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Abstract 

Background: Inclusive education ensures equitable learning opportunities for all children, including those 

with disabilities. Although India’s policy framework such as the RPwD Act (2016), RTE Act (2009), and 

NEP 2020 strongly supports inclusion, implementation gaps persist across schools. 

Method: This cross-sectional descriptive study examined inclusive education practices in 60 schools 

across 18 Indian states, including 38 CBSE and 22 other schools. Data were collected using a validated 

semi-structured questionnaire covering four domains: institutional characteristics, school policies, 

accessibility and safety, and administrative and pedagogical practices. 

Results: CBSE schools demonstrated better infrastructure, policy integration, and record management 

compared to other schools. Significant differences emerged in resource room availability (p = 0.001), 

inclusion in school plans (p = 0.005), accessible toilets (p = 0.009), teacher training (p = 0.05), and 

curriculum flexibility (p = 0.02). However, both groups showed limited collaboration with welfare 

departments and inadequate parental involvement. 

Conclusion: CBSE schools exhibit stronger inclusive practices than state board and government schools, 

though systemic challenges in teacher training, accessibility, and intersectoral coordination remain. 

Strengthening monitoring mechanisms and enhancing stakeholder engagement are crucial for advancing 

inclusive education in India. 

 

Keywords: Inclusive Education, CBSE Schools, Accessibility, Teacher Training, Disability Inclusion, 

Educational Policy 

 

Introduction 

Inclusive education (IE) refers to imparting the education to children including children with disabilities 

(CwDs) along with other in mainstream schools. Inclusive education advocates providing the equal 

opportunities and environments to every children that supports their growth (Guliya et al., 2023).  

Inclusive education is derived from the idea that diversity is a strength, and every child has a right to be 

educated in a common learning environment with suitable modifications, specialized instruction, and 

assistive technologies when needed (Guliya et al., 2023). 

The current status of IE in India reveals considerable progress at the policy level but ongoing challenges 

in practice, especially for students with disabilities (Rangarajan et al., 2025). A scoping review reported 

that despite a robust policy framework including the Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act (2016), Right 

to Education Act (2009), and National Education Policy 2020 implementation gaps persist in areas such 

as school accessibility, teacher preparedness, and student retention (Ruchika & Sharma, 2025). The NEP 
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2020 strongly emphasizes inclusive education, calling for better infrastructure, teacher training, flexible 

curricula, and IT-enabled solutions to support diverse learners (Ruchika & Sharma, 2025). However, 

Despite all these attempts, major challenges that are faced by schools include persistent disparities in 

access, retention, and achievement exist for children with disabilities and from marginalized 

communities, despite policy mandates (Gale et al., 2022). Myths and misconception in teachers, societal 

stigmas, and lack of flexible curriculum or suitable resources often hinder progress. Infrastructural issues, 

the absence of trained special educators, inaccessible school buildings, and poor digital access especially 

in low-income or rural areas create additional barriers (Rai & Kanvaria, 2025). Therefore, with this 

background, this is planned to understand the school policies and inclusive infrastructure, accessibility, 

safety, and support services and administrative, pedagogical, and capacity-building practices existing in 

Central Board of Secondary Education (CBSC) schools and other schools (schools affiliated to state 

government and state government owned schools) 

 

Method 

The study adopted a cross-sectional descriptive research design to understand inclusive education 

practices in CBSE and other schools across various states of India. A total of 60 schools participated in 

the study, comprising 38 CBSE and 22 other schools. The distribution of schools included Andhra Pradesh, 

Assam, Bihar, Chhattisgarh, Goa, Gujarat, Himachal Pradesh, Jammu & Kashmir, Jharkhand, Kerala, 

Madhya Pradesh, Puducherry, Rajasthan, and Uttarakhand — one school from each of these 14 states. 

Additionally, there were 6 schools from Punjab, Uttar Pradesh, and West Bengal; 17 schools from 

Karnataka; 6 schools from Haryana; 9 schools from Maharashtra; and 8 schools from Tamil Nadu and 

Telangana. 

The lead researcher, who is actively engaged in educational activities in primary and secondary schools 

and maintains an extensive professional network across India, facilitated the data collection. Using the 

researcher’s network and a snowball sampling technique, school administrators were directly contacted, 

the purpose of the study was explained, and both oral and written informed consent were obtained. Data 

were then collected using a semi-structured questionnaire between February 2025 to September 2025. 

 

Tools 

Data were collected using a semi-structured questionnaire developed by the researchers to assess inclusive 

education practices across schools. The tool included the domains such as institutional characteristics, 

school policies, accessibility, safety, and administrative practices.  

1. Institutional Characteristics included items such as What is the type of school management 

(private/government/other)? Where is the school located (urban/rural)? How many students are 

enrolled in the school? and Are teachers trained in inclusive education? 

2. School Policies related to Inclusive Education and Infrastructure used items such as: Does the school 

have a dedicated resource room for children with disabilities? Is there a written vision statement on 

inclusion? Are socially and educationally disadvantaged group (SEDG) parents part of the School 

Management Committee? Has the school ever rejected admission based on disability? and Is inclusive 

education integrated into the school improvement plan? 

3. Accessibility, Safety, and Support Services section included items on whether the school premises 

were accessible to children with disabilities, if regular safety audits were conducted, whether 
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emergency and helpline numbers were displayed, and if special toilets, inclusive playgrounds, and 

health check-ups were available. 

4. Finally, questions under Administrative, Pedagogical, and Capacity-Building Practices explored the 

existence of a grievance redressal mechanism, frequency of Block Education Officer (BEO) visits for 

inclusion monitoring, availability of timely funds and assistive devices, frequency of teacher training 

on inclusion, maintenance of records for continuous professional development, flexibility in 

curriculum, partnership with welfare departments, pupil–teacher ratio, counselling services, parent 

orientation, and adoption of Universal Design for Learning (UDL). 

These questions were developed based on the National Guidelines and Implementation Framework on 

Equitable and Inclusive Education, formulated by the Working Committee of Experts, Department of 

Education of Groups with Special Needs, National Council of Educational Research and Training, 

Government of India, New Delhi. The initial draft of the questionnaire was sent to content validation by 

five experts working in the education sector. Based on their feedback and suggestions, necessary 

modifications were made to ensure clarity, relevance, and comprehensiveness. The final version of the 

tool consisted of 40 items organized under four major domains: (i) Institutional Characteristics, (ii) School 

Policies Related to Inclusive Education and Infrastructure, (iii) Accessibility, Safety, and Support 

Services, and (iv) Administrative, Pedagogical, and Capacity-Building Practices. 

The collected data were analyzed using SPSS version 22. Since all variables were categorical in nature 

and the study aimed to compare two groups (CBSE and Other schools), the non-parametric Fisher’s Exact 

Test was used to examine group differences. A p-value of less than 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant for all analyses. 

 

Results 

Table 1: Institutional Characteristics 

Indicator Response Category 

CBSE 

(n=38) f 

(%) 

Other 

(n=22) f (%) 
df 

p-

value 

Type of school 
Private 36 (94.74%) 18 (81.82%) 

1 0.179 
Other 2 (5.26%) 4 (18.18%) 

Location of school 
Urban 21 (55.26%) 15 (68.18%) 

1 0.416 
Rural 17 (44.74%) 7 (31.82%) 

Number of students 
500+ 30 (78.95%) 10 (45.45%) 

1 0.01 
200–500 8 (21.05%) 12 (54.55%) 

Teachers trained in 

inclusive education 

More than half 20 (52.63%) 13 (59.09%) 
1 0.789 

Very few / none 18 (47.37%) 9 (40.91%) 

 

CBSE schools were predominantly private (94.74%) compared to state board and government schools 

(81.82%, p = 0.179). Urban location was slightly more common among state board and government 

schools (68.18%) than CBSE schools (55.26%, p = 0.416). CBSE schools were significantly more likely 

to have over 500 students (78.95%) than state board and government schools (45.45%, p = 0.01). Training 
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in inclusive education showed no significant difference: 52.63% of CBSE schools and 59.09% of state 

board and government schools reported that more than half their teachers were trained (p = 0.789). 

 

Table 2: School Policies and Inclusive Infrastructure 

Indicator Response Category 
CBSE 

(n=38) f (%) 

Other 

(n=22) f (%) 
df 

p-

value 

Dedicated resource 

room for CwDs 

Well equipped & 

functional 
11 (28.95%) 4 (18.18%) 

2 0.001 
Minimal 24 (63.16%) 7 (31.82%) 

None 3 (7.89%) 11 (50.00%) 

Written vision 

statement on inclusion 

Clearly written & 

displayed 
16 (42.11%) 5 (22.73%) 

2 0.009 Mentioned but not 

visible 
19 (50.00%) 11 (50.00%) 

Not at all 3 (7.89%) 6 (27.27%) 

SEDG parents in SMC 

Always 6 (15.79%) 1 (4.55%) 

2 0.455 Rarely / sometimes 26 (68.42%) 16 (72.73%) 

Never 6 (15.79%) 5 (22.73%) 

Admission rejection 

due to disability 

Never 24 (63.16%) 19 (86.36%) 
1 0.007 

Rarely / sometimes 14 (36.84%) 3 (13.64%) 

Encouraging out-of-

school CwDs 

Always 14 (36.84%) 9 (40.91%) 

2 0.769 Rarely / sometimes 22 (57.89%) 11 (50.00%) 

Never 2 (5.26%) 2 (9.09%) 

Inclusion in school 

improvement plans 

Fully integrated 18 (47.37%) 4 (18.18%) 

2 0.005 Partially included 13 (34.21%) 5 (22.73%) 

Occasionally 7 (18.42%) 13 (59.09%) 

 

SEDG: socially and educationally disadvantaged group, SMC: School Management Committee. 

CBSE schools more frequently reported having well-equipped and functional resource rooms for children 

with disabilities (28.95%) compared to state board and government schools (18.18%). Notably, half of the 

other schools have reported having no resource room at all (50.00%) versus only 7.89% of CBSE schools 

(p = 0.001). A clearly written and displayed vision statement on inclusion was present in 42.11% of CBSE 

schools, compared to 22.73% of state board and government schools (p = 0.009). Absence of any statement 

was more common in the latter (27.27%) than in CBSE schools (7.89%). Participation of socially and 

educationally disadvantaged group parents in school management committees showed no significant 

difference. Only 15.79% of CBSE schools and 4.55% of state board and government schools reported 

consistent involvement (p = 0.455). Admission rejection due to disability was significantly less common 

in state board and government schools (13.64%) than in CBSE schools (36.84%, p = 0.007). Efforts to 

encourage out-of-school children with disabilities showed similar patterns across both groups, with 

36.84% of CBSE schools and 40.91% of state board and government schools reporting consistent outreach 
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(p = 0.769). Inclusion in school improvement plans was more fully integrated in CBSE schools (47.37%) 

than in state board and government schools (18.18%, p = 0.005). 

 

Table 3: Accessibility, Safety, and Support Services 

Indicator Response Category 

CBSE 

(n=38) f 

(%) 

Other 

(n=22) f (%) 
df 

p-

value 

Accessibility of 

facilities 

Fully accessible 27 (71.05%) 13 (59.09%) 
1 0.401 

Partly accessible 11 (28.95%) 9 (40.91%) 

Safety audits 
Regularly done 25 (65.79%) 15 (68.18%) 

1 1 
Rarely done 13 (34.21%) 7 (31.82%) 

Display of emergency 

& helpline numbers 

Clearly displayed 24 (63.16%) 11 (50.00%) 

1 0.411 Not displayed / not 

accessible 
14 (36.84%) 11 (50.00%) 

Special/adapted toilets 

for CwDs 

Available & functional 20 (52.63%) 11 (50.00%) 

2 0.009 Sometimes usable 14 (36.84%) 4 (18.18%) 

Not available 4 (10.53%) 7 (31.82%) 

Playground facilities 

for CwDs 

Inclusive & accessible 14 (36.84%) 6 (27.27%) 

2 0.138 Minimal 19 (50.00%) 8 (36.36%) 

None 5 (13.16%) 8 (36.36%) 

Updated data of CwDs 

Regularly updated 18 (47.37%) 7 (31.82%) 

2 0.009 Occasionally updated 18 (47.37%) 7 (31.82%) 

No data 2 (5.26%) 8 (36.36%) 

Awareness activities 

for inclusion 

Regularly 18 (47.37%) 8 (36.36%) 

2 0.285 Occasionally 17 (44.74%) 9 (40.91%) 

Never 3 (7.89%) 5 (22.73%) 

Collaboration with 

NGOs/community 

Frequently 8 (21.05%) 5 (22.73%) 

2 0.776 Occasionally 21 (55.26%) 10 (45.45%) 

Never 9 (23.68%) 7 (31.82%) 

Parent involvement in 

inclusive planning 

Actively involved 14 (36.84%) 5 (22.73%) 

2 0.489 Minimal 20 (52.63%) 15 (68.18%) 

Not involved 4 (10.53%) 2 (9.09%) 

 

NGO: Non-Governmental Organisation 

CBSE schools more often reported fully accessible facilities (71.05%) compared to state board and 

government schools (59.09%), though the difference was not statistically significant (p = 0.401). Regular 

safety audits were reported at similar rates in both groups (CBSE: 65.79%, other: 68.18%, p = 1.000). 

Emergency and helpline numbers were clearly displayed in 63.16% of CBSE schools and 50.00% of state 

board and government schools (p = 0.411). Special or adapted toilets for children with disabilities were 
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significantly more available and functional in CBSE schools (52.63%) than in state board and government 

schools (50.00%), nearly one third of other schools did not have adapted toilet facilities (31.82%, p = 

0.009). Inclusive playground facilities were reported by 36.84% of CBSE schools and 27.27% of state 

board and government schools, but the difference was not significant (p = 0.138). CBSE schools more 

frequently maintained regularly updated data on children with disabilities (47.37%) compared to state 

board and government schools (31.82%, p = 0.009). Awareness activities for inclusive education were 

regularly conducted in 47.37% of CBSE schools and 36.36% of state board and government schools (p = 

0.285). Collaboration with NGOs or community groups showed no significant difference, with occasional 

engagement reported by 55.26% of CBSE schools and 45.45% of other schools (p = 0.776). Active parent 

involvement in inclusive planning was higher in CBSE schools (36.84%) than in state board and 

government schools (22.73%, p = 0.489). Overall, CBSE schools demonstrated stronger infrastructure and 

data practices for inclusion, with significant differences in toilet availability and data maintenance. 

 

Table 4: Administrative, Pedagogical, and Capacity-Building Practices 

Indicator Response Category 

CBSE 

(n=38) f 

(%) 

Other 

(n=22) f (%) 
df 

p-

value 

Grievance redressal 

mechanism 

Well established 22 (57.89%) 9 (40.91%) 

2 0.435 Rarely 13 (34.21%) 11 (50.00%) 

Not at all 3 (7.89%) 2 (9.09%) 

BEO visits for 

inclusion monitoring 

Never 12 (31.58%) 7 (31.82%) 

2 1 Once or twice a year 13 (34.21%) 8 (36.36%) 

Rarely 13 (34.21%) 7 (31.82%) 

Timely 

funds/incentives for 

CwDs 

Always 7 (18.42%) 3 (13.64%) 

2 0.937 Never 19 (50.00%) 11 (50.00%) 

Sometimes 12 (31.58%) 8 (36.36%) 

Assistive devices from 

government 

Adequate & timely 4 (10.53%) 5 (22.73%) 

2 0.207 Inadequate 2 (5.26%) 3 (13.64%) 

Not received 32 (84.21%) 14 (63.64%) 

Health check-ups / 

immunization support 

Never 7 (18.42%) 5 (22.73%) 

2 0.94 Occasionally 14 (36.84%) 7 (31.82%) 

Regularly 17 (44.74%) 10 (45.45%) 

Vocational / skill 

training support 

Fully available 11 (28.95%) 3 (13.64%) 

2 0.408 Not available 13 (34.21%) 9 (40.91%) 

Partially available 14 (36.84%) 10 (45.45%) 

Responsiveness of 

BEO regarding 

inclusion 

Not at all 15 (39.47%) 9 (40.91%) 

2 0.48 Sometimes 17 (44.74%) 7 (31.82%) 

Very responsive 6 (15.79%) 6 (27.27%) 

Sending teachers for 

inclusive training 

Rarely 20 (52.63%) 17 (77.27%) 
1 0.05 

Regularly 18 (47.37%) 5 (22.73%) 
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Orientation sessions on 

child rights & 

inclusion 

Frequently 15 (39.47%) 8 (36.36%) 

1 0.517 
Sometimes 23 (60.53%) 14 (63.64%) 

Records of teachers’ 

CPD hours 

Not maintained 4 (10.53%) 5 (22.73%) 

2 0.04 Rarely maintained 11 (28.95%) 11 (50.00%) 

Well maintained 23 (60.53%) 6 (27.27%) 

Ensuring pupil–

teacher ratio 

Rarely monitored 11 (28.95%) 9 (40.91%) 
1 0.401 

Strictly maintained 27 (71.05%) 13 (59.09%) 

Flexibility in 

curriculum 

Always 17 (44.74%) 8 (36.36%) 

2 0.02 Sometimes 20 (52.63%) 8 (36.36%) 

Never 1 (2.63%) 6 (27.27%) 

Tracking and follow-

up of dropouts 

Always 17 (44.74%) 9 (40.91%) 

2 0.875 Sometimes 16 (42.11%) 9 (40.91%) 

Never 5 (13.16%) 4 (18.18%) 

Counselling for 

adolescence-related 

issues 

Regularly 23 (60.53%) 13 (59.09%) 

1 0.563 
Occasionally 15 (39.47%) 9 (40.91%) 

Partnership with 

health/social welfare 

departments 

Frequently 8 (21.05%) 5 (22.73%) 

2 0.05 Occasionally 19 (50.00%) 5 (22.73%) 

Never 11 (28.95%) 12 (54.55%) 

Records of aids, 

appliances & services 

Not maintained 8 (21.05%) 8 (36.36%) 

2 0.382 Rarely maintained 19 (50.00%) 8 (36.36%) 

Regularly maintained 11 (28.95%) 6 (27.27%) 

Orientation for 

parents on inclusive 

practices 

Frequently 12 (31.58%) 5 (22.73%) 

2 0.144 Sometimes 23 (60.53%) 11 (50.00%) 

Never 3 (7.89%) 6 (27.27%) 

Door-to-door / 

community awareness 

drives 

Never 15 (39.47%) 8 (36.36%) 

2 0.546 Occasionally 16 (42.11%) 12 (54.55%) 

Regularly 7 (18.42%) 2 (9.09%) 

Guidance from 

Inclusive Education 

Coordinators 

Never 7 (18.42%) 7 (31.82%) 

2 0.421 Sometimes 20 (52.63%) 11 (50.00%) 

Regularly 11 (28.95%) 4 (18.18%) 

Adoption of Universal 

Design for Learning 

Fully adopted 4 (10.53%) 3 (13.64%) 

2 0.736 Partly adopted 20 (52.63%) 13 (59.09%) 

Not at all 14 (36.84%) 6 (27.27%) 

Encourage teachers to 

innovate inclusive 

practices 

Always 24 (63.16%) 14 (63.64%) 

2 0.597 
Sometimes 14 (36.84%) 8 (36.36%) 
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BEO: Block Education Officer, CPD: Continues professional Development 

CBSE schools more frequently reported well-established grievance redressal mechanisms (57.89%) than 

state board and government schools (40.91%, p = 0.435). Block Education Officer visits for monitoring 

were almost same across both groups, with one-third reporting no visits (p = 1.000). Timely provision of 

funds and incentives for children with disabilities remained low in both CBSE (18.42%) and other schools 

(13.64%, p = 0.937). Government assistive devices were not received by a majority of CBSE schools 

(84.21%) and other schools as well (63.64%, p = 0.207). Health check-ups and immunization support were 

regularly provided in comparable proportions (CBSE: 44.74%, other: 45.45%, p = 0.94). Vocational 

training was fully available in 28.95% of CBSE schools compared to 13.64% of other schools (p = 0.408). 

Responsiveness of BEOs regarding inclusion was low across both groups (39.47% of CBSE and 40.91% 

of other schools (p = 0.48). CBSE schools’ teachers had inclusive education training more regularly 

(47.37%) than other schools (22.73%, p = 0.05). Records of teachers’ continuing professional 

development or continuing rehabilitation education hours were well maintained in 60.53% of CBSE 

schools than 27.27% of other schools (p = 0.04). Flexibility in curriculum was more commonly reported 

in CBSE schools (44.74% V/S other schools (36.36%, p = 0.02). Tracking and follow-up of dropouts, 

counselling for adolescence-related issues, and orientation sessions on child rights showed similar patterns 

across both groups [p > 0.5]. Partnerships with health and social welfare departments were more frequent 

in CBSE schools (21.05%) than in other schools (22.73%), but other schools more often reported no 

collaboration (54.55%, p = 0.05). Orientation for parents on inclusive practices was more frequent in 

CBSE schools (31.58%) than in other schools (22.73%, p = 0.144). Door-to-door awareness drives and 

guidance from Inclusive Education Coordinators showed no significant differences (p > 0.4). Adoption of 

universal design for learning remained partial in both groups (CBSE: 52.63%, other: 59.09%, p = 0.736). 

Both groups equally encouraged teachers to innovate inclusive practices (CBSE: 63.16%, other: 63.64%, 

p = 0.597). Overall, CBSE schools demonstrated stronger practices in teacher training, curriculum 

flexibility, and record-keeping, with statistically significant differences in three indicators. Most other 

administrative and pedagogical practices showed comparable patterns across school types. 

 

Discussion 

School Policies related Inclusive education Infrastructure 

Our study showed that CBSE schools demonstrated a higher prevalence of dedicated resource rooms for 

children with disabilities (CwDs), which is aligning with findings from the Tripura study on school 

readiness (Bhan & Panshikar, 2023). In contrast, half of the Other schools lacked such facilities, consistent 

with reports of infrastructural gaps in Karnataka schools (Ramchand, 2025). The presence of written 

inclusion statements was more common in CBSE schools in the their vision statement, which corresponds 

with policy integration trends noted in the national educational policy 2020 implementation review 

(Kaushik, 2024). Parental participation in school management committees showed no significant 

difference, and low engagement levels were comparable to those observed in Delhi-based studies on 

barriers to inclusive education (Bhatnagar & Das, 2014). Further, schools rejecting admission to CwDs 

were found to be lower in other schools than in CBSE schools. However, a study on inclusive education 

for children with special needs and the findings of the new education policy 2020 were contrasted with 

this study and reported, with zero-rejection policy uptake in private institutions (Gupta & Kumari, 2025). 

Both group schools made almost equal efforts to re-enrol dropout children; these findings align with 

studies on the implementation of RTE and NEP policies at the national level  (Singh & Narayanan, 2023). 
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CBSE schools reported integrating inclusive education more frequently into school improvement plans 

than other schools. A study from West Bengal reported a similar observation (Kumar & Banerji, 2025). 

These findings may be attributed to differential policy adherence, resource allocation, and administrative 

oversight. 

 

Accessibility, Safety, and Support Services 

Our study showed that both CBSE and other schools had adequate accessibility facilities for CwDs and 

conducted regular safety audits. This reflects the implementation of the Samagra Shiksha scheme, which 

includes accessible infrastructure such as ramps, handrails, disabled-friendly toilets, and accessible 

entrances to facilitate ease of movement for children with disabilities (Kumar & Banerji, 2024). Similarly, 

a report on limited disaster preparedness and safety implementation made a similar observation (Bano & 

Kushwaha, 2023; Gautham et al., 2020). More than 50% of both schools have displayed the Childline 

number on their premises. However, displaying the childline number is mandatory under RTE; it still 

needs proper implementation (Sharma & Gupta, 2007). CBSE schools had built adequate adapted toilet 

facilities for CwDs than other schools, as per the recent CBSE report, which states that 27% of Indian 

schools have CwD-friendly toilets, and among these, many face challenges related to maintenance and 

functionality (Chauhan et al., 2022). Further findings show that nearly one-third of CBSE schools reported 

having inclusive playground facilities, whereas only 27% of other schools did. Inclusive playgrounds 

featuring accessible equipment, such as wheelchair-friendly ramps, sensory play elements, and adaptive 

swings, remain the exception rather than the norm in most Indian schools (Aruldas et al., 2023). The 

significant challenges schools face in building inclusive playgrounds include funding constraints, limited 

space, and inadequate planning focused on inclusivity in school infrastructure. CBSE schools are better at 

maintaining the CwDs data than other schools, which calls for improved data systems  (Naraian et al., 

2023). Both schools are conducting the CwDs-related awareness programs in collaboration with NGOs 

and other institutions. However, parents' involvement in the program remains low in both schools, 

reflecting inadequate preparation, which is a significant barrier to the implementation of inclusive 

parenting (Kaur & Salian, 2025; Mosia & Lephoto, 2023). 

 

Administrative, Pedagogical, and Capacity-Building Practices related to inclusive education 

our study showed that more than 50% of CBSE had a grievance redressal unit than other schools (40%). 

As per the NCRET, schools must have a grievance redressal unit. These findings align with reports of 

weak grievance systems under the Right to Education Act, which often fail to resolve issues effectively 

(Bhattacharjee & Mysoor, 2016; Robinson, 2015). Both schools reported that BEO visits are infrequent 

and that they have not received timely funds or incentives for CwDs, indicating excessive workload and 

time constraints, as well as poor fund release (Kundu & Rice, 2019). Health check-up camps, 

immunisation drives, and vocational training are being conducted more frequently in both schools. 

However, sometimes reaching remote areas, parental hesitancy, and poor follow-up prevent people from 

attending it (Chandra, 2024) 

Further findings show that CBSC school teachers had adequate training in inclusive education than other 

school teachers. This reflects the effective implementation of the Inclusive Education Scheme 2025, which 

provides comprehensive training for teachers on inclusive teaching strategies, special needs awareness, 

adaptive learning tools, and assessment techniques (S. Ahuja et al., 2020; Ramchand, 2025). CBSE 

schools maintained CwDS records well, actively conducted presentations on child rights and inclusive 
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education, and adopted and modified the curriculum to suit CwDs. The findings indicate that the 

performance of CBSE schools in these areas may be attributed to school polices and vision and mission 

(Tiwari, 2024). Pupil–teacher ratios were more strictly maintained in CBSE schools (71.1%) than in others 

(59.1%), reflecting broader gaps in monitoring  (Kundu & Rice, 2019). Dropout tracking and counselling 

services were similar across groups, consistent with mixed implementation of support systems (Jha & 

Kumar, 2025). Partnerships with health and welfare departments were less frequent in other schools, with 

a near-significant difference, and they reported concerns about limited intersectoral collaboration (Opoku-

Nkoom & Ackah-Jnr, 2023). Adoption of Universal Design for Learning and encouragement of teacher 

innovation were common across both groups, consistent with the partial integration of inclusive strategies 

(V. Ahuja & Arora, 2024). 

 

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research Directions (150 words) 

The study's strengths include its involvement of schools in many states, which helps us understand how 

these schools are practising inclusive education. Since we collected the data directly from the school 

administrator, this ensures the reliability. The questionnaire was developed in accordance with the NCRET 

guidelines, which covered the most important aspects of inclusive education. Limitations include that this 

study is cross-sectional and used a self-reported questionnaire, which may introduce reporting and recall 

biases. Unequal sample sizes between CBSE schools and other schools might introduce statistical bias. 

Future research should focus on longitudinal studies to understand the impact of policy and programs 

related to inclusive education. Qualitative studies are to be conducted to provide a more detailed 

understanding of teachers, parents, and students regarding inclusive education. 

 

Conclusion 

Overall, the study showed that a significant number of CBSE schools are following inclusive education 

practices than other schools. However, in specific areas such as providing funding to CwDs, assistive 

devices, adaptive toilets, BEO monitoring related to inclusive education, policy implementation needs 

stronger monitoring from the Government and school management as well. 
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