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ny discussion on inclusive educa-

tion must include children with

disabilities (cwps). However, cwbDs
continue to be the most neglected group
in the education system. India is home to
4.9 million cwps in the age group of
6-17. Only 67% of them attend any edu-
cational institutions and the remaining
33% have either dropped out or never
attended any educational institutions;
whereas the all-India average of school
attendance rate for this age group is
80% (Census of India 2011). Existing lit-
erature shows that cwps are more likely
to be out of school than children from
Scheduled Caste (sc) or Scheduled Tribe
(sT) categories (World Bank 2007; MHRD
2014). Moreover, when these children do
attend schools they rarely progress be-
yond the primary level (World Bank
2007). Thus, only 0.2% of the total en-
rolment in higher education is repre-
sented by cwps (MHRD 2018). This clear-
ly indicates that our education system
remains unsuccessful in providing equal
access to education to all children of
this country.

Existing Policies

Over the years, the government’s com-
mitment to education for cwbs has been
articulated through several laws and
policies. The Kothari Commission, the
first education commission in 1964, drew
attention to the education of cwps and
recommended the development of inte-
grated programmes enabling the disabled
children to study in regular schools. The
integration with mainstream education
was first realised in 1974 with the imple-
mentation of the scheme for Integrated
Education for Disabled Children (1EDC)
by the Department of Social Welfare. The
legislative support, however, came with
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the enactment of Persons with Disabilities

Act as late as in 1995. The act states that
the appropriate Government and the Local
authority should ensure that every child
with a disability has access to free educa-
tion in an appropriate environment and
should endeavour to provide integration
of students with disabilities in the normal
schools. (Section 3[2])

In the 2005 Action Plan for Inclusive
Education of Children and Youth with Dis-
abilities, emphasis was on specific actions
to make education a successful learning
experience for this group. The introduc-
tion of the Right to Free and Compulsory
Education (RTE) Act in 2009 made ele-
mentary education free to all 6-14 age
group children. This enactment enforces
all the schools to implement the policy of
inclusive education of children with
special needs (cwsN) throughout the
nation (MHRD 2017a). The Rights of Per-
sons with Disabilities (RPwD) Act, 2016
reaffirms that

Notwithstanding anything contained in the
Rights of Children to Free and Compulsory
Education Act, 2009, every child with bench-
mark disability* between the age of 6 to 18
years shall have the right to free education
in a neighbourhood school, or in a special
school, of his choice. (Section 31[1])

However, the act does not mention what
norms and standards a special school
needs to follow. Though the act has
specified the provision for “barrier-free
access” to school, but does not include
norms, such as disabled-friendly toilets,
accessible entrances, signages and acces-
sible drinking water facilities, etc, in
school. Thus, there is a need for further
reform of the RTE Act to better align it
with the rpwp Act by including these
specific concerns of education of cwbs
(UNEsco 2019). The 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development, which is built
on the principle of “leaving no one be-
hind,” also calls for an inclusive ap-
proach to achieving quality education
and lifelong learning for all (spG-4) and
thus provides a much-needed goal in
this respect.

The series of policy measures discussed,
gives an impression that cwps have re-
ceived intensive attention in the education
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policies of India. The outcomes, how-
ever, tell a different story. Despite in-
crease in enrolment number, currently
17 lakh children in the age group of 6-13
with some form of disabilities are out of
school (MHRD 2014). The percentages are
higher among children with intellectual
disabilities (36%), speech impairments
(35%) and multiple disabilities (44%)
(MHRD 2014). Using census data from 19
countries, a study by the World Bank
shows that, on the one hand, access to
primary education by cwps has im-
proved over time. At the same time, the
gap in primary completion rates be-
tween children with and without disa-
bilities has increased worldwide (Male
and Wodon 2017; Bakhshi et al 2017).

The policies for cwps not translating
into the intended outcome could be be-
cause of the loopholes in the designing,
planning, budgeting or implementation
of the existing programmes and schemes,
which both union and state governments
have launched from time to time to realise
the policy objectives.

The welfare of cwbs falls primarily on
the Ministry of Social Justice and Em-
powerment (MSJE). In 2014-15, the un-
ion government changed the name of
the Department of Disability Affairs to
the Department of Empowerment of
Persons with Disabilities.

Though disability is a state subject as
per the Seventh Schedule of the Constitu-
tion, of the 36 states and union territories,
only six states in India—Andhra Pradesh,
Madhya Pradesh, Odisha, Rajasthan,
Tamil Nadu and Uttar Pradesh—have
dedicated departments and district
social welfare officers to work on the
issues of pwbs. In the rest of the states,
the interventions for cwps come from
the Department of Social Welfare/So-
cial Justice (the name of the depart-
ments varies across states). Major re-
sponsibilities of this department include
provision of scholarships, opening of
special schools, grants in aid to non-gov-
ernmental organisations (NGos) for the
running of special schools, vocational
training, etc.

Other than the msJE, the Ministry
of Human Resource and Development
(MHRD) is also responsible for providing
school education to cwsN. The concept
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of cwsN is much broader than cwbs. It
may also include street children, child
labour, victims of natural catastrophes
and social conflicts, and those in extreme
social and economic deprivation (NCERT
2006). However, the terminologies cwp
and cwsN are used interchangeably in the
schemes under MHRD. The interventions
by the department of education in states
are mostly in the form of providing mon-
etary and non-monetary incentives to
cwsN through two centrally sponsored
schemes like the Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan
(ssa) and Rashtriya Madhyamik Shiksha
Abhiyan (RMsA).

The ssa categorically brings the con-
cerns of cwps under the framework of
“inclusive education.” Under it, the focus
is on providing inclusive education to
cwsN in neighbourhood schools, where
children with and without disabilities par-
ticipate and learn together in the same
class. It provides 3,000 per child per
annum for interventions related to edu-
cation of cwsN, with %1,000 exclusively
earmarked for engagement of resource
teachers. The major interventions under
the ssa are provision of free aids and ap-
pliances, transport, escort support, ap-
pointment of resource teachers, and
barrier-free access, etc. After the amend-
ment of the RTE Act in 2012, cwsN have
been included in the 25% admission
quota for disadvantaged children in pri-
vate schools, in consonance with Section
12(1) (¢) of the RTE Act.

Under the rRMsA, a programme called
Inclusive Education for Disabled at Sec-
ondary Stage (iEDSS) has been imple-
mented to provide an opportunity to stu-
dents with disabilities, to complete four
years of secondary schooling in neigh-
bouring schools in an inclusive and ena-
bled environment. At the secondary level,
matters relating to admission of the
cwsN in schools are under the state gov-
ernment. Like the ssa, the 1EDSS pro-
gramme also earmarks 3,000 per child
per annum as central assistance. This is
topped by the states with a scholarship
of ¥600 per disabled child per annum,
which includes a monthly stipend of
%200 per person to the girl students with
disability (p1B 2017). Since 2018-19, with
the implementation of the Samagra Shi-
ksha Abhiyan (smsa), the interventions

VOL LV NO 41

for cwps under ssa and RMsa have been
converged under the programme.

Systemic Issues

Despite the presence of these programmes
and schemes, outreach remains inade-
quate, and the educational needs of
many cwbs are not met. The causal link
between disability and access to school
is not a simple linear relationship but
multidimensional. Literature as well as
statistics indicate that human resources,
infrastructural resources and financial
resources are the three critical factors
hindering the compliance of schools on
the norms for cwps (Kalyapur 2008;
Limaye 2016).

Though the District Information Sys-
tem for Education (DiSE) provides infor-
mation on availability of disabled-friend-
ly infrastructure at the school level like
availability of ramp and provision for
disabled-friendly toilets, however, there
is a dearth of literature that focuses on
the policies for cwps from a budgetary
lens. This lack of evidence leaves impor-
tant questions on how and where to this
is fine, unanswered (Singal 2016).

Therefore, it is important to analyse
resource allocation patterns for educa-
tion of cwps. The two broad research
questions the paper looked at are:
(i) Are union or state governments allo-
cating or spending enough money to
support the interventions like infra-
structure or human resources for educa-
tion of these children? (ii) How efficient
is the fund utilisation by the states?

Based on six states, namely Bihar,
Chhattisgarh, Maharashtra, Tamil Nadu,
Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal, an effort
has been made to see how they are
financing school education for cwbs.
The mix of states is intended to repre-
sent the four main regions of India, and
cover both better- and poor-performing
states in the education sector.

Identification of Beneficiaries

On the basis of the number of beneficiar-
ies identified, budgetary provisions and
allocations are made under different
programmes/schemes. The first roadblock
for any intervention to these children
emerges from the absence of standard
definition of disability and, hence, their
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coverage. The largest population survey,
Census 2001 had covered only five types
of disabilities (seeing, speech, hearing,
moving, and mental disability), while
Census 2011 had included information
pertaining to eight types of disabilities
(mental retardation, mental illness, any
other and multiple disability along with
first four from Census 2001) (MOSPI 2017).2
The ssa survey does not include chil-
dren who are outside the mainstream
education system. U-DISE (Unified Dis-
trict Information System for Education)
is the only data system that covers all
the 21 categories of disabilities specified
under the RPWD Act, 2016.

Due to these varying definitions and
data collection methodologies, data across
sources are not comparable. The number
of cwbs in the age group of 6-13 years
varies from 34 lakh in Census 2011 to 29
lakh in MHRD (2014) to 21 lakh in DISE
survey (2016-17). The discrepancy is more

prominent across states. For example, in
Uttar Pradesh, the number varies from 5.9
lakh in Census 2011 to 7.2 lakh by MHRD
to 2.1 lakh in the household survey carried
out under ssa (Table 1). Therefore, the ab-
sence of comprehensive data is not only
affecting planning and budgeting of the
educational schemes for the cwps, but
also preventing many of them from
claiming their right to education.

Budgetary Interventions

How a state plans and allocates its re-
sources for school education depends
on a number of indicators. Good policy
measures strike a judicious balance be-
tween different types of input, output
and outcome indicators to establish the
link between means and ends (Kundu
et al 2016).

A mapping of six study states on
available educational indicators for cwps
clearly portrays the vulnerability of

Table 1: Statewise Estimates of CWDs of 6-13 Age Groupby CWDs in accessing school educa-

DifferentInstitutions

tion (Table 2). Even after nine

States Census 2011 MHRD DISE SSA . .

oo 067 aom1s  years of implementation of the
Bihar 481106 3,01,087 177060 172,411 RTE Act that mandates universal
Chhattisgarh 76670 57433 62,630 44,892 enrolment and disabled-friendly
Maharashtra  4,04,735 293445 282685 226753 infrastructure norms in every
Tamil Nadu 139584 118057 137134 136134 ¢opool the figures for enrolment
UttarPradesh 592,641 729117 240,116 2,14,385 .
WestBengal 2,669,950 1,61,481 1,03,005 103917 and out-of—sch901 chlldren.dem-
Allindia 3455910 2897096 2095969 _ onstrate poor implementation of

Source: Census of India (2011); MHRD (2014, 2017b); NUEPA (2017a).

the act in reality.

Table 2: Select Indicators Related to School Education of CWDs

States % Schools with Ramp % Schools with CWSN 9% of CWSN % CWSN Out of School to
Friendly Toilets Enrolment to Total Enrolment  Total Out of School Children
Bihar 65.1 121 0.71 225
Chhattisgarh 66.2 50.0 115 46.1
Maharashtra 85.2 41.5 1.51 1.9
Tamil Nadu 66.9 21.2 117 27.0
Uttar Pradesh 715 15.1 0.54 30.5
West Bengal 58.3 1.4 0.77 21.3
India 61.3 224 0.94 28.1
Source: NUEPA (2017a); MHRD (2014).
Table 3: Expenditure for CWSN under SSA
States 2016-17 2017-18
Approved  Expenditure  Approved  Expenditure  Approved Approved  Expenditure Expenditure
Outlayfor ~ forCWSN  Outlayfor ~ forCWSN Outlayfor  Outlay for forCWSN  for CWSN as
CWSN (Zcrore)  CWSNas% as%of CWSN CWSN as % (% crore) CWSN % of
(% crore) of Total SSA  Approved (% crore) of Total SSA Approved
Approval Outlay for Approval Outlay for
CWSN CWSN
Bihar 54 20.5 0.6 38.1 52 0.49 24.3 46.8
Chhattisgarh 16 2.7 0.7 16.7 13 0.59 1.1 8.1
Maharashtra 76 574 3.3 751 68 2.78 59.3 87.2
Tamil Nadu 4 35 1.5 85.6 41 147 35.6 86.8
Uttar Pradesh 50 44.7 0.3 89 64 0.31 - -
West Bengal 45 32 1.0 70.9 31.2 0.6 253 81.0

The audited expenditure for SSA in Uttar Pradesh for 2017-18 not available.

Source: MHRD (2016, 2017b).
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Along with many other reasons, the
reasons for policy pronouncements for
cwbs not translating into expected out-
comes could either be because of major
gaps in the budgeting stage for the poli-
cy concerned and/or major gaps in the
implementation of the schemes.

The detailed demand for grants (DDGs),
the most disaggregated component of
the budget book of MHRD and MsJE of the
six study states, have been analysed for
three years: 2015-16 (A), 2016-17 (revised
estimates [RE]) and 2017-18 (budget esti-
mates [BE]). In order to capture the budg-
etary information on interventions for
cwbs under ssa and RMSA in a state
(that is, the union and state government
shares combined), data has been collect-
ed from the ssa portal and the rRmsA
portal. A detailed analysis of minutes of
Project Approval Board (pAB) meetings
of ssa and rmsA for 2016-17 and 2017-18
across six states has been carried out to
gauge the budgetary outlays approved
for different interventions of education
specific to cwps. Though, from 2018-19
onwards, the interventions for cwbs by
MHRD are going through smsa, but as the
scheme is in its initial phase with very
little information in the public domain,
the analysis is restricted till 2017-18.

Interventions by MHRD

To understand the quality of budgetary
interventions for cwps under ssa, the
analysis (Table 3) has looked specifically
at two financial indicators, namely ap-
proved outlay for total ssa and interven-
tions specific to cwps under ssa by the
PAB across states and expenditure for
cwbps under the scheme by centre and
respective states. Approved outlay reveals
the amount of money approved by PAB to
run a programme based on the annual
workplan submitted by states, whereas
“expenditure” is the audited expenditure
incurred to run the programme.

The Annual Work Plan and Budget
(awp&B) of these states show that as per
the scheme guidelines, all the study states
have identified a set of interventions for
promoting education of cwbs. Interven-
tions like salary of existing resource
teacher, residential and non-residential
training of cwbs, training of resource
persons, assistive aids and appliances
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and stipends are the most common line
items the states budgeted for.

An examination of the approved out-
lay for interventions specific to cwbps
in comparison to the total approved out-
lay for ssa shows a variation in share
from 0.3% in Uttar Pradesh to 3.3% in
Maharashtra in 2016-17 (Table 3). The
gap between approved outlay and the
actual expenditure confirms under-
utilisation of resources for education of
cwsN children.

For example, in Bihar, for a popula-
tion of 1.7 lakh cwbs, an outlay of 54
crore was approved in 2016-17, which is
0.6% of the total ssa outlay. Of this ap-
proved outlay for cwsN, only 21% has
been utilised. The expenditure is the least
for Chhattisgarh as the state spent only
Z2.7 crore for 53,057 identified cwsN,
that is, 508 per child per annum. Inter-
estingly, despite increase in approved
outlays for ssa in 2017-18, the share of
outlays for cwsn in the total ssa outlay
has decreased for all six states (Table 3).

This inefficient use of resources gets
reflected in outcomes. As per a report by
the Comptroller and Auditor General of
India (caG), between 2010 and 2016,
against 19.16 lakh identified cwsN in
AwpP&B, only 18.76 lakh children were
enrolled in schools. Further, against the
18.76 lakh children enrolled as cwsN,
only 2.09 lakh children had a disability
certificate. In Tamil Nadu, around
20,588 cwsNs, identified during 2016,
were not provided transportation, as
funds were not allotted for this compo-
nent by ssa, though funds were allotted
under the Inclusive Education for Dis-
abled (IED) (CAG 2017).

The picture is more disturbing at
the secondary level. Under rRmsA, the ap-
proved outlay for 1EDSS varies from 1.4
crore in Chhattisgarh to ?11.9 crore in
Uttar Pradesh (Table 4). Though the data

Table 4: Expenditure for CWSN under RMSA,
2017-18

States

Total RMSA IEDSS IEDSS as %

Approval Approval  of Total RMSA

(% crore) (R crore) Approval
Bihar 864 3.8 0.4
Chhattisgarh 389 1.4 0.4
Maharashtra 294 73.0 24.8
Tamil Nadu 449 11.8 2.6
Uttar Pradesh 316 1.9 38
West Bengal 242 6.8 2.8

Source: MHRD (2017¢).

Economic & Political WEEKLY OCTOBER 10, 2020

Figure 1: Budgetary Allocation for Scholarship of CWDs by Government of India (R crore)
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2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

Source: Union Budget Document, various years.

for funds released and actual expendi-
ture under IEDSS are not available in the
public domain, but the amount of ap-
proved fund clearly indicates how low
could have been the allocation and ac-
tual expenditure under this component.

Shortage of Special Educators

Recruitment and capacity building of
special teachers for cwsN is an impor-
tant intervention suggested under both
ssa and rRMsA. Teaching children with
special needs in regular classroom is a
process. However, teachers’ training with
a focus on “special children” is still in a
nascent phase in India. There are cur-
rently no pre-service training offered to
regular teachers that prepare them for
inclusive classroom teaching (NCERT
2006; Singal 2016). A study by Bharti
(2016) has shown that out of the 20,
in 19, BEd (General) programmes, inclu-
sive education was not mentioned in the
aims and objectives of the programme
being offered. Moreover, the module for
in-service teacher training is unidimen-
sional, short on techniques to teach
children with physical and learning dis-
abilities, and does not consider the cul-
tural and socio-economic diversity of
the country.

Despite these major issues, no addi-
tional efforts were recorded from any of
the states. Both ssa and rRMsA advocate
for empowering the regular teachers in
taking care of special educational needs.
However, it never indicates that special
educators are not needed. The paB for
RMSA observed that each study state is
suffering from acute shortage of special
educators. The awp&Bs of RMsA for the
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last few years show that not a single
study state has budgeted for special edu-
cators. In 2015, the Central Board of Sec-
ondary Education (cBsg) made it compul-
sory for its affiliated schools to appoint a
special educator (Choudhari 2015). How-
ever, in 2015-16, the Maharashtra gov-
ernment terminated appointments of all
special educators. Later, following a
court order, they restored the services
of 1EDSS teachers, but salaries were ap-
proved only for 70% of teachers. In West
Bengal, under the 1EDSS component,
positions for 483 special educators were
approved in 2016-17. However, till date,
no special educators have been recruited
by the state (MHRD 2017c).

Interventions

Along with mMHRD, at the union level,
the Department of Empowerment of Per-
sons with Disabilities under mMsJE pro-
vides financial assistance for the educa-
tion of cwbps under the Deendayal Disa-
bled Rehabilitation Scheme (DDRS). The
scheme provides grants-in-aid to NGos
for running special schools and vocational
training centres. The department assist-
ed 371 special schools during 2016-17.
However, the number of supported or-
ganisation is not commensurate with
the number of cwbs, especially in the
states like Uttar Pradesh, Maharashtra
and Bihar. Hence, there are chances of
large number of cwbs being left out of
the benefits of the scheme.

Pre-matric and post-matric scholarship
for the students with disabilities is an-
other major intervention of the depart-
ment. It is a central-sector scheme, which
implies 100% financing by the centre.
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However, in the last three years the al-
located fund by the Government of India
(Gor), especially for pre-matric scholar-
ship has not been utilised fully (Figure 1,
p 37). However, the states reported that
delayed release of grants by GoI, intro-
duction of e-portal for scholarships in
2015-16 has resulted in underutilisation
of the allocated fund (Lok Sabha Secre-
tariat 2018). Thus, there was undue delay
in the transfer of scholarship amount to
the beneficiary’s bank account, which
has huge implication on the education of
these students.

Table 5 shows the allocation and ex-
penditure of states in the last three years
in the context of all educational inter-
ventions for cwps by the nodal depart-
ment. In 2015-16 (A), while the six states
together spent %192 crore, this has in-
creased to ¥260 crore in 2017-18 (BE).
The six states together constitute 54% of
the cwps in the 6-17 age group and 2%
of total number of children aged 6-17
years (Census of India 2011). However,
the allocation for cwps in any of the
study states is not even 1% of the total
school education budget.

Table 5: Budgetary Interventions for School
Education Specific to CWDs

(R crore)*
States 2015-16(A)  2016-17 (RE)  2017-18 (BE)
Bihar 3.0 3.9 4.2
Chhattisgarh 104 1.7 179
Maharashtra 351 40.2 46.5
Tamil Nadu 53.0 68.6 66.3
Uttar Pradesh 52.0 58.5 724
West Bengal 38.1 435 52.3

*Total does not include expenditure on CWDs through SSA
and RMSA as the disaggregated data of allocation for SSA
and RMSA and expenditure for RMSA not available in the
public domain.

Source: Detailed Demand for Grants, State Budget 2016—17
and 2017-18.

A low approved outlay resulting in
lower allocation and even lower expend-
iture for education of cwbps across states
means that barrier-free school education
for cwps is not a priority for any state
government. This visible resource gap
in different interventions for cwbs is
because of gaps in planning to budget-
ing to implementation stages. An ab-
sence of realistic estimates of the num-
bers of children coping with various
types of disabilities is one of the crucial
factors for under-allocation.

NITI Aayog in its Action Agenda rec-
ommended awarding at least 4.8 lakh
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scholarships and fellowships to students
with disabilities over the three-year pe-
riod (2017-18 to 2019-20) of the action
plan (n1T1 Aayog 2017). The report sug-
gested giving out one-third of the schol-
arships by 2017-18, with a cost of ap-
proximately 34,729 per student. However,
the expenditure by states speaks vol-
umes about the importance attached by
state governments to issues faced by
cwps. To increase the unit cost in the
line of NI1TI Aayog’s recommendation,
the states need to increase their invest-
ments substantially for cwbps.

Innovative Initiatives by States

In the last 10 years, many of the states
have taken innovative initiatives towards
mainstreaming of education of cwbs.
For example, among the study states,
the Maharashtra government has selected
one school in urban/semi-urban blocks
and converted them into multipurpose
resource and training centre where cwps
from surrounding schools in the block
can come to avail of a broad spectrum of
services (SE Shagun web portal). From
2004, under ssa, the Uttar Pradesh gov-
ernment is carrying out co-educational,
residential bridge course for children with
hearing impairment and children who
are visually impaired. The government
has modified the form of these integration
camps as “accelerated learning camps”
since 2014-15. However, given the need,
these initiatives are minuscule.

Conclusions

An inclusive approach towards education
is a prerequisite for holistic development
of India. It is true that at the policy level,
the importance of inclusive education
was never contested. However, when
programmes were designed, the entire
population of cwbs was considered as a
homogeneous group. As a result, the
policy pronouncements in the sector
have been unable to optimally translate
government efforts into effective out-
comes on the ground.

The actual identification of cwbps is
one of the key elements in the design and
budgeting of programmes. The analysis
highlights a stark difference in the iden-
tified number of cwps between school
records and household-level survey data.
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As a result, there is visible resource gap in
each stage of policymaking starting from
planning to budget to implementation.

Thus, the first priority of the govern-
ment should be proper identification of
these children. In this process, it is crucial
to use a standard definition of disability by
different ministries/programmes. There
is a need for convergence in activities
between MHRD and MsJE. It could have
been ideal if all interventions for educa-
tion of cwps be shifted to MHRD.

A disability certificate is a basic docu-
ment required to avail benefits of various
interventions for education meant for
cwnbs and this is also the first stage where
exclusion happens. The Parliamentary
Standing Committee on Social Justice
and Empowerment found that out of 2.68
crore, only 57% person with disabilities
(pwps) had disability certificates till Au-
gust 2017 (Lok Sabha Secretariat 2018).
There is a need to simplify the process
of acquiring the disability certificate to
expand the coverage of beneficiaries.

The current analysis of six states finds
that policy interventions have not been
reciprocated by adequate allocations.
There is a need to invest adequately in
building disabled-friendly infrastructure
and recruiting special educators in every
school. Alternatively, special education
knowledge must be imparted to all teach-
ers in pre-service and in-service train-
ing. Financing should be made based
on the physical disabilities of children,
along with their learning disabilities.
States should allocate funds based on
the number of children and the catego-
ries they fall under.

These are some basic issues that have
not been addressed for long because ad-
dressing them means acknowledgement
of the issues, proper identification, and
prioritisation in terms of financial allo-
cations. Thus, clearly, if India wants to
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achieve the goal of inclusive education by
2030, there is need for a holistic approach
towards mainstreaming cwps along with
the deployment of adequate financial
resources and its efficient utilisation.

NOTES

1 According to Section 2(r) of the Rights of Per-
sons with Disabilities Act, 2016, a “person with
benchmark disability” means a person with not
less than 40% of a specified disability, as certi-
fied by the certifying authority.

2 The definition of different types of disabilities
used in Census 2011 has been discussed in
detail in the report “Disabled Persons in India:
A Statistical Profile 2016” by MOSPI 2017,
Pp 14-15.
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