 62 90 2222
Percent overall 93.16 2.79 4.05 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 33.65 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and anxiety difficulty

School type Nofunctional  fuctional  port  Total
Mainstream 709 13 23 745
Percent overall 95.17 1.74 3.09 100.00
Percent by school type 34.25 20.97 25.56 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 896 2] 53 970
Percent overall 92.37 216 5.46 100.00
Percent by school type 43.29 33.87 58.89 43.65
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Special school 298 28 14 340
Percent overall 87.65 8.24 412 100.00
Percent by school type 14.40 4516 15.56 15.30
Madrasa 167 0 0 167
Percent overall 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 8.07 0.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2070 62 90 2222
Percent overall 93.16 2.79 4.05 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 60.66 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and anxiety functional difficulty

Data collection round glﬁf{gglct:;ionql gﬂggﬂﬁ?ql Er?gvs Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 354 9 55 418
Row percentages 84.69 215 13.16 100.00
Column percentages 17.10 14.52 61.1 18.81
;)&ezr)ationol dataset (December 1716 53 35 1804
Row percentages 95.12 294 1.94 100.00
Column percentages 82.90 85.48 38.89 8119
Total 2070 62 90 2222
Percent overall 93.16 279 4.05 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =110.15 Prob = 0.0000

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and anxiety functional difficulty

No functional  Functional Don't Total
Gender difficulty difficulty know
Men 907 23 29 959
Row percentages 94.58 2.40 3.02 100.00
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Column percentages 44.20 37.10 32.22 43.51

Women 1145 39 61 1245
Row percentages 91.97 313 4.90 100.00
Column percentages 55.80 62.90 67.78 56.49
Total 2052 62 90 2204
Percent overall 93.10 2.81 4.08 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 6.10 Prob = 0.0473
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and anxiety functional difficulty

P No functional ~ Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 47 1 30 78
student individually before
Row percentages 60.26 1.28 38.46 100.00
Column percentages 227 1.61 33.33 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to 161 5 24 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 84.74 2.63 12.63 100.00
Column percentages 7.78 8.06 26.67 8.55
Somewhat well - | have spokento 606 21 31 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 9210 3.19 4.7 100.00
Column percentages 29.28 33.87 34.44 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1256 35 5 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 96.91 2.70 0.39 100.00
Column percentages 60.68 56.45 5.56 58.33
Total 2070 62 90 2222
Percent overall 93.16 2.79 4.05 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 319.87 Prob = 0.0000
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First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher training and anxiety functional difficulty

Training oy Gy how o
Have not received training 1739 58 65 1862
Row percentages 93.39 3.1 3.49 100.00
Column percentages 85.25 95.08 83.33 85.45
Have received training 301 3 13 317
Row percentages 94.95 0.95 410 100.00
Column percentages 14.75 4.92 16.67 14.55
Total 2040 61 78 2179
93.62 2.80 3.68 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 4.90 Prob = 0.0862
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and anxiety functional difficulty

Classtoom language Nodunctonal  Fupctional  pant - Total
Nepali is used most often in the 1428 39 65 1532
classroom
Row percentages 93.21 255 424 100.00
Column percentages 68.99 62.90 72.22 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 642 23 25 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 93.04 3.33 3.62 100.00
Column percentages 31.01 37.10 27.78 31.05
Total 2070 62 90 2222
93.16 279 4.05 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 1.61 Prob = 0.4700
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher household member disability and anxiety functional difficulty

Household members teury . dfieuty. kow o
None in household 972 43 24 1039
Row percentages 93.55 414 2.31 100.00
Column percentages 46.96 69.35 26.67 46.76
At least one in household 1098 19 66 1183
Row percentages 92.81 1.61 5.58 100.00
Column percentages 53.04 30.65 73.33 53.24
Total 2070 62 90 2222
93.16 2.79 4.05 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 27.34 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and anxiety functional difficulty

Cornfort evel Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Total
Below average comfort teaching 974 41 50 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 91.46 3.85 4.69 100.00
Column percentages 47.05 66.13 55.56 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1096 21 40 157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 94.73 1.82 3.46 100.00
Column percentages 52.95 33.87 44.44 52.07
Total 2070 62 90 2222
93.16 2.79 4.05 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =10.96 Prob = 0.0042
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher IE training and anxiety functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No IE trainings 748 1 48 807
Row percentages 92.69 1.36 5.95 100.00
Column percentages 36.14 17.74 53.33 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1322 51 42 1415
Row percentages 93.43 3.60 2.97 100.00
Column percentages 63.86 82.26 46.67 63.68
Total 2070 62 90 2222
93.16 2.79 4.05 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 20.55 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and concentrating anxiety functional difficulty

Class size oy Gy kow o
Below average class size 1063 40 42 1145
Row percentages 92.84 3.49 3.67 100.00
Column percentages 51.35 64.52 46.67 51.53
Average or above class size 1007 22 48 1077
Row percentages 93.50 2.04 4.46 100.00
Column percentages 48.65 35.48 53.33 48.47
Total 2070 62 90 2222
93.16 2.79 4.05 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 5.06 Prob = 0.0795
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Province and depression functional difficulty

Province dircdy " Gfeun w0
Bagmati 669 23 49 741
Percent overall 90.28 3.10 6.61 100.00
Percent by province 32.01 46.00 59.76 33.35
Gandaki 330 1 1 352
Percent overall 93.75 313 3.13 100.00
Percent by province 15.79 22.00 13.41 15.84
Karnali 282 2 1 285
Percent overall 98.95 0.70 0.35 100.00
Percent by province 13.49 4.00 1.22 12.83
Province 2 809 14 21 844
Percent overall 95.85 1.66 2.49 100.00
Percent by province 38.71 28.00 25.61 37.98
Total 2090 50 82 2222
Percent overall 94.06 225 3.69 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 39.46 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

School type and depression difficulty

school type diredy " Gfeun w0
Mainstream n7 10 18 745
Percent overall 96.24 1.34 242 100.00
Percent by school type 34.31 20.00 21.95 33.53
Mainstream with resource class 910 14 46 970
Percent overall 93.81 1.44 474 100.00
Percent by school type 43.54 28.00 56.10 43.65
Special school 297 25 18 340
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Percent overall 87.35 7.35 5.29 100.00

Percent by school type 14.21 50.00 21.95 15.30
Madrasa 166 1 0 167
Percent overall 99.40 0.60 0.00 100.00
Percent by school type 7.94 2.00 0.00 7.52
Total 2090 50 82 2222
Percent overall 94.06 225 3.69 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 64.14 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Data collection round and depression functional difficulty

Data collection round gl%:‘glr}%t/ionol gﬁzgﬂﬁcal Er?onv;c/ Total
Medical dataset (May 2023) 368 4 46 418
Row percentages 88.04 0.96 11.00 100.00
Column percentages 17.61 8.00 56.10 18.81
Operational dataset (December 1722 46 36 1804
2022)

Row percentages 95.45 2.55 2.00 100.00
Column percentages 82.39 92.00 43.90 8119
Total 2090 50 82 2222
Percent overall 94.06 2.25 3.69 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 80.45 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher gender and depression functional difficulty

Nofunetional  Functienal  pont  Tota
Men 913 18 28 959
Row percentages 95.20 1.88 292 100.00
Column percentages 44.06 36.00 34.15 4351
Women 1159 32 54 1245
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Row percentages 93.09 2.57 4.34 100.00

Column percentages 55.94 64.00 65.85 56.49
Total 2072 50 82 2204
Percent overall 94.01 2.27 3.72 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 4.33 Prob = 0.1147
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Familiarity with students and depression functional difficulty

- No functional  Functional Don't Total
Familiarity level difficulty difficulty know
Not at all - | have not spoke to this 48 0 30 78
student individually before
Row percentages 61.54 0.00 38.46 100.00
Column percentages 2.30 0.00 36.59 3.51
Not very well - | have spoken to 163 4 23 190
this student individually a few
times
Row percentages 85.79 21 121 100.00
Column percentages 7.80 8.00 28.05 8.55
Somewhat well -  have spokento 622 16 20 658
this student individually and know
their person
Row percentages 94.53 243 3.04 100.00
Column percentages 29.76 32.00 24.39 29.61
Very well - | speak with this 1257 30 9 1296
student individually frequently, |
know their pers
Row percentages 96.99 2.31 0.69 100.00
Column percentages 60.14 60.00 10.98 58.33
Total 2090 50 82 2222
Percent overall 94.06 225 3.69 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 337.52 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher training and depression functional difficulty

Training teury . dfieuty. kow o
Have not received training 1754 49 59 1862
Row percentages 94.20 2.63 3.17 100.00
Column percentages 85.23 98.00 83.10 85.45
Have received training 304 1 12 317
Row percentages 95.90 0.32 3.79 100.00
Column percentages 14.77 2.00 16.90 14.55
Total 2058 50 71 2179
94.45 2.29 3.26 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 6.73 Prob = 0.0345
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Classroom language and depression functional difficulty

Classroom language Nodungtonal - Fupetional - pent - Tot
Nepali is used most often in the 1447 28 57 1532
classroom
Row percentages 94.45 1.83 3.72 100.00
Column percentages 69.23 56.00 69.51 68.95
Another language (not Nepali) is 643 22 25 690
used most often in the classroom
Row percentages 93.19 3.19 3.62 100.00
Column percentages 30.77 44.00 30.49 31.05
Total 2090 50 82 2222
94.06 225 3.69 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 4.01 Prob = 0.1348
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher household member disability and depression functional difficulty

Household members oy T Gifeuty. kow O
None in household 986 30 23 1039
Row percentages 94.90 2.89 2.21 100.00
Column percentages 4718 60.00 28.05 46.76
At least one in household 1104 20 59 1183
Row percentages 93.32 1.69 4.99 100.00
Column percentages 52.82 40.00 71.95 53.24
Total 2090 50 82 2222
94.06 2.25 3.69 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =15.20 Prob = 0.0005
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher comfort teaching learners with disabilities and depression functional difficulty

Cornfort evel Nofunetional  Functional  pont  Total
Below average comfort teaching 978 38 49 1065
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 91.83 3.57 4.60 100.00
Column percentages 46.79 76.00 59.76 47.93
Above average comfort teaching 1112 12 33 157
learners with disabilities
Row percentages 96.11 1.04 2.85 100.00
Column percentages 53.21 24.00 40.24 52.07
Total 2090 50 82 2222
94.06 2.25 3.69 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 21.46 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher IE training and depression functional difficulty

Trainings teury . dfieuty. kow o
No IE trainings 759 5 43 807
Row percentages 94.05 0.62 5.33 100.00
Column percentages 36.32 10.00 52.44 36.32
Attended at least one IE training 1331 45 39 1415
Row percentages 94.06 3.18 2.76 100.00
Column percentages 63.68 90.00 47.56 63.68
Total 2090 50 82 2222
94.06 2.25 3.69 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 24.19 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Class size and concentrating depression functional difficulty

Class size oy Gy kow o
Below average class size 1067 36 42 1145
Row percentages 93.19 314 3.67 100.00
Column percentages 51.05 72.00 51.22 51.53
Average or above class size 1023 14 40 1077
Row percentages 94.99 1.30 3.71 100.00
Column percentages 48.95 28.00 48.78 48.47
Total 2090 50 82 2222
94.06 2.25 3.69 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 8.58 Prob = 0.0137
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher background materials and child functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials
No functional difficulty 939 795 1734
Row percentages 54.15 45.85 100.00
Column percentages  77.54 78.64 78.04
Child has at least 1 272 216 488
functional difficulty
Row percentages 55.74 44.26 100.00
Column percentages  22.46 21.36 21.96
Total 1211 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.39 Prob = 0.5344
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child seeing functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials
No functional difficulty 1123 981 2104
Row percentages 53.37 46.63 100.00
Column percentages  92.73 97.03 94.69
Functional disability 61 23 84
Row percentages 72.62 27.38 100.00
Column percentages  5.04 2.27 3.78
Don't know / no 27 7 34
response
Row percentages 79.41 20.59 100.00
Column percentages  2.23 0.69 1.53
Total 1211 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 20.70 Prob = 0.0000
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First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child hearing functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials
No functional difficulty 1029 M 1940
Row percentages 53.04 46.96 100.00
Column percentages  89.95 91.74 90.78
Functional difficulty 90 79 169
Row percentages 53.25 46.75 100.00
Column percentages  7.87 7.96 7.91
Don't know / no 25 3 28
response
Row percentages 89.29 10.71 100.00
Column percentages  2.19 0.30 1.31
Total 1144 993 2137
53.53 46.47 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =14.58 Prob = 0.0007
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child walking functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials

No functional difficulty 1163 984 2147
Row percentages 54.17 45.83 100.00
Column percentages  96.04 97.33 96.62
Functional difficulty 24 24 48
Row percentages 50.00 50.00 100.00
Column percentages  1.98 2.37 216
Don't know / no 24 3 27
response

Row percentages 88.89 1nn 100.00
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Column percentages  1.98 0.30 1.22

Total 121 101 2222

54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =13.36 Prob = 0.0013
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child communicating functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials
No functional difficulty 1127 929 2056
Row percentages 54.82 45.18 100.00
Column percentages  93.06 91.89 92.53
Functional difficulty 67 77 144
Row percentages 46.53 53.47 100.00
Column percentages  5.53 7.62 6.48
Don't know / no 17 5 22
response
Row percentages 7727 22.73 100.00
Column percentages 140 0.49 0.99
Total 1211 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 8.37 Prob = 0.0152
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child learning functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials

No functional difficulty 1098 924 2022
Row percentages 54.30 45.70 100.00
Column percentages  90.67 91.39 91.00
Functional difficulty 88 8l 169
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Row percentages 52.07 47.93 100.00

Column percentages  7.27 8.01 7.61

Don't know / no 25 6 31

response

Row percentages 80.65 19.35 100.00

Column percentages  2.06 0.59 140

Total 121 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 8.98 Prob = 0.0112
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child remembering functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials
No functional difficulty 1101 929 2030
Row percentages 54.24 45.76 100.00
Column percentages  90.92 91.89 91.36
Functional difficulty 80 76 156
Row percentages 51.28 48.72 100.00
Column percentages  6.61 7.52 7.02
Don't know / no 30 6 36
response
Row percentages 83.33 16.67 100.00
Column percentages  2.48 0.59 1.62
Total 121 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =12.78 Prob = 0.0017
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Teacher background materials and child remembering functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials
No functional difficulty 1126 945 2071
Row percentages 54.37 45.63 100.00
Column percentages  92.98 93.47 93.20
Functional difficulty 48 57 105
Row percentages 4571 54.29 100.00
Column percentages  3.96 5.64 4.73
Don't know / no 37 9 46
response
Row percentages 80.43 19.57 100.00
Column percentages  3.06 0.89 2.07
Total 1211 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =15.76 Prob = 0.0004
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child accepting change functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials

No functional difficulty 1089 950 2039
Row percentages 53.41 46.59 100.00
Column percentages  89.93 93.97 91.76
Functional difficulty 59 52 m
Row percentages 53.15 46.85 100.00
Column percentages  4.87 514 5.00
Don't know / no 63 9 72
response

Row percentages 87.50 12.50 100.00
Column percentages  5.20 0.89 3.24
Total 1211 101 2222
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54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 32.68 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child behavior functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials
No functional difficulty 1103 955 2058
Row percentages 53.60 46.40 100.00
Column percentages  91.08 94.46 92.62
Functional difficulty 56 46 102
Row percentages 54.90 4510 100.00
Column percentages  4.62 4.55 459
Don't know / no 52 10 62
response
Row percentages 83.87 16.13 100.00
Column percentages  4.29 0.99 279
Total 121 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 22.25 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child making friends functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials

No functional difficulty 1150 970 2120
Row percentages 54.25 45.75 100.00
Column percentages  94.96 95.94 95.41
Functional difficulty 34 33 67
Row percentages 50.75 49.25 100.00
Column percentages  2.81 3.26 3.02
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Don't know [ no 27 8 35
response

Row percentages 77.14 22.86 100.00

Column percentages  2.23 0.79 1.58

Total 121 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 7.67 Prob = 0.0216
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child anxiety functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials
No functional difficulty 1116 954 2070
Row percentages 53.91 46.09 100.00
Column percentages  92.16 94.36 93.16
Functional difficulty 21 41 62
Row percentages 33.87 66.13 100.00
Column percentages 173 4.06 279
Don't know / no 74 16 90
response
Row percentages 82.22 17.78 100.00
Column percentages  6.11 1.58 4.05
Total 1211 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 38.82 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Teacher background materials and child depression functional disability

Child functional Received materials No background Total
difficulty materials

No functional difficulty 1130 960 2090
Row percentages 54.07 45.93 100.00
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Column percentages  93.31 94.96 94.06

Functional difficulty 19 31 50
Row percentages 38.00 62.00 100.00
Column percentages  1.57 3.07 2.25
Don't know / no 62 20 82
response
Row percentages 75.61 24.39 100.00
Column percentages  5.12 1.98 3.69
Total 1211 101 2222
54.50 45.50 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 20.38 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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RQ3 — CHILD FUNCTIONING MODULE -~-TEACHER VERSION AND MEDICAL
RESULTS

Vision: agreement between CFMTV and medical screenings

N Mean Standard deviation
CFMTV difficulty seeing 387 14 .347
Medical screening 404 161 .368
vision case
Agreement between 404 .886 318
CFMTV and medical
screening

Hearing: agreement between CFMTV and medical screenings

N Mean Standard deviation
CFMTV difficulty 343 108 31
hearing
Medical screening 387 225 418
hearing case
Agreement between 387 .638 A81
CFMTV and medical
screening

Mobility: agreement between CFMTV and medical screenings

N Mean Standard deviation
CFMTV difficulty 390 .028 166
walking
Medical screening 393 .043 204
mobility case
Agreement between 393 913 281
CFMTV and medical
screening

Vision: true [ false positive and negatives

Frequency Percent
True positive: impairment 45 .72
and seeing functional
difficulty as identified by
CFMTV
True negative: no 313 81.51

impairment and no seeing
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functional difficulty as
identifies by CFMTV

False positive: no 7 1.82
impairment and seeing

functional difficulty as

identified by CFMTV

False Neg: impairmentand 19 4.95
no seeing functional

difficulty as identified by

CFMTV

Total 384 100.00

Hearing: true [ false positive and negatives

Frequency Percent

True positive: impairment 13 3.55
and hearing functional

difficulty as identified by

CFMTV

True negative: no 242 66.12
impairment and no hearing

functional difficulty as

identifies by CFMTV

False positive: no 38 10.38
impairment and hearing

functional difficulty as

identified by CFMTV

False Neg: impairmentand 73 19.95
no hearing functional

difficulty as identified by

CFMTV

Total 366 100.00

Mobility: true [ false positive and negatives

Frequency Percent

True positive: impairment 2 0.54
and walking functional

difficulty as identified by

CFMTV

True negative: no 309 83.06
impairment and no walking

functional difficulty as

identifies by CFMTV

False positive: no 46 12.37
impairment and walking

functional difficulty as

identified by CFMTV
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False Neg: impairmentand 15 4.03
no walking functional

difficulty as identified by

CFMTV

Total 372 100.00

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by school type

Mainstream Mainstream Special Total
with resource school
class
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 13 28 5 46
not agree
Row percentages 28.26 60.87 10.87 100.00
Column percentages 8.84 12.02 20.83 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 134 205 19 358
agree
Row percentages 37.43 57.26 5.31 100.00
Column percentages 91.16 87.98 79.17 88.61
Total 147 233 24 404
36.39 57.67 5.94 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.16 Prob = 0.2063
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by school type

Mainstream Mainstream Special Total

with resource school

class
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 13 28 5 46
not agree
Row percentages 28.26 60.87 10.87 100.00
Column percentages 8.84 12.02 20.83 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 134 205 19 358
agree
Row percentages 37.43 57.26 5.31 100.00
Column percentages 9116 87.98 79.17 88.61
Total 147 233 24 404
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36.39 57.67 5.94 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 27.61 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by school type

Mainstream Mainstream Special Total
with resource school
class
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 13 28 5 46
not agree
Row percentages 28.26 60.87 10.87 100.00
Column percentages 8.84 12.02 20.83 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 134 205 19 358
agree
Row percentages 37.43 57.26 5.31 100.00
Column percentages 9116 87.98 7917 88.61
Total 147 233 24 404
36.39 57.67 5.94 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.48 Prob = 0.7851
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by province

Bagmati Gandaki Province 2 Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 28 5 13 46
not agree
Row percentages 60.87 10.87 28.26 100.00
Column percentages 12.73 7.46 1nn 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 192 62 104 358
agree
Row percentages 53.63 17.32 29.05 100.00
Column percentages 87.27 92.54 88.89 88.61
Total 220 67 17 404
54.46 16.58 28.96 100.00
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Pearson Chi2 = 1.42 Prob = 0.4909
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by province

Bagmati Gandaki Province 2 Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 62 29 49 140
not agree
Row percentages 4429 20.71 35.00 100.00
Column percentages 30.24 43.28 42.61 36.18
Medical screenings and CFMTV 143 38 66 247
agree
Row percentages 57.89 15.38 26.72 100.00
Column percentages 69.76 56.72 57.39 63.82
Total 205 67 115 387
52.97 17.31 29.72 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 6.65 Prob = 0.0359
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by province

Bagmati Gandaki Province 2 Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 17 8 9 34
not agree
Row percentages 50.00 23.53 26.47 100.00
Column percentages 8.17 11.76 7.69 8.65
Medical screenings and CFMTV 191 60 108 359
agree
Row percentages 53.20 16.71 30.08 100.00
Column percentages 91.83 88.24 92.31 91.35
Total 208 68 17 393
52.93 17.30 29.77 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =1.03 Prob = 0.5974
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher familiarity with

student

Not at all Not very well  Somewhat Very well Total
well
Medical screenings and 1 1 13 1 46
CFMTV do not agree
Row percentages 23.91 23.91 28.26 23.91 100.00
Column percentages 45.83 13.41 8.33 7.75 1.39
Medical screenings and 13 71 143 131 358
CFMTV agree
Row percentages 3.63 19.83 39.94 36.59 100.00
Column percentages 54.17 86.59 91.67 92.25 88.61
Total 24 82 156 142 404
5.94 20.30 38.61 35.15 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 31.87 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher familiarity with

student

Not at all Not very well \?v%TeWth Very well Total
Medical screenings and 15 33 46 46 140
CFMTV do not agree
Row percentages 10.71 23.57 32.86 32.86 100.00
Column percentages 62.50 43.42 31.29 32.86 36.18
Medical screenings and 9 43 101 94 247
CFMTV agree
Row percentages 3.64 17.41 40.89 38.06 100.00
Column percentages 37.50 56.58 68.71 67.14 63.82
Total 24 76 147 140 387
6.20 19.64 37.98 36.18 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =11.12 Prob = 0.0111
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher familiarity with

student

Not at all Not very well  Somewhat Very well Total
well
Medical screenings and 6 14 3 1 34
CFMTV do not agree
Row percentages 17.65 4118 8.82 32.35 100.00
Column percentages 25.00 17.72 2.04 7.69 8.65
Medical screenings and 18 65 144 132 359
CFMTV agree
Row percentages 5.01 18.11 400 36.77 100.00
Column percentages 75.00 82.28 97.96 92.31 91.35
Total 24 79 147 143 393
6.1 20.10 37.40 36.39 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 24.64 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by training on CFMTV domains

Have not received Have received training  Total
training
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 30 14 44
not agree
Row percentages 68.18 31.82 100.00
Column percentages 10.03 20.29 11.96
Medical screenings and CFMTV 269 55 324
agree
Row percentages 83.02 16.98 100.00
Column percentages 89.97 79.71 88.04
Total 299 69 368
81.25 18.75 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 5.60 Prob = 0.0179
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by training on CFMTV

domains

Have not received Have received training  Total
training
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 87 42 129
not agree
Row percentages 67.44 32.56 100.00
Column percentages 30.42 63.64 36.65
Medical screenings and CFMTV 199 24 223
agree
Row percentages 89.24 10.76 100.00
Column percentages 69.58 36.36 63.35
Total 286 66 352
81.25 18.75 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 25.48 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by training on CFMTV

domains

Have not received Have received training  Total
training
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 12 22 34
not agree
Row percentages 35.29 64.71 100.00
Column percentages 417 31.88 9.52
Medical screenings and CFMTV 276 47 323
agree
Row percentages 85.45 14.55 100.00
Column percentages 95.83 68.12 90.48
Total 288 69 357
80.67 19.33 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 49.63 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by classroom language

Nepali is used most often  Another language (not  Totall
in the classroom Nepali) is used most
often in the classroom

Medical screenings and CFMTV do 32 14 46

not agree

Row percentages 69.57 30.43 100.00

Column percentages 12.80 9.09 11.39

Medical screenings and CFMTV 218 140 358

agree

Row percentages 60.89 39.1 100.00

Column percentages 87.20 90.91 88.61

Total 250 154 404
61.88 38.12 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =1.30 Prob = 0.2543
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by classroom language

Nepali is used most often  Another language (not  Totall
in the classroom Nepali) is used most
often in the classroom

Medical screenings and CFMTV do 7 69 140

not agree

Row percentages 50.71 49.29 100.00

Column percentages 29.58 46.94 36.18

Medical screenings and CFMTV 169 78 247

agree

Row percentages 68.42 31.58 100.00

Column percentages 70.42 53.06 63.82

Total 240 147 387
62.02 37.98 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 11.89 Prob = 0.0006
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by classroom language

Nepali is used most often  Another language (not  Totall
in the classroom Nepali) is used most

often in the classroom

Medical screenings and CFMTV do 10 24 34

not agree

Row percentages 29.41 70.59 100.00

Column percentages 4.13 15.89 8.65

Medical screenings and CFMTV 232 127 359

agree

Row percentages 64.62 35.38 100.00

Column percentages 95.87 84.11 91.35

Total 242 151 393
61.58 38.42 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =16.28 Prob = 0.0001

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by agreement between home

and classroom language

Languages do not match  Languages match Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 19 27 46
not agree
Row percentages 41.30 58.70 100.00
Column percentages 7.88 16.56 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 222 136 358
agree
Row percentages 62.01 37.99 100.00
Column percentages 9212 83.44 88.61
Total 241 163 404
59.65 40.35 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 7.26 Prob = 0.0070

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by agreement between home

and classroom language

Languages do not match  Languages match Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 7 69 140
not agree
Row percentages 50.71 49.29 100.00
Column percentages 31.56 42.59 36.18
Medical screenings and CFMTV 154 93 247
agree
Row percentages 62.35 37.65 100.00
Column percentages 68.44 57.41 63.82
Total 225 162 387
58.14 41.86 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 4.97 Prob = 0.0258
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by agreement between home

and classroom language

Languages do not match  Languages match Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 15 19 34
not agree
Row percentages 4412 55.88 100.00
Column percentages 6.52 11.66 8.65
Medical screenings and CFMTV 215 144 359
agree
Row percentages 59.89 401 100.00
Column percentages 93.48 88.34 91.35
Total 230 163 393
58.52 41.48 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.18 Prob = 0.0744
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

343



Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher household

disability

No household member At least one household  Total
has disability member has disability
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 14 32 46
not agree
Row percentages 30.43 69.57 100.00
Column percentages 5.30 22.86 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 250 108 358
agree
Row percentages 69.83 30.17 100.00
Column percentages 94.70 7714 88.61
Total 264 140 404
65.35 34.65 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 27.94 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher household

disability

No household member At least one household  Total
has disability member has disability
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 76 64 140
not agree
Row percentages 54.29 45.71 100.00
Column percentages 30.04 4776 36.18
Medical screenings and CFMTV 177 70 247
agree
Row percentages 71.66 28.34 100.00
Column percentages 69.96 52.24 63.82
Total 253 134 387
65.37 34.63 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =11.92 Prob = 0.0006
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher household

disability

No household member At least one household  Total
has disability member has disability
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 17 17 34
not agree
Row percentages 50.00 50.00 100.00
Column percentages 6.61 12.50 8.65
Medical screenings and CFMTV 240 119 359
agree
Row percentages 66.85 33.15 100.00
Column percentages 93.39 87.50 91.35
Total 257 136 393
65.39 34.61 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.90 Prob = 0.0484
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by student population

No students with Students with Total
disabilities disabilities
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 2 44 46
not agree
Row percentages 4.35 95.65 100.00
Column percentages 5.00 12.72 11.92
Medical screenings and CFMTV 38 302 340
agree
Row percentages 118 88.82 100.00
Column percentages 95.00 87.28 88.08
Total 40 346 386
10.36 89.64 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 2.03 Prob = 0.1538
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by student population

No students with Students with Total
disabilities disabilities
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 13 125 138
not agree
Row percentages 9.42 90.58 100.00
Column percentages 33.33 37.88 37.40
Medical screenings and CFMTV 26 205 231
agree
Row percentages 11.26 88.74 100.00
Column percentages 66.67 6212 62.60
Total 39 330 369
10.57 89.43 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.31 Prob = 0.5790
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by student population

No students with Students with Total
disabilities disabilities
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 0 34 34
not agree
Row percentages 0.00 100.00 100.00
Column percentages 0.00 10.12 9.07
Medical screenings and CFMTV 39 302 341
agree
Row percentages .44 88.56 100.00
Column percentages 100.00 89.88 90.93
Total 39 336 375
10.40 89.60 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 4.34 Prob = 0.0372
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher comfort teaching

learners with disabilities

Below average comfort Above average Total

teaching learners with comfort teaching

disabilities learners with

disabilities

Medical screenings and CFMTV do 14 32 46
not agree
Row percentages 30.43 69.57 100.00
Column percentages 8.75 13.1 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 146 212 358
agree
Row percentages 40.78 59.22 100.00
Column percentages 91.25 86.89 88.61
Total 160 244 404

39.60 60.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =1.82 Prob = 0.1768

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher comfort teaching

learners with disabilities

Below average comfort Above average Total

teaching learners with comfort teaching

disabilities learners with

disabilities

Medical screenings and CFMTV do 47 93 140
not agree
Row percentages 33.57 66.43 100.00
Column percentages 31.33 39.24 36.18
Medical screenings and CFMTV 103 144 247
agree
Row percentages 41.70 58.30 100.00
Column percentages 68.67 60.76 63.82
Total 150 237 387

38.76 61.24 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 2.49 Prob = 0.1148

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher comfort teaching

learners with disabilities

Below average comfort Above average Total

teaching learners with comfort teaching

disabilities learners with

disabilities

Medical screenings and CFMTV do 20 14 34
not agree
Row percentages 58.82 4118 100.00
Column percentages 12.99 5.86 8.65
Medical screenings and CFMTV 134 225 359
agree
Row percentages 37.33 62.67 100.00
Column percentages 87.01 94.14 91.35
Total 154 239 393

39.19 60.81 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 6.02 Prob = 0.014]
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by students having IEPs

No students have a At least one student Total
specialized education has a specialized
plan or IEP education plan or [EP
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 30 16 46
not agree
Row percentages 65.22 34.78 100.00
Column percentages 12.88 11.51 12.37
Medical screenings and CFMTV 203 123 326
agree
Row percentages 62.27 37.73 100.00
Column percentages 8712 88.49 87.63
Total 233 139 372
62.63 37.37 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.15 Prob = 0.6989
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by students having IEPs

No students have a At least one student Total
specialized education has a specialized
plan or IEP education plan or [EP
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 90 42 132
not agree
Row percentages 68.18 31.82 100.00
Column percentages 40.00 31.58 36.87
Medical screenings and CFMTV 135 91 226
agree
Row percentages 59.73 40.27 100.00
Column percentages 60.00 68.42 63.13
Total 225 133 358
62.85 37.15 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 2.55 Prob = 0.1105
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by students having IEPs

No students have a At least one student Total
specialized education has a specialized
plan or IEP education plan or [EP
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 12 12 24
not agree
Row percentages 50.00 50.00 100.00
Column percentages 5.29 8.96 6.65
Medical screenings and CFMTV 215 122 337
agree
Row percentages 63.80 36.20 100.00
Column percentages 94.71 91.04 93.35
Total 227 134 361
62.88 3712 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 1.83 Prob = 0.1764
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher inclusive education

training

No inclusive education At least one inclusive Total
trainings education trainings
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 16 30 46
not agree
Row percentages 34.78 65.22 100.00
Column percentages 7.51 15.71 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 197 161 358
agree
Row percentages 55.03 44.97 100.00
Column percentages 92.49 84.29 88.61
Total 213 191 404
52.72 47.28 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 6.70 Prob = 0.0096
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher inclusive

education training

No inclusive education At least one inclusive Total
trainings education trainings
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 52 88 140
not agree
Row percentages 3714 62.86 100.00
Column percentages 26.00 47.06 36.18
Medical screenings and CFMTV 148 99 247
agree
Row percentages 59.92 40.08 100.00
Column percentages 74.00 52.94 63.82
Total 200 187 387
51.68 48.32 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =18.56 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher inclusive

education training

No inclusive education At least one inclusive Total
trainings education trainings
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 13 21 34
not agree
Row percentages 38.24 61.76 100.00
Column percentages 6.40 11.05 8.65
Medical screenings and CFMTV 190 169 359
agree
Row percentages 52.92 47.08 100.00
Column percentages 93.60 88.95 91.35
Total 203 190 393
51.65 48.35 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 2.68 Prob = 0.1014
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by support for inclusive

education

Below average support Above average support  Total
for inclusive education for inclusive education
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 9 37 46
not agree
Row percentages 19.57 80.43 100.00
Column percentages 5.33 15.74 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 160 198 358
agree
Row percentages 44.69 55.31 100.00
Column percentages 94.67 84.26 88.61
Total 169 235 404
41.83 58.17 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =10.58 Prob = 0.0011
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by support for inclusive

education

Below average support Above average support  Total
for inclusive education for inclusive education
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 51 89 140
not agree
Row percentages 36.43 63.57 100.00
Column percentages 31.68 39.38 36.18
Medical screenings and CFMTV 110 137 247
agree
Row percentages 4453 55.47 100.00
Column percentages 68.32 60.62 63.82
Total 161 226 387
41.60 58.40 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 2.42 Prob = 0.1201
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by support for inclusive

education

Below average support Above average support  Total
for inclusive education for inclusive education
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 5 29 34
not agree
Row percentages 14.71 85.29 100.00
Column percentages 3.07 12.61 8.65
Medical screenings and CFMTV 158 201 359
agree
Row percentages 44.01 55.99 100.00
Column percentages 96.93 87.39 91.35
Total 163 230 393
41.48 58.52 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =10.99 Prob = 0.0009
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher reports of

classroom adaptations

Teacher reports a below  Teacher reports an Total
average number of above overqge
adaptations number of adaptations
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 16 30 46
not agree
Row percentages 34.78 65.22 100.00
Column percentages 9.20 13.04 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 158 200 358
agree
Row percentages 4413 55.87 100.00
Column percentages 90.80 86.96 88.61
Total 174 230 404
43.07 56.93 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 1.45 Prob = 0.2279
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher reports of

classroom adaptations

Teacher reports a below  Teacher reports an Total
average number of above averdge
adaptations number of adaptations
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 68 72 140
not agree
Row percentages 48.57 5143 100.00
Column percentages 40.48 32.88 36.18
Medical screenings and CFMTV 100 147 247
agree
Row percentages 40.49 59.51 100.00
Column percentages 59.562 67.12 63.82
Total 168 219 387
43.41 56.59 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 2.38 Prob = 0.1231
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by teacher reports of

classroom adaptations

Teacher reports a below  Teacher reports an Total
average number of above overqge
adaptations number of adaptations
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 21 13 34
not agree
Row percentages 61.76 38.24 100.00
Column percentages 12.21 5.88 8.65
Medical screenings and CFMTV 151 208 359
agree
Row percentages 42.06 57.94 100.00
Column percentages 87.79 94.12 91.35
Total 172 221 393
43.77 56.23 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 4.90 Prob = 0.0269
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child residence

Home Hostel Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 38 8 46
not agree
Row percentages 82.61 17.39 100.00
Column percentages 11.08 15.09 11.62
Medical screenings and CFMTV 305 45 350
agree
Row percentages 8714 12.86 100.00
Column percentages 88.92 84.91 88.38
Total 343 53 396
86.62 13.38 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.72 Prob = 0.3958
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child residence

Home Hostel Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 103 35 138
not agree
Row percentages 74.64 25.36 100.00
Column percentages 31.40 67.31 36.32
Medical screenings and CFMTV 225 17 242
agree
Row percentages 92.98 7.02 100.00
Column percentages 68.60 32.69 63.68
Total 328 52 380
86.32 13.68 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 25.02 Prob = 0.0000
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child residence

Home Hostel Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 28 6 34
not agree
Row percentages 82.35 17.65 100.00
Column percentages 8.41 11.54 8.83
Medical screenings and CFMTV 305 46 351
agree
Row percentages 86.89 13.1 100.00
Column percentages 91.59 88.46 9117
Total 333 52 385
86.49 13.51 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.55 Prob = 0.4594
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child medical diagnosis

Home Hostel Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 27 19 46
not agree
Row percentages 58.70 41.30 100.00
Column percentages 8.41 22.89 11.39
Medical screenings and CFMTV 294 64 358
agree
Row percentages 8212 17.88 100.00
Column percentages 91.59 770 88.61
Total 321 83 404
79.46 20.54 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =13.71 Prob = 0.0002
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child medical diagnosis

Home Hostel Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 98 42 140
not agree
Row percentages 70.00 30.00 100.00
Column percentages 32.03 51.85 36.18
Medical screenings and CFMTV 208 39 247
agree
Row percentages 84.21 15.79 100.00
Column percentages 67.97 48.15 63.82
Total 306 8l 387
79.07 20.93 100.00

Pearson Chi2 =10.90 Prob = 0.0010
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child medical diagnosis

Home Hostel Total
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 98 42 140
not agree
Row percentages 70.00 30.00 100.00
Column percentages 32.03 51.85 36.18
Medical screenings and CFMTV 208 39 247
agree
Row percentages 84.21 15.79 100.00
Column percentages 67.97 48.15 63.82
Total 306 81 387
79.07 20.93 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 2.14 Prob = 0.1435
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child disability card status

Child does not have Child has disability Total
disability card card
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 27 18 45
not agree
Row percentages 60.00 40.00 100.00
Column percentages 8.94 19.57 .42
Medical screenings and CFMTV 275 74 349
agree
Row percentages 78.80 21.20 100.00
Column percentages 91.06 80.43 88.58
Total 302 92 394
76.65 23.35 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 7.87 Prob = 0.0050
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child disability card status

Child does not have Child has disability Total
disability card card
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 94 43 137
not agree
Row percentages 68.61 31.39 100.00
Column percentages 32.41 48.86 36.24
Medical screenings and CFMTV 196 45 241
agree
Row percentages 81.33 18.67 100.00
Column percentages 67.59 5114 63.76
Total 290 88 378
76.72 23.28 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 7.91 Prob = 0.0049
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child disability card

status

Child does not have Child has disability Total
disability card card
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 22 12 34
not agree
Row percentages 64.71 35.29 100.00
Column percentages 7.46 13.64 8.88
Medical screenings and CFMTV 273 76 349
agree
Row percentages 78.22 21.78 100.00
Column percentages 92.54 86.36 9112
Total 295 88 383
77.02 22.98 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.20 Prob = 0.0737
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child use of health services

Child does not receive Child receives health Total
services services
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 6 1 17
not agree
Row percentages 35.29 64.71 100.00
Column percentages 20.00 18.33 18.89
Medical screenings and CFMTV 24 49 73
agree
Row percentages 32.88 67.12 100.00
Column percentages 80.00 81.67 811
Total 30 60 90
33.33 66.67 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 0.04 Prob = 0.8490
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child use of health

services

Child does not receive Child receives health Total
services services
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 7 5 12
not agree
Row percentages 58.33 41.67 100.00
Column percentages 2414 8.77 13.95
Medical screenings and CFMTV 22 52 74
agree
Row percentages 29.73 70.27 100.00
Column percentages 75.86 91.23 86.05
Total 29 57 86
33.72 66.28 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.78 Prob = 0.0519
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child use of health

services

Child does not receive Child receives health Total
services services
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 33 13 46
not agree
Row percentages 74 28.26 100.00
Column percentages 9.82 20.97 11.56
Medical screenings and CFMTV 303 49 352
agree
Row percentages 86.08 13.92 100.00
Column percentages 90.18 79.03 88.44
Total 336 62 398
84.42 15.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 3.78 Prob = 0.0519
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Vision: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child use of assistive

devices

Child does not use Child uses assistive Total
assistive devices devices
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 33 13 46
not agree
Row percentages n74 28.26 100.00
Column percentages 9.82 20.97 11.56
Medical screenings and CFMTV 303 49 352
agree
Row percentages 86.08 13.92 100.00
Column percentages 90.18 79.03 88.44
Total 336 62 398
84.42 15.58 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 6.36 Prob = 0.0117
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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Hearing: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child use of assistive

devices

Child does not use Child uses assistive Total
assistive devices devices
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 122 16 138
not agree
Row percentages 88.41 11.59 100.00
Column percentages 37.65 27.59 36.13
Medical screenings and CFMTV 202 42 244
agree
Row percentages 82.79 17.21 100.00
Column percentages 62.35 72.41 63.87
Total 324 58 382
84.82 15.18 100.00

Pearson Chi2 = 2.16 Prob = 0.1415
First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages

Mobility: agreement between medical screenings and CMFTV ratings by child use of assistive

devices

Child does not use Child uses assistive Total
assistive devices devices
Medical screenings and CFMTV do 31 3 34
not agree
Row percentages 9118 8.82 100.00
Column percentages 9.42 5.17 8.79
Medical screenings and CFMTV 298 55 353
agree
Row percentages 84.42 15.58 100.00
Column percentages 90.58 94.83 91.21
Total 329 58 387
85.01 14.99 100.00
Pearson Chi2 =111 Prob = 0.2918

First row has frequencies; second row has row percentages and third row has column percentages
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T Medical screening-vision

Non-case Mild case Moderate case  Severe case Blindness

i (6/6-6/12) (<6/12-6/18) (< 6/18-6/60) (<6/60-3/60) (< 6/60) Total
No difficulty 71.4% (274) 1.3% (5) 4.2% (16) 1.6% (6) 0.8% (3) 79.2% (304)
Some difficulty | 3.1% (12) 0.3% (1) 1.3% (5) 0.5% (2) 21% (8) 7.3% (28)
A lot of difficulty| 0.8% (3) 0.0% (0) 0.5% (2) 1.3% (5) 3.4% (13) 6.0% (23)
Cannotdoatall 0.5% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.0% (27) 7.6% (29)
Total 75.8% (291) |  1.6% (6) 6.0% (23) 3.4% (13) 13.3% (51) | 100.0% (384)
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ANNEX IV:IRB AUTHORIZATIONS

In keeping with 22 CFR Part 225, STS obtained review and approval by an in-country
Institutional Review Board (IRB) before conducting any research involving human
subjects.

On August 14, 2022, STS obtained ethical approval to conduct all components of the
study exclusive of the medical screenings from the Research Committee of
Kathmandu University School of Education. At the time of completing the IRB
application, the study design did not include the medical screening component.

On March 31, 2023, STS received ethical approval to conduct all components of the
study, including medical screenings, from the Nepal Health Research Council (NHRC).
STS had submitted the revised study design to NHRC following incorporation of the
medical screening component.

Verbal consent was received from all participants prior to their participation in the
study, in keeping with 22 CFR Part 225 and the requirement of the in-country IRB
approvals. During the screenings, parents were present with their children and
provided verbal consent for their child, in addition to the child’'s assent. All principal
investigators have completed training in protecting human research participants.
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ANNEX V: PILOT RESULTS MEMO

CFM-TV Validity Study
Pilot Memo

INTRODUCTION

All Children Reading: A Grand Challenge for Development (ACR GCD), a partnership
between the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), World
Vision, and the Australian Government, advances EdTech innovation and research to
improve reading outcomes for marginalized children in low-resource contexts.
School-to-School International (STS), as ACR GCD's MERL partner, is currently
conducting a study to collect validity evidence on the Child Functioning Module-
Teacher Version (CFM-TV). CFM-TV is a questionnaire developed by the Washington
Group and UNICEF, which teachers complete about their learners’ functional
difficulties.

This study evaluates if CFM-TV results are adequate to report reading outcomes
disaggregated by disability status at a not personally identifiable level. STS will
collect validity evidence from various sources to understand the conditions under
which data disaggregation based on CFM-TV results would be appropriate. STS is
conducting the study in Nepal with local research partner Progress, Inc. All efforts are
coordinated with and have collaboration from the Government of Nepal, USAID
Nepal, World Vision Nepal, and World Learning Nepal.

In August 2022, STS conducted a pilot test of the study’s tools. This memo outlines the
purpose of the pilot test, feedback and findings from the pilot data collection, and
recommended tool adaptations for the forthcoming operational data collection.

PILOT PURPOSE

The pilot tested if the study’s tools captured the intended information about CFM-
TV's validity. Specifically, the pilot test answered the following questions:

What changes, if any, are needed to the CFM-TV instructions that data collectors
provide to teachers?

To what extent do cognitive interviews (Cls) and key informant interviews (Klls) elicit
the expected type and depth of response from respondents?

How well do translations convey the intended concepts of the English-language
tools—background material, Cl, teacher Kll, teacher survey, parent and caregiver
(PCG) survey, CFM, and CFM-TV?

What changes would improve the tools’ performance?
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How can we strengthen the Kils’ note collection and expansion process to improve
the qualitative data?

Annex 1 overviews the tools STS and Progress administered during the pilot and their
purpose. Annex | also details data collection targets and actual samples.

FEEDBACK AND FINDINGS

Enumerators provided daily feedback on the tools through a debrief form, which they
complete after data collection. Enumerators also collected feedback directly from
teachers via the study’s qualitative tools.

Background Material: Enumerators provided background material to all teachers
(16) before completing their CFM-TVs. The background material consisted of a two-
page handout that summarized the intended interpretations of the CFM-TV items,
provided examples of how to interpret each question, and outlined uses of the CFM-
TV. Observations from STS staff during data collection indicated that enumerators
might benefit from a script introducing the background material, as not all
enumerators introduced background material systematically. Feedback from the
debrief form indicated that teachers reviewed background material before starting
the CFM-TVs but did not refer to the materials more than once (if at all) while
completing the CFM-TVs. Kll data reinforced this finding. Many teachers shared that
they quickly looked over the background material but did not refer to it during the
completion of the CFM-TVs. Teachers also indicated that the background material
introduced new concepts to them—for instance, the social versus medical model.
Many teachers recommended that the background material should cover the official
disability categories of Nepal.

CFM-TV: Overall, enumerators collected 369 CFM-TV questionnaires from sixteen
teachers and classes in eight schools in Nepal. A breakdown of schools and
functional difficulty prevalence is in Annex 2. Half of the enumerators reported that
teachers hesitated while filling out the CFM-TV. Observations indicate that this was
because teachers were thinking about their students to respond to the items
properly. Although teachers were not asked why they hesitated, the ClI tool asked
teachers if they had any difficulty responding to certain questions. A few teachers
indicated they had difficulty answering questions related to accepting change,
controlling behavior, anxiety, and depression. The figure shows that the highest
proportion of teachers also responded “l don’t know” to these domains.
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Percentage of Teachers Responding “l don't know" to Students with Difficulty by Domain

Seeing I 2.2%
Bl 03%

Walking |l 0.8%
1%

Learning M 0.8%
I 4%

Concentrating N 1.4%

I 419

Behavior NG 2.3%
I 3.0%

Anxiety I, 15.7%
. 17.3%

Some enumerators indicated on the debrief form that it took teachers a long time to
complete CFM-TV questionnaires for 30 students. Data indicated that it took
teachers 75 minutes, on average, to complete 30 CFM-TV questionnaires. On the
debrief form, some enumerators noted that one teacher was reluctant to admit that
they did not know the students very well, indicating a risk of social desirability bias
with this tool.#’

Finally, according to the debrief form, enumerators observed that the Nepali
language translation of the tool was confusing to some teachers. Specific areas that
were confusing included:

» Translation of question on speaking/communicating
e Translation of question on coping with change
¢ Translation of the Nepali word for “anxious” was incorrect

Finally, teachers also provided feedback on the CFM-TV in KlIs. Teachers emphasized
the importance of collecting contextual data, especially on a student’s family
background and socioeconomic status.

Teacher Survey: Enumerators administered sixteen teacher surveys to sixteen
different teachers from eight different school. Most enumerators indicated that
teachers did not have any trouble understanding survey items. Only one enumerator
indicated that a teacher struggled, primarily due to the length of the survey.
Enumerators shared that teachers found the pictures of assistive devices embedded
in the survey helpful to understanding the questions.

47 Social desirability bias is a response bias in which the respondent is likely to provide answers that they believe will be viewed favorably by
others. It can lead to underreporting socially undesirable attitudes and behaviors and to overreporting more desirable attributes.
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Coghnitive Interview: Enumerators conducted a total of eight Cls—one teacher per
school directly after completing their CFM-TVs. Enumerators reported that the Cl was
a challenging tool to administer, partly due to the types of questions asked, the
repetitive nature of the tool, and issues around translation.

On debrief forms, half of the enumerators indicated that teachers had trouble
understanding some ClI questions. Specifically, teachers struggled to answer
questions about their understanding of accepting change and controlling behavior.
Enumerators and STS observers indicated that teachers grew tired of answering the
same questions for each domain of difficulty, thus putting later domains at risk of
order effects and fatigue.”® Additionally, because the Cl was administered after a
teacher had completed all CFM-TVs, some teachers mentioned that they could not
remember responses specific items.

Translation issues also affected the Cl tool. Several changes were made to the ClI tool
during the enumerator training to help clarify the original intent of the English tool. As
a result, enumerators did not have a standardized Nepali language translation of the
tool during the pilot data collection. Instead, enumerators worked from the English
version of the tool during pilot data collection. Some enumerators mentioned that
they struggled with phrasing, citing that the English version had a rude tone in Nepali
and that questions were too direct.

Teacher KIl: Enumerators conducted Klls with one teacher per school, for a total of
eight Klls. Results from the Klls indicate areas where additional probing would be
useful. Specific areas include how well teachers know students, teachers’
perspectives on whose role it is to screen students, and potential changes to the
background material. During Klls, teachers described how students are not permitted
to repeat classes and therefore teachers only have students for one year. Teachers
did not mention anything about students joining or dropping the class partway
through the year, which could be an important area to probe. Similarly, teachers
shared few details on who is responsible to screen students for disabilities, thus
enumerators can probe further in this area. Finally, teachers generally responded
that the background material was helpful, but they did not provide details about how
or why the material was helpful. One teacher indicated he/she felt confused after
reading the materials. In the operational data collection, enumerators should probe
further to understand what aspects of the materials were helpful, which were not,
and how it could be improved.

8 The order in which questions (or response options) are presented to respondents may influence responses. This
phenomenon is referred to as an order effect.
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Most enumerators indicated that teachers did not have any trouble understanding
KIl questions, apart from a few teachers who did not understand question #8 “How
has your experience—or your relationships with family members or friends with
disabilities—influenced your beliefs about teaching students with disabilities?”
Question #8 should only be asked of teachers who identify as a person with a
disability or who have family members or friends with a disability. Confusion may
have come from this question of teachers who did not meet those criteria.

CFM and PCG survey: Enumerators administered 48 CFM and PCG surveys at eight
schools. Generally, PCGs did not have any trouble understanding the survey items;
however, one respondent had trouble following the CFM change domain.
Enumerators noted that in some cases, PCGs became irritated when the survey
asked about functional difficulties and assistive devices after they indicated that
their child did not have a functional difficulty or disability. In addition, enumerators
reported difficulty reaching the target number of respondents in some school—those
who agreed the day before to come did not show up.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDED ADAPTATIONS TO TOOLS

The table below summarizes findings related to the pilot research questions and
outlines recommendations for the operational data collection.

Summary of Findings

Question

Findings/[Recommendations

Recommendations

. What changes, if any,
are needed to the CFM-
TV instructions that data
collectors provide to
teachers?

Overall, enumerators
provided clear instructions to
teachers to complete the
CFM-TVs.

Enumerators varied in how
they provided the
background material to
teachers.

Standardize this process, by
creating a script for
enumerators providing this
material to teachers. This
script will also provide
instructions for responding “I
don't know.”

2. To what extent do the
cognitive interview
protocol and key
informant interviews
elicit the expected type

Teachers’ responses to the
cognitive interview varied in
depth. Some teachers
provided more detailed
responses, while others were
cursory. Responses also

Conduct the Cl with one
teacher during their
completion of the last CFM-
TV questionnaires.
Abbreviate the protocol to
focus on answers to
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Question

Recommendations

and depth of response
from respondents?

Findings/[Recommendations

varied by domain; domains
later in the protocol received
shorter responses and may
have suffered from order
effects.

research questions
regarding teacher
assessment practices
(normative or criteria-
based) and teachers’
understanding of the
domains.

Teacher responses to Klls
provided the expected
information around attitudes
towards students with
disabilities.

Some probes can be added
to the protocol to support
deeper lines of inquiry
during data collection.

3. How well do translations
of the tools convey the
intended concepts of the
English-language tools—
background material,
cognitive interview
protocol, Klls, surveys,
CFM, and CFM-TV?

Translation was key to the
discussions during
enumerator trainings as
many inappropriate terms
were found in the tools.

These were amended during
training before pilot data
collection began and will be
closely revisited before
operational data collection
with rigorous back-
translation procedures.

4. What changes would
improve the tools’
performance?

See below for detailed notes by tool.

5. How can we strengthen
the Kills’ note collection
and expansion process
to improve the
qualitative data?

Quality of notes collected
during Cls and KllIs varied
widely by enumerator.

Work with the data
collection firm to match
notes to the research
question they are likely to
inform

During pilot data collection,
STS provided a template for
field notes.

Update the template to
include questions and
provide an additional
template for the expanded
field notes.

STS recommends the following adaptations to tools and protocols for the

operational data collection.
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Background Material
+ Adapt the background material to differentiate clearly between disability and
functional difficulty.
e Clarify that CFM-TV is not asking teachers to diagnose students according to the
official disability categories of Nepal.
e Provide more guidance to enumerators during training on how to introduce teachers
to the background material:
o Write a script to introduce the background material.
o Give the teacher at least two minutes to look over the background material.
o Ask the teacher if they have any questions about the contents of the material.

CFM-TV and Teacher Survey
e Ensure translation is easy to understand and uses appropriate language. For CFM-TV,
utilize existing translation from implementing partners.
e Ensure programming of items is in correct and utilize existing translation from
implementing partners.

Cognitive Interview

e Conduct Cl simultaneous to teachers’ completion of the final CFM-TV student
questionnaires to mitigate recall bias.

e Abbreviate the Cl to focus on teachers’ understanding of what each domain means to
them and what kind of comparisons the teacher might make while judging a student’s
difficulty level.

e Ensure translation is easy to understand and uses appropriate language.

Teacher Kl

e Add probes to clarify questions around teacher’s familiarity with students and if
students join or drop out of the class through the year.

e Add probes to understand better who teachers think should be involved in the
disabilities screening process and what role they should have.

e Add probes to understand better how the background material could be clarified and
which aspects of the material were helpful.

e Provide more in-depth training to enumerators on when to ask specific questions and
which questions are contingent on earlier responses.

CFM and PCG Survey
e Ensure translation of CFM is easy to understand and uses appropriate language.
e Ensure programming of items is in correct order.
¢ Refine PCG recruitment and participation strategy, including incentives that align with
programming—provision of a meal or travel costs, as appropriate.
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ANNEX VI: TOOLS AND DATA COLLECTION

Trained data collectors administered tools to eight non-sampled school sites in the Kathmandu valley. Data
collection took place between August 21-29, 2022.

Pilot Test Tool Administration

CFM-TV and Data collectors instructed teachers on how to fill out the CFM-TV
Background Material and provided teachers with the background material.

Two teachers completed the CFM-TV for a maximum of 30
students per teacher on tablets.

e For classes with fewer than 30 students, teachers completed
the CFM-TV for all students in the class.

e For classes with more than 30 students, teachers completed
the CFM-TV for a random sample of 30 students.

CFM-TV data were used to understand the ability of teachers to
complete the form and the length of time it takes teachers to
complete up to 30 CFM-TVs.

Teacher Survey Data collectors administered the survey to two teachers (one in
grade 2, one in grade 4) per school on tablets, totaling 16
teachers.

Cognitive Interview (CI) | Data collectors conducted a cognitive interview with eight
teachers—one teacher per school—after they completed the
CFM-TVs.

Cognitive interview data were used to check for teacher ability to
discriminate student difficulties given the information they
received from data collectors.

Teacher Key Informant | Data collectors conducted a Kl with one teacher per school. The
Interview (KII) teacher who completed the Kl differs from the teacher who
completed the ClI.

CFM and At each school, a sample of students for whom teachers
Parent/Caregiver completed CFM-TVs was drawn. Students were selected based
(PCG) Survey on CFM-TV data indicating they might have a functional difficulty

in at least one of the 12 domains, as possible.*®

49 These domains are seeing, hearing, walking, communication, learning, remembering, concentrating, accepting change, controlling behavior,
making friends, anxiety, depression
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Data collectors administered the CFM and parent/coregiver
survey to the primary care givers of a sample of at least five
students per school on tablets.

Debrief Form Data collection teams completed a debrief form to give feedback
on the tools they administered.

Pilot Sample Numbers

Schools n/a n/a 8 8
2 per school
Teachers Surveys (one grade 2, 1 16 16

one grade 4)

CFM-TVs, max 60 (max) 30 (max) 480 369
Cognitive Interviews 1 1 8 8
TeacherKlls 1 1 8 8
CFMs and 5 n/a 40 48

parent/caregiver survey
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ANNEX VII: RESEARCH QUESTION AND TOOL MAPPING

ID Research Question Tools
1 What are teachers’ interpretations of the CFM-TV
questions?
la To what extent are teachers’ interpretations consistent
with the intended interpretations underlying the CFM-TV?
b To what extent do teachers engage in a normative clL Kl
assessment of their learners, as opposed to a criterion- .
CFM-TV ratings,
based assessment, on the CFM-TV?
Teacher survey data
1b.i If a normative assessment, what is the norm that teachers
use: school peers, age peers, or other norms?
lo.ii | If acriterion-based assessment, what information do
teachers use to provide their ratings for each of the CFM-
TV questions?
Ic Are teachers’ interpretations (1a) or approaches (1b
L . P . ( ) - PP ( ) Cl, Kll, CFM-TV, Teacher
significantly different with the provision of background surve
material? y
Id Do any of these findings vary by functional domain? Cl, Kll, CFM-TV
2 To what extent are teacher ratings on the CFM-TV CFM-TV, Teacher
influenced by teacher- and school-characteristics? Survey, TeacherKll, Cl,
EMIS records for school
characteristics
2a | To what extent are the scores moderated by the CFM-TV, Teacher
familiarity between the teacher and the students, Survey, Teacher Kill, Cl,
measured as length of the relationship and class size? EMIS records for school
characteristics
2b To what extent are the scores moderated by teachers’
. e . . CFM-TV, Teacher
knowledge of disability, including their knowledge of Surve
specialized skills (e.g., Braille)? Y
2c To what extent are the scores moderated by teachers’
beliefs with regards to:
i hether it is thei il dentifv children’ CFM-TV, Teacher
c. W et' erit |s.t' eir re'spons.l ility to identify children’s survey, Cl and KIl
functional difficulty in their classroom?
2c.ii | Whether they have the knowledge to identify children’s

functional difficulty?
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ID

2ci.iii

Research Question

Whether learners with disabilities possess academic
potential?

2c.iv

Whether the questions included in the CFM-TV are
appropriate to identify children’s functional difficulty in
school settings in Nepal?

Tools

How consistent are learners’ functional difficulty/disability
classifications as identified by the CFM-TV, CFM, and
medical screenings?

3a

In comparison with CFM scores and medical screenings,
do the CFM-TV over- or under-identify learners’ functional
difficulty/disability classifications?

3b

Does the consistency of classifications with the CFM and
the medical screenings differ by type of functional
difficulty/disability?

CFM-TV, CFM, Medical
Screeners, Teacher
Survey, PCG Survey

3c

To what extent are these results moderated by other
factors such as learner-level factors, teacher-level
factors, familiarity between the teacher and the students
(measured as the length of the relationship and class
size), characteristics of the medical screenings, or
parental-level factors?

CFM-TV, CFM, Medical
Screeners, Teacher
Survey, PCG Survey
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ANNEX VIil: ANALYSIS OF WALKING AND MOBILITY DOMAINS

The table below shows 375 learners were assessed with both CFM-TV and medical
screening tools for mobility, excluding “I don't know” responses on the CFM-TV. Only
4.5 percent (n=17) of learners were identified with mobility impairments on the
medical screening. The level of agreement between teachers and the medical
assessment is 95.7 percent, with a statistically significant kappa score of 0.41. This
indicates moderate agreement between the CFM-TV and mobility medical
screening. However, because so few learners were identified on the medical
screening as having a mobility disability, the findings for this analysis are
inconclusive.

Agreement between CFM-TV and Medical Screenings, Mobility

Medical screening—mobility

Teacher CFM-TV response
No impairment | Impairment (Case)

No functional difficulty 94.1% (353)

Functional difficulty 1.3% (5) 1.6% (B) 2.9% (11)

2.9% (1) 97.1% (364)

Total 95.5% (358) 45% (17) 100.0% (375)

(Number of respondents in parentheses)

Expected agreement | Kappa score

95.7% 92.8% 0.471%**
(Agreements highlighted in blue) **% 5¢0.001

Teachers rated 11 learners with mobility difficulties but incorrectly rated five. Thus, a
larger sample of learners with mobility impairments would be needed to provide a
more comprehensive assessment of teachers’ use of the CFM-TV tool to diagnose
learners with functional disabilities related to mobility. Future research should
endeavor to explore consistency between teacher ratings and medical screening in
mobility, though obtaining such sample sizes can be challenging as this requires a
priori knowledge of whether learners have a difficulty.

Teacher ratings for a functional difficulty in walking and medical screener case
severity is shown below. There were very few learners found to have mild (13) or
severe (4) mobility impairments, thus it is difficult to identify any trends beyond the
rates of true positives in CFM-TVs. However, of the 358 learners without a mobility
impairment, teachers rated 36 as having at least some difficulty in walking,
indicating that unlike vision and hearing, teachers over-rated learners’ functional
difficulty in walking and use of the lower cutoff “some difficulty” would have included
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nearly all learners who needed additional support in mobility.

CFM-TV and Medical Screenings Response Categories, Mobility

Medical screening - mobility

Teacher

CFM-TV responses Non-case Mild case Severe case

No difficulty 85.9% (322) 11% (4) 0% (0) 86.9% (326)
Some difficulty 8.3% (31) 1.6% (B) 0.3% (1) 10.1% (38)
A lot of difficulty 11% (4) 0.8% (3) 0.8% (3) 2.7% (10)
Cannot do at all 0.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.3% (1)
Total 95.5% (358) 3.5% (13) 1.1% (4) 100.0% (375)

The CFM performed slightly worse than the CFM-TV in walking, though it is difficult to
draw strong conclusions given the small sample of learners that PCGs identified as
having a functional difficulty (nine). While agreement was high at 98.1 percent, the
kappa score of 0.36 points to only fair agreement.

Agreement between CFM and Medical Screenings, Mobility

Medical screening—vision

PCG CFM response

No impairment Impairment (Case)

99.5% (357)

1.9% (7)

No functional difficulty 97.6% (368)

Functional difficulty 0.0% (0) 0.5% (2) 0.5% (2)

97.6% (368) 2.4% (9) 100.0% (377)

98.1% 97.1% 0.36%***
(Agreements highlighted in blue) #*% 5¢0,001
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