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Chapter One Introduction

Children with physical, mental, emotional and social disabilities have an equal right to
play opportunities. Choice and diversity are considered as the key successful factors
in providing the physical environment for children with disabilities (Moore, Goltsman,
laofano, 1992).The purpose of this study is to determine what settings in a playground
offer the greatest play value for the children with disabilities as well as able-bodies,
hence supporting the Guidelines development and preparation.

The study is designed to assist in the provision of a quality play environment and play
opportunities to children with disability, educate the public, children’s service
providers and parents about the vision and implementation of ‘inclusive play’, and
work with policy makers, the government, playground developers and professionals to
introduce better mechanisms and policies for a more inclusive society.

The Social Sciences Research Centre (HKUSSRC) of the University of Hong Kong
was commissioned by the Playright and UNICEF to conduct this study using a
self-administered questionnaire for the parents/guardians of children with disability
about the quality play environment and play opportunities for children with
disabilities.
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Chapter Two Research Methodology

2.1 Study Design

The selected approach for collecting opinions from the target parents/guardians was
self-administered questionnaire. This approach was intended to let parents provide
information and opinions on their own, so a fair, genuine and comprehensive portrait
of opinions and concerns could be obtained from the targeted parents/guardians.

2.2 Selection and Recruitment of Parents

Target parents/guardians of the Study was recruited by the Playright, an invitation and
a copy of the questionnaire were sent to the parents/guardians via 10 schools and 9
centres by Playright or HKUSSRC. The completed questionnaires were returned
through their schools or centre.

2.3 Ethics

Ethical approval was obtained from the Human Research Ethics Committee for
Non-Clinical Faculties of The University of Hong Kong prior to the commencement
of the Study.

2.4 Assessment Tools

With reference to “The Good Play Space Guide: “I Can Play Too” published by the
Department for Victorian Communities in February 2007 and “Inclusive Play Design
Guide” published by Playworld Systems in May 2012, a structured bilingual (in
Chinese and English) questionnaire was used for the Study:

2.5 Pilot Study

A pilot study comprising 5 questionnaires completed by parents was conducted by the
representatives of Playright in two schools in June 2013 to assess the clarity and
comprehensibility of the questionnaire and to test the logistics of the Study. The data
collected from these pilot questionnaires were not counted as part of the survey report
while the questionnaires were slightly modified after the pilot study.
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2.6 Data Collection

Questionnaires of parents/guardians were sent to all participating schools/centres.
Teachers  distributed the parent/guardian  questionnaires to  consenting
parents/guardians of children with disability for completion at home. Completed
parent questionnaires were returned to the school via the students. Afterwards,
representatives from Playright collected the parent/guardian questionnaires from all
participating schools/centres or the schools/centres returned the completed
questionnaires by mail to HKUSSRC. A total of 162 questionnaires were sent to
schools / centers, 148 completed questionnaires were returned, including a blank
questionnaire.

2.7 Fieldwork Period

The self-administered questionnaires were distributed to the 10 schools, 9 centres and
others between 8" and 31" July 2013. Completed questionnaires of
parents/guardians were returned and collected via the schools or by post from July to
August 2013.

2.8 Quality Control

The following quality control (QC) measures were incorporated in the Study:

® The data collected were subjected to range checking and logical checking.
Unclear and illogical answers were recoded as invalid.

® Questionnaires with more than half of the questions unanswered were regarded
as incomplete questionnaire and excluded from analysis.

® Any missing answer in a corresponding question would be excluded from
analysis.
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2.9 Statistical Analysis and Presentation of Survey Results

The profiles of parents/guardians are based on analysis of demographic and
socio-economic variables. Parents/guardians were asked to rate adequacy on an
eleven-point scale (0-completely inadequate, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-completely
adequate).  Levels of importance were measured on an eleven-point scale
(O-completely not important, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-very important/essential).
Parents/guardians were asked to rate their agreement on an eleven-point scale
(O-completely disagree, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10-strongly agree). The ratings above 5
are classified as adequate, important or agreed with the issues.

The statistical software, SPSS for Windows version 20.0 was used to perform all
statistical analysis. All results are presented in percentage form unless otherwise
stated. For tables presented in this report, figures may not add up to totals due to
rounding. Comparison of data was performed using crosstabulations, one-way
frequency tables, and the statistical tests were conducted at 0.05 significance level.
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Chapter Three Findings of the Survey

3.1 Parents/Guardians Profile

The sample size for the survey was 147 parents/guardians.

Parents/guardians provided information such as age and relationship with their
children with disability, which type of disabilities their children have, education level
and monthly household income.

Table 3.1 indicates that the mean and median ages of the parents/quardians’ first child

with disability were 9.5 and 8 years respectively. The mean and median ages of the
parents/guardians’ second child were 7.4 and 6 years respectively.

Table 3.1: Age of children with disability
Their first Their Their third | Their fourth
child with second child child with child with

disability with disability | disability
disability
9.5 7.4 6.1 6.0
8 6 5 6
25 23 19

Returned
guestionnaires with 142 45 9 1

answered
Missing data of
returned 5 102 138 146

guestionnaires
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Figure 3.1 indicates that over three quarters of the questionnaires were completed by
the mothers alone (78%), followed by fathers alone (16%) and grandparents (4%)
One questionnaire was completed by both mother and father.

Figure 3.1:  Relationship with children with disability

78%

Mother

Father

Grandparents

Reletive/guardian

Father and mother

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

(Base: All questionnaires excluding missing data = 142)
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Figure 3.2 indicates that two-fifths of the parents/guardians reported that their
children had oral disabilities (40%), followed by intellectual disabilities (36%).
Over one-fifth of them reported that their children had aural disabilities (26%) or
autism (23%). Only 5% of them reported that their children had physical disabilities
and 1% had visual disabilities.

Figure 3.2:  Children with disability have which type of disabilities (Multiple
responses were allowed)

Oral disabilities 40%
Intellectual disabilities
Aural disabilities
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Learning disabilities

Physical disabilities
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(Base: All questionnaires excluding refuse to answer and missing data = 141)
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Figure 3.3 indicates that over half of parents/guardians (57%) had secondary
education, while 24% had tertiary or above education.

Figure 3.3:  Education level of parents/guardians

Tertiary or above
Secondary
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Refuse to answer 8%
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(Base: All questionnaires excluding missing data = 144)
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Figure 3.4 indicates that the median monthly household income of the
parents/guardians was HK$10,000 to HK$19,000.

Figure 3.4:  Household income of parents/guardians

$60,000 or above
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$25,000-$39,999
$20,000-524,999
$10,000-$19,999 30%
$9,999 or below

Not sure/ refuse to answer

32%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

(Base: All questionnaires excluding missing data = 146)
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3.2 Experience of Playing in a Playground

In this section, the parents/guardians were asked about the frequency that they bring
their children with disability to play in a playground and to rate the adequacy of the
playgrounds for their children with disability as well as the importance of their
children with disability being able to carry out outdoor activities in a suitable
playground.

Figure 3.5 shows that over two thirds of the parents/guardians (71%) reported that
there was a playground near where they lived, which was suitable for their children
with disability to play in, while one-fifth of them (20%) reported that there wasn’t any.
However, 9% of them didn’t know whether there was a suitable playground near
where they lived.

Figure 3.5:  Whether there was a suitable playground near to where they lived

No
(20%)

Yes
(71%)

Don't
know
(9%)

(Base: All questionnaires excluding missing data = 146)
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Parents/guardians were asked to rate their views on the adequacy of the number of
playground suitable for their children with disability to play in.

Figure 3.6 shows that 48% the parents/guardians rated the adequacy of playgrounds
suitable for their children with disability to play in as 4 or below, so they believed that

the number of playgrounds suitable for their children were inadequate.

The mean

adequacy rating of parents/guardians for the number of playgrounds suitable for their
children with disability to play in was 4.2.

Figure 3.6:  Adequacy rating of parents/guardians for the number of playgrounds
suitable for their children with disability to play in
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(Base: All questionnaires excluding “don’t know” = 143)
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Parents/guardians were asked to rate the importance of their children with disability
being able to carry out outdoor activities in a suitable playground.

Figure 3.7 shows that 84% the parents/guardians rated the importance of their children
with disability being able to carry out outdoor activities in a suitable playground as 6
or above, so nearly all parents/guardians believed that it was important that their
children with disability could carry out outdoor activities in a suitable playground.
The mean importance rating by parents/guardians was 8.5.

Figure 3.7:  Importance rating of parents/guardians with their children with
disability can carry out outdoor activities in a suitable playground.
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Parents/guardians were asked whether their children with disability played in a
playground! excluding those playgrounds that were required before attending the
inclusive playground visit in the past three months. Among those parents/guardians
whose children with disability played in a playground were further asked about their
frequency of playing and average time spent for playing in the playground in the past
three months.

Figure 3.8 shows that over two thirds of the parents/guardians (69%) reported that
their children with disability played in a playground in the past three months.
Among them, about a quarter of them (24%) reported that their children with
disability played in a playground at least once a week in the past three months, while
26% reported that at least once a month.

Those parents/guardians who reported that there was a playground near where they
lived which was suitable for their children with disability to play in were more likely
than their respective counterparts to report that their children with disability played in
a playground in the past three months.

Figure 3.8:  Whether the parents/guardians’ children with disability played in a
playground in the past three months and their frequency of playing in a playground

More than 4
times per month

R

1-3 times
per week
No 21%
25% g:;, 1-3 times
More than 4 per month
times per week 29%
3%
Can’t remember
Can't 39
remember - Less than 1 time
5% per month

7%

(Base: Those respondents whose children with disability played in a playground in the
past three months = 102)

! Excluding those playgrounds that were required before attending the inclusive playground visit as

part of the focus group discussion
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Figure 3.9 shows that slightly over half of the parents/guardians (52%) reported that
the average time their children with disability spent playing was 30 minutes to less
than one hour for playing in the playground among those children with disability
played in a playground in the past three months. Further, 20% of them reported that
their children with disability on average played less than 30 minutes in the playground
in the past months.

Figure 3.9:  On average time spent in playing in the playground in the past three
months.
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(Base: Those respondents whose children with disability played in a playground in the
past three months = 102)

Social Sciences Research Centre, The University of Hong Kong 17



3.3 Physical Experiences in a Playground

All parents/guardians were asked to rank the three favourite experiences amongst
eight presented physical experiences in a playground. Figure 3.10 shows that about
a third of them ranked sliding as the most favourite physical experiences of their
children with disability (32%), followed by swinging (30%) and climbing (18%).

Combing the three favourite experiences, the most popular physical experiences in a
playground were also sliding (74%), followed by swinging (62%) and climbing
(43%).

Figure 3.10: Ranking of physical experiences in a playground of their children with
disability

. : 32%
Sliding 1" 21%
i 21%
o ' ; 30%
Swinging "22%
1%
o ' 18%
Climbing 14%
_ "11%
8%
Rocking 14%
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10%
) | 6%
Balancing 6%
15%
_ . 2%
Spinning/Rotating 9%
15%
Movement Experience from a 33;‘;/;
Wheelchair 1 1% ?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
= The most favourite B The second most favourite B The third most favourite

(Base: All questionnaires excluding missing data: the most favourite = 144, the
second most faviourite = 139 and the third most favourite = 136)
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All parents/guardians were asked to rate the importance of having recreational
equipment in a playground to meet the physical experience needs of their children
with disability.

Figure 3.11 shows that 81% the parents/guardians rated the importance of having the
recreational equipment in a playground to meet the physical experience needs of
children with disability as 6 or above, so they believed that the recreational equipment
in a playground to meet the physical experience needs of children with disability was
important. The mean importance rating of this aspect was 8.1.

Figure 3.11:  Importance rating of the recreational equipment in a playground to
meet the physical experience needs of their children with disability
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(Base: All questionnaires excluding “don’t know” and missing data = 140)
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3.4 Sensory Experiences in a Playground

All parents/guardians were asked to rank the three favourite experiences amongst five
sensory experiences in a playground. Figure 3.12 shows that about a third of them
ranked auditory as the most favourite sensory experiences in a playground of their
children with disability (32%), followed by tactile (31%) and cozy places (20%).

Combing the three favourite experiences, the most popular sensory experiences in a
playground were tactile (79%), followed by cozy places (66%) and auditory (63%).

Figure 3.12:  Ranking of sensory experiences in a playground of their children with
disability
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Cozy Places
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Visual
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Interaction with Natural
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Features 17%
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(Base: All questionnaires excluding missing data: the most favourite = 143, the
second most faviourite = 139 and the third most favourite = 135)
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All parents/guardians were asked to rate the importance of having recreational
equipment in a playground to meet the sensory experience needs of their children with
disability.

Figure 3.13 shows that 87% the parents/guardians rated the importance of having the
recreational equipment in a playground to meet the sensory experience needs of
children with disability as 6 or above, so they believed that the recreational equipment
in a playground to meet the sensory experience needs of children with disability was
important. The mean importance rating of this aspect was 8.3.

Figure 3.13:  Importance rating of the recreational equipment in a playground to
meet the sensory experience needs of their children with disability
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3.5 Social experiences in a playground

All parents/guardians were asked to rank the three favourite experiences amongst four
social experiences in a playground. Figure 3.14 shows that about a third of them
ranked cooperative play as the most favourite social experiences in a playground of
their children with disability (37%), followed by loose parts (29%) and dramatic &

Imaginative play (25%).

Combing the three favourite experiences, the most popular sensory experiences in a
playground were cooperative play (86%), followed by dramatic & imaginative play

(82%) and loose parts (76%).

Figure 3.14: Ranking of social experiences in a playground of their children with

disability
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(Base: All questionnaires excluding missing data: the most favourite = 143, the
second most faviourite = 139 and the third most favourite = 135)
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All parents/guardians were asked to rate the importance of having recreational
equipment in a playground to meet the social experience needs of their children with
disability.

Figure 3.15 shows that 83% the parents/guardians rated the importance of having the
recreational equipment in a playground to meet the social experience needs of
children with disability as 6 or above, so they believed that the recreational equipment
in a playground to meet the social experience needs of children with disability was
important. The mean importance rating of this aspect was 7.8.

Figure 3.15:  Importance rating of the recreational equipment in a playground to
meet the social experience needs of their children with disability
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3.6 Overall Agreement with Physical Experiences, Sensory Experiences and
Social Experiences in a playground

All parents/guardians were asked to rate their agreement level that the recreational
equipment in a playground should cover all three of physical experiences, sensory
experiences and social experiences for their children with disability.

Figure 3.16 shows that 79% the parents/guardians rated the agreement level as 6 or
above, so they agreed the recreational equipment in a playground should cover all
three types of experiences for their children with disability. The mean agreement

rating of this aspect was 7.9.

Figure 3.16:

Agreement that the recreational equipment in a playground should

cover all three of physical experiences, sensory experiences and social experiences for

their children with disability
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3.7 Importance of the Different Elements of the Design of the Play Space and
Surrounding Environment in a Playground

All parents/guardians were asked to rate the importance of the seven elements of the
design of the play space and surrounding environment in a playground for a child with
disability.

Figure 3.17 shows that 94% the parents/guardians rated the importance of the
protective surfacing materials that beneath and immediately adjacent to the play
equipment should be safe for children to contact without any hazards as 6 or above, so
they believed this element of the design was important. The mean important rating
of this element was 9.2.

Figure 3.17:  Importance rating of the protective surfacing materials that beneath
and immediately adjacent to the play equipment should be safe for children to contact
without any hazards
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Figure 3.18 shows that 92% the parents/guardians rated the importance of being able
to access, reach and touch the play components, landscaping features and art
installations are critical to a child’s engagement. as 6 or above, so they believed this

element of the design was important.

The mean important rating of this element was

8.6.
Figure 3.18:  Importance rating of being able to access, reach and touch the play
components, landscaping features and art installations are critical to a child’s
engagement
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Figure 3.19 shows that 90% the parents/guardians rated the importance of allowing a
person who is using a mobility device to transfer into and out of that play equipment
(e.g. transfer platform) independently as 6 or above, so they believed this element of
the design was important. The mean important rating of this element was 8.6.

Figure 3.19:  Importance rating of allowing a person who is using a mobility device
to transfer into and out of that play equipment (e.g. transfer platform) independently
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Figure 3.20 shows that 90% the parents/guardians rated the importance of building
accessible routes throughout the play space as 6 or above, so they believed this
element of the design was important. The mean important rating of this element was
8.9.

Figure 3.20:  Importance rating of building accessible routes throughout the play
space
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Figure 3.21 shows that 92% the parents/guardians rated the importance of the surfaces
shall be as level as possible to allow everyone to move throughout the play space with

ease as 6 or above, so they believed this element of the design was important.

mean important rating of this element was 9.1.

Figure 3.21:
everyone to move throughout the play space with ease
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Figure 3.22 shows that 94% the parents/guardians rated the importance of allowing
people using mobility devices to move freely by providing flush transitions to all
areas of the play space and surrounding area as 6 or above, so they believed this

element of the design was important. The mean important rating of this element was
9.0.
Figure 3.22:  Importance rating of allowing people using mobility devices to move
freely by providing flush transitions to all areas of the play space and surrounding
area
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Figure 3.23 shows that 91% the parents/guardians rated the importance of allowing
people who do not have use of their legs to be able to move their bodies between the
elevated play components and back into a mobility device on ground level as 6 or
above, so they believed this element of the design was important. The mean
important rating of this element was 8.7.

Figure 3.23:  Importance rating of allowing people who do not have use of their
legs to be able to move their bodies between the elevated play components and back
into a mobility device on ground level
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Table 3.2: Summary of the importance of the different elements of the design of
the play space and surrounding environment in a playground
Sample Ratingas6 Mean

Support amenities size or above score

Protective surfacing materials that beneath 141 94% 9.2
and immediately adjacent to the play

equipment should be safe for children to

contact without any hazards

Allow people using mobility devices to move 142 94% 9.0
freely by providing flush transitions to all areas
of the play space and surrounding area.

Surfaces shall be as level as possible to allow 143 92% 9.1
everyone to move throughout the play space

with ease, without tiring, and avoiding the risk

of tipping or being pulled accidentally into play

equipment.

Being able to access, reach and touch the play 144 92% 8.6
components, landscaping features and art

installations are critical to a child’s

engagement

Allow people who do not have use of their legs 130 91% 8.7
to be able to move their bodies between the

elevated play components and back into a

mobility device on ground level.

Build accessible routes throughout the play 143 90% 8.9
space. On those routes allow wheelchair

users, parent with strollers, grandparents, and

caregivers, enough room to pass each other

while using the play space.

Allow a person who is using a mobility device 138 90% 8.6
to transfer into and out of that play equipment
(e.g. transfer platform) independently.
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3.8 Importance of the Different Support Amenities in a Playground

All parents/guardians were asked to rate the importance of fourteen support amenities
in a playground for a child with disability.

Figure 3.24 shows that 93% the parents/guardians rated the importance of providing a
variety of types of seats for caregivers and children of all abilities to rest in proximity
to one another and to play space as 6 or above, so they believed this support amenity
was important. The mean important rating of this support amenity was 8.8.

Figure 3.24: Importance rating of providing a variety of types of seats for
caregivers and children of all abilities to rest in proximity to one another and to play
space

100% - u M [ M
90% - [ =

80% - [ |

70% -
60% - 55%
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% - 15%

0, 0,
10% - B l A% A% gy 1% 1%
O% n T T T - T - T - T T T 1
10 - 9 8 7 6 5 3 2 0-
Essential Completely
not
mmm Valid percent M->Cumulative percent important

(Base: All questionnaires excluding “don’t know” and missing data = 136)

Social Sciences Research Centre, The University of Hong Kong 33



Figure 3.25 shows that 94% the parents/guardians rated the importance of providing
toilet facilities for all members of a family (e.g. family rest room) as 6 or above, so

they believed this support amenity was important.

support amenity was 9.1.

The mean important rating of this

Figure 3.25: Importance rating of providing toilet facilities for all members of a
family
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Figure 3.26 shows that 85% the parents/guardians rated the importance of allowing
everyone at the playground the ability to drink water while they are there (e.g.
drinking machine with varied height) as 6 or above, so they believed this support
amenity was important. The mean important rating of this support amenity was 8.0.

Figure 3.26:  Importance rating of allowing everyone at the playground the ability
to drink water while they are there
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Figure 3.27 shows that 86% the parents/guardians rated the importance of allowing
everyone to eat and feel included in the activities (e.g. picnic table accessible for
wheelchair users) as 6 or above, so they believed this support amenity was important.
The mean important rating of this support amenity was 8.2.

Figure 3.27:  Importance rating of allowing everyone to eat and feel included in the
activities (e.g. picnic table accessible for wheelchair users)
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Figure 3.28 shows that 77% the parents/guardians rated the importance of ensuring
that parking spaces are provided for people who need their vehicle to be close to the

play areas as 6 or above, so they believed this support amenity was important.

mean

important rating of this support amenity was 7.7.

The

Figure 3.28:  Importance rating of ensuring that parking spaces are provided for
people who need their vehicle to be close to the play areas
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Figure 3.29 shows that 87% the parents/guardians rated the importance of making
waste receptacles convenient for use by everyone as 6 or above, so they believed this
support amenity was important. The mean important rating of this support amenity
was 8.2.

Figure 3.29:  Importance rating of making waste receptacles convenient for use by
everyone
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Figure 3.30 shows that 88% the parents/guardians rated the importance of providing
space within the play areas where a child and the people who needed are not in direct

sunlight as 6 or above, so they believed this support amenity was important.

mean important rating of this support amenity was 8.3.

Figure 3.30:

child and the people who needed are not in direct sunlight
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Figure 3.31 shows that 78% the parents/guardians rated the importance of allowing
children of all abilities to cool down e.g. water misters and fountains as 6 or above, so

they believed this support amenity was important.

support amenity was 7.6.

The mean important rating of this

Figure 3.31:  Importance rating of allowing children of all abilities to cool down e.g.
water misters and fountains
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Figure 3.32 shows that 81% the parents/guardians rated the importance of allowing
children and adults who depend on a service animal to enter and use the play areas as
6 or above, so they believed this support amenity was important. The mean
important rating of this support amenity was 7.9.

Figure 3.32:  Importance rating of allowing children and adults who depend on a
service animal to enter and use the play areas
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Figure 3.33 shows that 90% the parents/guardians rated the importance of enabling
the people who needed at the play areas to reach emergency services as 6 or above, so
they believed this support amenity was important. The mean important rating of this

support amenity was 8.6.

Figure 3.33:  Importance rating of enabling the people who needed at the play areas

to reach emergency services
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Figure 3.34 shows that 94% the parents/guardians rated the importance of the
convenient transportation that allow people who cannot drive or do not have a car to
approach and use the play areas as 6 or above, so they believed this support amenity

was important. The mean important rating of this support amenity was 9.2.

Figure 3.34:  Importance rating of the convenient transportation
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Figure 3.35 shows that 90% the parents/guardians rated the importance of allowing
signage to be legible to all readers as 6 or above, so they believed this support amenity
The mean important rating of this support amenity was 8.5.

was important.

Figure 3.35:  Importance rating of allowing signage to be legible to all readers
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Figure 3.36 shows that 88% the parents/guardians rated the importance of the
introduction to the play areas as 6 or above, so they believed this support amenity was
important. The mean important rating of this support amenity was 8.4.

Figure 3.36:  Importance rating of the introduction to the play areas
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Figure 3.37 shows that 90% the parents/guardians rated the importance of the public
statement of inclusive play that educate the public about the characters of Inclusive
Playground and Universal Design at a local levels as 6 or above, so they believed this

support amenity was important.

The mean important rating of this support amenity

was 8.8.
Figure 3.37:  Importance rating of the public statement of inclusive play
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Table 3.3: Summary of the importance of the different support amenities in a

playground

Sample Ratingas6 Mean
Support amenities size or above score
Provide toilet facilities for all members of a 138 94% 9.1
family
Convenient transportation - allow people who 137 94% 9.2
cannot drive or do not have a car to approach
and use the play areas
Provide a variety of types of seats for 136 93% 8.8
caregivers and children of all abilities to rest in
proximity to one another and to play space
Public statement of inclusive play - educate the 136 90% 8.8
public about the characters of Inclusive
Playground and Universal Design at a local
levels
Enable the people who needed at the play areas 136 90% 8.6
to reach emergency services
Allow signage to be legible to all readers 137 90% 8.5
Introduction to the play areas 138 88% 8.4
Provide space within the play areas where a 136 88% 8.3
child and the people who needed are not in
direct sunlight
Make waste receptacles convenient for use by 133 87% 8.2
everyone
Allow everyone to eat and feel included in the 135 86% 8.2
activities
Allow everyone at the playground the ability to 136 85% 8.0
drink water while they are there
Allow children and adults who depend on a 129 81% 7.9
service animal to enter and use the play areas
Allow children of all abilities to cool down e.g. 138 78% 7.6
water misters and fountains
Ensure that parking spaces are provided for 131 7% 7.7
people who need their vehicle to be close to the
play areas
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3.9 Importance of a Clean Playground

All parents/guardians were asked to rate the importance of their children with

disabi

lity to play in a clean playground.

Figure 3.38 shows that 78% the parents/guardians rated the importance of a clean
playground 10 (98% rated 6 or above), so the majority of them believed their children

with disability to play in a clean playground was very important. The mean
importance rating of this support amenity was 9.5.
Figure 3.38:  Importance rating of a clean playground
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3.10 Maximum Acceptable Traveling Time to Reach a Playground

All parents/guardians were asked about the maximum acceptable traveling time
including by vehicles and walking (from their home to the playground) for their
children with disability to reach a playground which was suitable.

Figure 3.39 shows that 67% the parents/guardians reported that their maximum
acceptable traveling time was within 30 minutes for traveling to a playground which
was suitable for their children with disability to play, while 12% reported that they
accepted an hour. The mean and median maximum traveling times were 30.2
minutes and 30 minutes respectively.

Figure 3.39:  Maximum traveling time to reach a playground
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Chapter Four  Conclusion and recommendations

This survey has collected opinions from 147 parents/guardians who had children with
disability and focused on their experience of bringing their children with disability to
play in a playground, importance rating of physical experience, sensory experience
and social experience for their children with disability, importance of seven elements
of the design of play space and surrounding environment in the playground,
importance of fourteen support amenities in a playground, importance of a clean
playground and the maximum acceptable travelling time to reach a playground. It
Is worthwhile to note that only seven parents/guardians reported their children had
physical disabilities and one parent/guardian reported her child had visual disabilities.
Therefore, most parents/guardians in this study reported that their children had
non-physical disabilities, including 40% of them who reported that their children had
oral disabilities, 36% had intellectual disabilities, 26% had aural disabilities, 23% had
autism and 18% had learning disabilities.

4.1 Experience of playing in a playground

71% of parents/guardians reported that there was a playground near where they lived,
while 20% of them reported that there wasn’t any and 9% didn’t know. 48% of the
parents/guardians rated the adequacy of playgrounds suitable for their children with
disability to play in as 4 or below and the majority of parents/guardians believed that
it was important that their children with disability could carry out outdoor activities in
a suitable playground (84% rated as 6 or above).

69% of the parents/guardians reported that their children with disability played in a
playground in the past three months, while 25% didn’t play. Among those
parents/guardians whose children with disability played in a playground in the past
three months, 24% of them reported that their children with disability played in a
playground at least once a week in the past three months, while 26% reported a
frequency of at least once a month. Further among those children with disability
played in a playground in the past three months, 52% of parents/guardians reported
that the average time that their children spent playing was 30 minutes to less than one
hour, while 20% was less than 30 minutes.
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4.2 Physical Experiences, Sensory Experiences and Social Experience in a
Playground

Combining the three favourite experiences, the most popular physical experiences in a
playground were sliding followed by swinging and climbing. Further, the most
popular sensory experiences in a playground were tactile, followed by cozy places and
auditory.  Lastly, the most popular sensory experiences in a playground were
cooperative play, followed by dramatic & imaginative play and loose parts.

79% the parents/guardians rated the agreement level as 6 or above that the
recreational equipment in a playground should cover all three types of experience for
their children with disability.

The majority of the parents/guardians rated the importance of having the recreational
equipment in a playground to meet the physical experience, sensory experience and
social experience needs of children with disability as 6 or above (81%, 87% and 83%
respectively)

4.3 Importance of the Different Elements of the Design of Play Space and
Surrounding Environment in a Playground

For the design of the play space and surrounding environment in a playground for a
child with disability, a total of seven elements received mean importance ratings
above 8 (ranged from 8.6 to 9.1). The seven elements had a similar rating and at
least 90% of the parents/guardians rated them as 6 or above, so they believed that the
following elements were all important:

v' Protective surfacing materials that beneath and immediately adjacent to the play
equipment should be safe for children to contact without any hazards (94%);

v" Allow people using mobility devices to move freely by providing flush
transitions to all areas of the play space and surrounding area (94%);

v Surfaces shall be as level as possible to allow everyone to move throughout the
play space with ease, without tiring, and avoiding the risk of tipping or being
pulled accidentally into play equipment (92%);

v" Being able to access, reach and touch the play components, landscaping features
and art installations are critical to a child’s engagement (92%);

v" Allow people who do not have use of their legs to be able to move their bodies
between the elevated play components and back into a mobility device on ground
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4.4

level (91%);

Build accessible routes throughout the play space. On those routes allow
wheelchair users, parent with strollers, grandparents, and caregivers, enough
room to pass each other while using the play space (90%); and

Allow a person who is using a mobility device to transfer into and out of that
play equipment (e.g. transfer platform) independently (90%).

Importance of the Different Support Amenities in a Playground

For the support amenities in a playground for a child with disability, a total of
fourteen elements received mean importance ratings above 7 (ranged from 7.6 to 9.2).
The fourteen support amenities had at least 77% of the parents/guardians rated them
as 6 or above, so they believed that the following support amenities were all

important:

v Provide toilet facilities for all members of a family (94%);

v" Convenient transportation - allow people who cannot drive or do not have a car
to approach and use the play areas (94%);

v Provide a variety of types of seats for caregivers and children of all abilities to
rest in proximity to one another and to play space (93%);

v" Public statement of inclusive play - educate the public about the characters of
Inclusive Playground and Universal Design at a local levels (90%);

v' Enable the people who needed at the play areas to reach emergency services
(90%);

v Allow signage to be legible to all readers (90%);

v Introduction to the play areas (88%);

v Provide space within the play areas where a child and the people who needed are
not in direct sunlight (88%);

v" Make waste receptacles convenient for use by everyone (87%);

v" Allow everyone to eat and feel included in the activities (86%);

v Allow everyone at the playground the ability to drink water while they are there
(85%);

v" Allow children and adults who depend on a service animal to enter and use the
play areas (81%);

v" Allow children of all abilities to cool down e.g. water misters and fountains
(78%); and

v Ensure that parking spaces are provided for people who need their vehicle to be

close to the play areas (77%).
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4.5 Importance of a Clean Playground

Almost all parents/guardians rated the importance of a clean playground as 6 or above
(78% rated as 10) and the mean importance rating was 9.5.

4.6 Maximum Acceptable Traveling Time to Reach a Playground

The mean and median maximum acceptable traveling times including by vehicles and
walking (from their home to the playground) for their children with disability to reach

a playground which was suitable were 30.2 minutes and 30 minutes respectively.

4.7 Recommendations
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Appendix A English Questionnaire

Playright UNICEF Inclusive Play Project

Parent/Guardian Questionnaire

Thank you for supporting this survey. The Social Sciences Research Centre of the University of
Hong Kong (“HKUSSRC”) has been commissioned by the Playright Children’s Play Association
(“Playright”) and Hong Kong Committee of UNICEF (“HKCU”) to conduct a survey about the
quality play environment and play opportunities for children with disabilities. This questionnaire
should take you about 10 minutes to complete. The data will be held in strict confidence, and all
completed questionnaires will be destroyed six months after the completion of the survey.
Participation is entirely voluntary. If you don’t want to participate in this survey, please return the
blank questionniare to the teacher of your child.

All the questions in this questionnaire are about the playground environment and play opportunities
of your child(ren) with disability. The Project is designed to provide quality play environment and
play opportunities to children with disability. Please make sure that appropriate answers are
completely blacked out (0 — ®). To correct a wrong answer, please do not use correction fluid or
correction tape but put a cross on the wrong answer and fill out the correct answer )& o ®). Leave
the circles blank if the question is not applicable. Unless otherwise specified, please choose only
one answer for each question.

If you have any queries about the contents of the survey, please call Ms. Cho of the HKUSSRC at
3917-1600. If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please call the Ethics
Committee of HKU at 2241-5267. Please complete the questionnaire and return it to the teacher
of your child. Thank you!

1. Is there any playground that is suitable for your child(ren) with disability to play in near where
you live? (less than 30 minutes traveling time away)
O Yes O No O Don’t know

2. Please use a scale of 0-10 to rate how sufficient is the number of playgrounds suitable for your
child(ren) with disability to play in? (0 represents completely inadequate, while 10 represents
completely adequate) (Circle the correct answer)

Don’t

know
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3. Please use a scale of 0-10 to indicate how important it is that your child(ren) with disability can
carry out outdoor activities in a suitable playground? (0 represents completely not important,
while 10 represents very important) (Circle the correct answer)

Don’t
know

4. Inthe past three months, did your child(ren) with disability ever play in a playground excluding
those playgrounds that were required before attending the inclusive playground visit?

0 Yes [ No [ Can’t remember

5. On average, how often did your child(ren) with disability play in a playground in the past three

months?

[0 More than 4 times per week [ 1-3 times per week
[0 More than 4 times per month [0 1-3 times per month
O Less than 1 time per month OO0 Can’t remember

6. On average every time, how long did your child(ren) with disability play in a playground in the
past three months?
[0 More than 3 hours
[0 More than 2 hours to 3 hours
[0 More than 1 hour to 2 hours
O More than 30 minutes to less than 1 hour
O Less than 30 minutes
O Can’t remember

ETRAE  RERLAXCEFHE (MHBEXE) 4 KPR NAREBEEEES (B
ZE)EEHPARANIARRLERLEY AR QHEBART S BAGHT ~BE 23
ZR > YRARRBRBO L ELLY -

Note: “Playground” means the outdoor children’s play area in the public parks that is managed by
Leisure & Cultural Services Department (LCSD) or the outdoor children’s play area in the open
space of public housing estates that is managed by Hong Kong Housing Authority (HA). The
outdoor children’s play areas provided by private residential, clubhouses, hotels, shopping malls,
schools, kindergartens and organizations are excluded for this survey. . ‘
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7. Please rank the favourite physical experiences of your child(ren) with disability:

Balance Beam)

Balancing (e.g. :

Climbing (e.g. :
Climber)

Bouncing/Jumping
(Bouncing Equipment)

Rocking (e.g. : Spring
Rocker)

Spinning/Rotating
(e.g. :Merry-go-round)

Swinging (e.g. : Swing)

Movement Experience
from a Wheelchair

Movement
Balancing | Climbing 23?;::5 Rocking | Sliding /?{);gllgi Swinging Exﬁp(e)l;:le:ce ‘
Wheelchair
g:ozzssnivgt:ctivity) O 0 O = u =
— s [0 |c 5 | ©
el RENEERERE:

8. Please use a scale of 0-10 to indicate how important do you think that the recreational

equipment in a playground should meet the physical experience needs of your child(ren) with

disability? (0 represents completely not important, while 10 represents very important) (Circle

the correct answer)

0 1

Don’t

know
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9. Please rank the favourite sensory experiences in a playground of your child(ren) with

disability:

Auditory (e.g. : Sound
Tube)

Cozy Places (e.g. : Play

House)

Interaction with Natural Features
(e.g. : Windmill Installation)

Tactile (e.g. : Interactive
Water Play Equipment )

Visual (e.g. : Kaleidoscope
Installation)

Auditory Cozy Places Interaction Tactile Visual
with Natural
Features

The most favorite
(Choose only one activity) -1 U o o O
The second most favorite
(Choose only one activity) O o u O O
The third most favorite

- O O O O O
(Choose only one activity)

10. Please use a scale of 0-10 to indicate how important do you think that the recreational

equipment in a playground should meet the sensory experience needs of your child(ren) with

disability? (0 represents completely not important, while 10 represents very important)

Don’t
know
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11. Please rank the favourite social experiences in a playground of your child(ren) with disability:

Cooperative play Dramatic & Loose parts Social interaction
(e.g. : Seesaw) imaginative play (e.g. : | (e.g. : Sand Pool) (e.g. : Hopscotch)

Steering Wheel)

Cooperative Dramatic & Loose parts Social
play imaginative play interaction

The most favorite
(Choose only one activity) O O - L
The second most favorite

oz O O O O
(Choose only one activity)
The third most favorite

. O O O O
(Choose only one activity)

12. Please use a scale of 0-10 to indicate how important do you think that the recreational
equipment in a playground should meet the social experience needs of your child(ren) with
disability? (0 represents completely not important, while 10 represents very important) (Circle
the correct answer)

Don’t

know

13. Please use a scale of 0-10 to indicate how much do you agree that the recreational equipment in
a playground should cover all three of physical experience, sensory experience and social
experience for your child(ren) with disability to play in? (0 represents completely disagree,
while 10 represents strongly agree) (Circle the correct answer)

Don’t

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 .
know
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14. Please use a scale of 0-10 to indicate how important do you think are the following elements of
the design of the play space and surrounding environment in a playground for a child with
disability? (0 represents completely not important, while 10 represents essential) (Circle the
correct answer)

(a) Protective surfacing materials that beneath and immediately adjacent to the play equipment
should be safe for children to contact without any hazards.
Don’t
know

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(b)Being able to access, reach and touch the play components, landscaping features and art
installations are critical to a child’s engagement.
Don’t
know

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(c) Allow a person who is using a mobility device to transfer into and out of that play
equipment (e.g. transfer platform) independently.
Don’t
know

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(d) Build accessible routes throughout the play space. On those routes allow wheelchair users,
parent with strollers, grandparents, and caregivers, enough room to pass each other while
using the play space.

Don’t
know

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(e) Surfaces shall be as level as possible to allow everyone to move throughout the play space
with ease, without tiring, and avoiding the risk of tipping or being pulled accidentally into
play equipment.

Don’t
know

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(f) Allow people using mobility devices to move freely by providing flush transitions to all
areas of the play space and surrounding area.
Don’t
know

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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(g) Allow people who do not have use of their legs to be able to move their bodies between the
elevated play components and back into a mobility device on ground level.
Don’t
know

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

15. Please use a scale of 0-10 to indicate how important do you think are the following the support
amenities in a playground for a child with disability? (0 represents completely not important,
while 10 represents essential) (Circle the correct answer)

(a) Provide a variety of types of seats for caregivers and children of all abilities to rest in
proximity to one another and to play space (include enough parking space for wheelchairs).

Don’t
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
know
(b)Provide toilet facilities for all members of a family (e.g. family rest room).
Don’t
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
know

(c) Allow everyone at the playground the ability to drink water while they are there (e.g.
drinking machine with varied height).
Don’t

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10
know

(d) Allow everyone to eat and feel included in the activities (e.g. picnic table accessible for
wheelchair users).
Don’t

0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10
know

(e) Ensure that parking spaces are provided for people who need their vehicle to be close to the
play areas.
Don’t

know

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(f) Make waste receptacles convenient for use by everyone (e.g. the height of the trash, the
location can meet the needs of wheelchair users, etc.).
Don’t

0 1 2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
know
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(g) Provide space within the play areas where a child and the people who needed are not in

direct sunlight.

Don’t
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

know
(h) Allow children of all abilities to cool down e.g. water misters and fountains.

Don’t
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

know

(i) Allow children and adults who depend on a service animal to enter and use the play areas.

Don’t
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

know
() Enable the people who needed at the play areas to reach emergency services.

Don’t
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

know
(k) Convenient transportation - allow people who cannot drive or do not have a car to

approach and use the play areas.

Don’t
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

know
(I) Allow signage to be legible to all readers.

Don’t
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 know

(m)Introduction to the play areas (e.g. website for introducing play equipment and facilities).
Don’t
know

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(n) Public statement of inclusive play - educate the public about the characters of Inclusive
Playground and Universal Design at a local levels (Universal Design is the design of
products and environments to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent possible,
without adaptation or specialized design).

Note: Inclusive play means "enabling each child to play and express themselves in their
own way and supporting children to play together when they wish to."
Don’t

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
know
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16. Please use a scale of 0-10 to indicate the important for your child(ren) with disability to play in
a clean playground? (0 represents completely not important, while 10 represents very important)
(Circle the correct answer)

Don’t
know

17. What is the maximum traveling time including by vehicles and walking (from your home to the
playground) that you and your child(ren) with disability consider acceptable to reach a
playground which is suitable for your child to play?

minutes
O Don’t know

Profile of the parent/guardian

Please tell us more about yourself in order to facilitate our analysis. All information collected will
be treated in strictest confidence.

How old is (are) your child(ren) with disability

The first child: years
The second child: years
The third child: years
The fourth child: years

Relationship with child(ren) with disability
[ Father O Mother
[ Grandparent O Other, please specify :

What type of disabilities do(es) your child(ren) with disability have? (you can choose more than
one option)

[ Physical disabilities - O Visual disabilities
[0 Oral disabilities [ Aural disabilities
[ Learning disabilities O Intellectual disabilities

O Other, please specify :

[0 Refuse to answer
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Your education level:
[ Primary or below I Secondary
OTertiary or above [ Refuse to answer

Your monthly household income :

1 $9,999 or below [d $10,000-$19,999 [ $20,000-$24,999
[ $25,000-$39,999 [ $40,000-$59,999 [ $60,000 or above
[0 Not sure/ refuse to answer

End of questionnaire, thank you!
Please complete the questionnaire and return it to the teacher of your child.
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