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Preface 

Article 17 of the Constitution outlines the goal of education as one offering a mass oriented, 

universal, free and compulsory education to all children in Bangladesh.  In line with this goal, the 

ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ t95tо ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ άŀƴ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜΣ ŀƴŘ equitable primary education system 

delivering effective and relevant child-ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ .ŀƴƎƭŀŘŜǎƘΩǎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊŜ-primary 

through Grade 5 ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅέΦ  

The Directorate of Primary Education (DPE), through its Monitoring and Evaluation division, uses the 

Result Based Management (RBM) approach to provide information to facilitate planning and 

decision-making.  To that end, the DPE needs a comprehensive evaluation of the progress of primary 

education on an annual basis.  The First Annual Sector Performance Report (ASPR) was produced in 

2009 following the pilot version in 2008.   

The 2016 ASPR gives an in-depth analysis of primary education: outlining expected results by the 

PEDP3 Program Framework and then the actual results; evidence on medium-term performance 

(outcomes) and on short-term performance (outputs); and the sector budget trend and 

implementation. 

The main data sources for the ASPR are the Annual Primary Census Report (APSC), the National 

Student Assessment (NSA), the Primary and Madrasha Education Completion Examination 

(PECE/EECE), the Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES), Education Household Survey 

(EHS), Education Watch Campaign for Popular Education (CAMPE) surveys and Multiple Indicators 

Cluster Survey (MICS) as well as other reliable sources. 

I am pleased to present the 2016 ASPR.  I offer my thanks to the Monitoring and Evaluation and 

Information Management Divisions, the ASPR Task Team, and all those who contributed to 

producing this report, thereby helping to promote an inclusive education for all the children of 

Bangladesh. 

 

 

 

 

Mohammad Alamgir 

Director General  

Directorate of Primary Education 

Ministry of Primary and Mass Education 
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Executive Summary 

The Annual Sector Performance Report (ASPR) is one of the most substantial reports that Directorate 

of Primary Education (DPE) has been publishing since 2009. The main purpose of this report is to 

describe the status and achievement trend of Primary education in Bangladesh. The primary data 

sources of the ASPR are the Annual Primary School Census(APSC) , the National Student Assessment 

(NSA),the primary Education Completion Examination (PECE) result, the Household Income and 

Expenditure Survey(HIES),the Education Household Survey (EHS) ,reports from DPE line divisions and 

other credible sources of data such as Bangladesh Bureau of Educational Information & Statistics 

(BANBEIS), the Multiple Indicator cluster Survey (MICS) and the Education Watch survey by the 

Campaign for popular Education (CAMPE)etc. 

The Third Primary Education Development Program (PEDP3) has synchronized all of its activities 

through Results Based Management (RBM) approach its goal. The experiences learnt from PEDP -2, 

helped DPE to follow RBM approach to achieve a large proportion of expected results under this 

program. The RBM uses Ψthe results ŎƘŀƛƴΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ demonstrates how resources (inputs) are deployed 

όŦƻǊ ȫŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΩύ to produce short term results (ΨoutputsΩ). These ΨƻǳǘǇǳǘǎΩ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴΣ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ 

ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ǘŜǊƳ όΨƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΩύΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎΣ ǘƻ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ 

for the primary education of the country as a whole.  Simultaneously a number of discrete projects 

under formal and non-formal education also contribute for advancing the quality of primary 

education. This report aims to incorporate a wide range of information including the above 

mentioned discrete projects so that it could support the decision makers to plan and take decision 

effectively.PEDP3 has emphasized to institutionalize many of its activities which expect to create 

opportunities in improving the quality of primary education . This report focuses on both of the 

activities of PEDP3 and discrete projects which have been used in its situational analysis to 

understand the Primary Education Sector Performance of Bangladesh as a whole. 

Main Findings 

Basic Information on Primary Education  

 The 2015 school census covered 122,176 (25 types) formal and non-formal primary level 

educational institutes. Among those, 38,306 (31.4%) are Government Primary School (GPS); 

25,240 (20.7%) are Newly Nationalized Primary School (NNPS); 18,318 (15%) are Kindergartens; 

13,522 (11%) are BRAC schools; 6,258 (5.1%) are ROSC Anandya schools; 2,877 (2%) are 

Ebtedayee Madrasha; 5,599 (4.6%) are High Madrasha attached Ebtedayee, 112 (0.1%) are 

Registered Non-Government Primary School (RNGPS); 1,926 (1.6%) are Non-Registered Non-

Government Primary School (NRNGPS); 55 (0.05%) are PTI Experimental schools; 106 (0.1%) 

Community schools; and 152 (0.1%) are Shishu Kollyan schools. 

 

 The total student enrolment in 2015 was 19,067,761 (Boys 9,369,079 and girls 9,698,682) in all 

primary level educational institutes. The percentage of girls was 50.9% overall. The percentages 

of girls in the two major categories of schools - GPS and NNPS - were 51.9% and 51.2% 

respectively. 
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 Employed teachers numbered 527,798. Of these, male teachers comprised 213,499 (40.5%) and 

female teachers 314,299 (59.5%). The percentages of female teachers in the two major 

categories of schools - GPS and NNPS ς were 66.4% and 51% respectively. The share of female 

teachers has increased significantly over the past six years from 43.5% in 2009 to 59.5% in 2015. 

 

 The Ministry of Primary and Mass Education (MoPME) is the main primary education provider. In 

2015, the number of MoPME-ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǿŀǎ тнΣмрр όсл҈ύ ǿƛǘƘ тр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ 

students and 64% of teachers.  Other major providers of primary education included the 

Ministry of Education (MoE) at 8.2%, the Ministry of Commerce (MoC) at 15% and the NGOs 

under the NGO Bureau at 13.3%. 

 

 There are different types of non-formal institutes in Bangladesh. Around 500 NGOs run Learning 

Centers (only Grade 1 or Grade 1-2) or full-fledged schools. BRAC is the largest NGO operating 

primary schools.  There are about 532,335 students in 17,826 schools managed directly by BRAC 

and 148,416 students in 4,965 schools managŜŘ ōȅ .w!/Ωǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ bDhǎΣ ŀǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ .w!/Ωǎ 

administrative records for 2015. 

 

Learning Outcomes  

Student learning achievement is the core goal of the PEDP3. In this report, Learning Outcomes are 

measured, using the National Student Assessment (NSA) and the Primary Education Completion 

Examination (PECE), and discussed in Chapter 3. The PECE, which has taken place annually since 

2009, is complemented by the NSA, which takes place every two years. 

The percentage of students who pass these exams appears to be broadly similar. The pass rate for 

the PECE (which means the student gets a score of 33% or above) was 98% in 2015. In the NSA, to 

ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ DǊŀŘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ άŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎƛŜǎΩΩ ƻǊ άƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎέΣ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ǎŎƻǊŜ 

50% or more. About 75% of Grade 3 students in Bangla and 57% in Mathematics were successful and 

about 25% of Grade 5 students in Bangla and Mathematics achieved that score in 2013.  

However, the tests themselves are different. The National Student Assessment aims to test more of 

the critical thinking skills and competencies that students need. The PECE is more traditional. An 

important task for the PEDP3 is to improve the national curriculum and the competency based 

Grade 5 PECE test items so that students learn and are tested on the skills needed for life.  

As highlighted in Chapter 3, in previous years, there was no systematic information on learning 

outcomes that could be used for trend analysis. However, the evidence over the last ten years (NSA 

and Education Watch Survey) suggests there is progress. The analysis of the 2013 National Student 

Assessment shows that the factors most closely associated with student achievement are teacher 

qualifications, class size and number of days the school is open.  All of these improved steadily 

during PEDP3 and will continue to be a focus of Post-PEDP3. Ways of measuring them will also be 

raised to an international standard. 

Many things influence learning. So it is difficult to identify exactly what will be most effective when 

trying to improve learning outcomes. Exams that only test rote-learning and ability to recall facts 
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have a strongly negative influence on creativity and teacher innovation. Teachers need 

encouragement to try new teaching ideas. An examination that tests thinking skills can help to 

support more creative teaching. The new curriculum and examinations will also give teachers and 

students a better understanding of the skills they, the students, must acquire.  

Support for the NAPE and NCTB that developed the new curriculum and examination system is a 

major task of the PEDP3. The work of the National Assessment Cell (NAC) in the M&E Division, the 

National Curriculum and Textbook Board (NCTB) and the National Academy of Primary Education 

(NAPE) has had undoubtedly a positive effect on learning outcomes. Teacher training, both pre- and 

in-service, through the PTIs and URCs, has also played an important related role. But it is necessary 

to carefully monitor outputs and outcomes (student achievement) separately from the work of the 

organizations just mentioned to be able to compare and identify the determining factors of student 

learning achievement. 

Universal Access and Participation 

The goal of PEDP3 is that all children of primary school age go to school. In PEDP3, emphasis is also 

put on pre-primary schooling: children who attend pre-primary schools learn better and stay longer 

when they enter primary school. The provision of pre-ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ όtt9ύΣ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎ Ψōŀōȅ 

ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎΩΣ Ƙŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ǘǊŜƳŜƴŘƻǳǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΦ ¢ƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǿ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎion of PPE in 

DPE-managed primary schools; PEDP3 will support the implementation of this framework. This year 

has seen a substantial increase in Grade 1 enrolment of those who completed the baby class in the 

previous year (96% in 2015 up from 42% in 2010).  In 2015, 97% GPS and NNPS have operated pre-

primary classes. 

The gross enrolment rate (GER) - in other words the number of children enrolled in Grades 1ς5 

relative to the total population of children aged 6ς10 (official primary school age) - was 109.2% in 

2015 (up from 107.7% in 2010). The net enrolment rate (NER) - in other words the number of 

children of official primary school age (6ς10 years) enrolled in Grades 1ς5 relative to the total 

population of children aged 6ς10 years - was calculated to be 97.9% (up from 94.8% in 2010). The 

total enrolment in formal primary education of children aged 6ς10 has increased considerably since 

2010, but declined noticeably in 2015 (by 0.5 million pupils).The enrolment increase is attributed to: 

the communication campaign for 100% enrolment by the Government; Stipend Program; School 

Feeding Program; Operationalize Pre-primary Education; introduction of PECE; etc.  The decline is 

due to a gradual decrease in population growth, which is consistent with the lower intake in primary 

education. 

Although almost all girls go to school, an improved situation since the commencement of the PEDP3, 

it now seems that boys in some Upazilas may be leaving school early. Enrolments have improved 

considerably since the PEDP3 2010 baseline, but areas with out-of-school children persist, according 

to EHS with around 17% children aged 6-10 years out of school. According to various household 

surveys conducted over the past decade, the proportion of children who are out of school has 

fluctuated between 7% and 25%. Those families, who traditionally find it hard to send their children 

to school (poorer, disadvantaged and ethnic families), will also find it harder in future to send their 

children to school without new approaches.  
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There is a substantial variation in rates of primary school exclusion across the seven divisions: in 

2011, the proportion of out-of-school children varied from 19.7% in Khulna to 26.6% in Sylhet. The 

disparity at lower geographical units is even more marked. Participation rates in primary school also 

vary by poverty status. Household survey data from 2014 reveal that the gap in the NAR between 

the poorest and richest households was 11 percentage points. This gap in NAR for the poorest and 

richest households was much larger for boys (15 percentage points) than for girls (five percentage 

points). 

The number of children with disabilities enrolled (total 67,840, boys 37,564 and girls 30,276) in GPS 

and NNPS rose faster for children with physical disabilities and eyesight problems including those 

children in pre-primary classes (total 11,272, boys 6,334 and girls 4,938) than those children with 

mental disabilities. 

During the five year period of PEDP3, the quality of information on education in Bangladesh has 

improved a lot. Before the end of PEDP3, it is expected that the preparation of reliable population 

projections at the Upazila level will be available to calculate enrolment and completion rates, and 

this will also continue into Post-PEDP3. A plan needs to be developed to strengthen cooperation 

between DPE and other institutions that gather school information to ensure the timely collection of 

accurate data through APSC from all types of schools. This will enable PEDP3 to compare the 

performance of each upazila and to focus support where it is most needed; and then tomeasure the 

effect of that support on further improvement of access to, and participation of all children in 

primary education.  

Disparities 

In spite of some impressive achievements in PEDP-lll, an education divide persists in primary cycle 

completion rates and learning outcomes between geographical locations (urban, urban slum, rural 

and remote areas as well as between children from families with different levels of income.   

Enrolment disparities continue between boys and girls. In 2015, the gender parity index was 1.08% 

for the GER (and 1.02% for the NER), indicating that a higher proportion of girls than boys attend 

primary school. The lowest percentage of male students was observed in the east of the country 

ŀƭƻƴƎ ŀ ōŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜƎƛƴǎ ƛƴ /ƻȄΩǎ .ŀȊŀǊ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻƳƛƭƭŀ ǘƻ {ȅƭƘŜǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 5Ƙŀƪŀ ŀƴŘ 

adjacent districts of Dhaka. Poorer families and those from ethnic minorities are more at risk of 

dropping out of school before Grade 5. Chapter 3 provides a general picture of the geographical 

areas where students are more at risk of failing to complete school, or of passing the Grade 5 

examination. Education indicators in areas with challenging geographic, climatic and economic 

characteristics, such as the haor and char areas, are lower than in the rest of the country. Additional 

assistance is a priority for the PEDP3 in reducing these disparities. 

School feeding (provided to 1.4m children), and stipends (given to 13 million children) encourage 

poor families to keep children in school, and the ROSC Project (3 lac) gives them a second chance for 

education. DPE needs to monitor closely those who are receiving these benefits to ensure that the 

support goes to those children who need it most. 

In Bangladesh, there are around two million people from ethnic minorities, who between them 

speak thirty different languages. Most live in tribal areas and are very poor. These minority children 
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have less access to school than other children. The Government has been continuing its efforts since 

the beginning of the PEDP3 to educate these children in their mother tongues and to develop 

textbooks in 5 ethnic group languages.. 

The Government has also given priority to construction, teacher training and materials for schools in 

areas that need more support. To provide all villages with schools, the Government constructed 

1500 schools in non-school areas through a discrete project. This will help reduce disparities 

between regions. The strategies are targeting the children from ultra-poor family in the marginalized 

areas include the Reaching Out-of-School Children Project and Second Chance Education. 

With better information and greater capacity at upazila level, it will be possible for PEDP3 to monitor 

the weakest upazilas and the areas where performance is poorest (see Chapter 3 in Table 2.2 of KPI-

9 and 15 for the PEDP3). Table 2.2 verifies, through a PSQL and KPI based composite indicators that a 

minimum standard of infrastructure and professional support is in place in each school. This 

information can target assistance to low performing upazilas to reduce the disparity between the 

lowest and the highest performing areas. 

Decentralisation 

A key dimension of the PEDP3 is the expansion of decentralized planning, management and 

monitoring at district, upazila and school levels. The preparation and implementation of the School 

Level Improvement Plans (SLIP) and Upazila Primary Education Plans (UPEP) play a role in reducing 

disparities and increasing participation within schools and upazilas. Another dimension of 

decentralization is the delegation of certain administrative powers and functions of DPE in a more 

comprehensive and systematic manner, including the strengthening of field level offices through 

filling vacancies at PTIs, UEOs and URCs. This will involve capacity building programs to strengthen 

the planning and monitoring functions of field level offices and to provide personnel with leadership 

development. 

The UPEPs and the SLIP programs received greater support from the PEDP3 than from PEDP 11, but 

UPEP has not yet received any fund for implementation of the plan. A total of 40% of upazilas just 

received funding for preparing the plan only.  Consequently, the upazilas have not followed carefully 

the instructions for preparing the plan. 

Despite recent achievements, an education divide persists between regions (urban, urban slum, 

rural, and remote areas) and between children from well-off and less well-off families.  As 

mentioned, the PEDP3 is addressing the needs of the more disadvantaged groups through targeted 

stipends and school feeding programs. Regional disparities are addressed in part through a 

progressive, needs based initiative to improve the school environment and infrastructure. 

The functions decentralized in Division, District and the Upazila Education offices and schools can be 

categorized into two types: 1) Administration and 2) Financial Management.  These functions are 

delegated to the local education authority as per the Government Orders (GOs) issued by MoPME, 

which are updated from time to time in accordance with changes in central government policies, and 

gradually expanded under the PEDP3. Altogether, there have been four Government Orders (GOs) 
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issued by MoPME relating to functional assignments at different levels (district levels 21, upazila 

levels 12 and school level 1)  

In the PEDP3, field staff will have greater responsibility for management decisions on both the use of 

resources and accountability for results. Training, support for data collection and close monitoring 

the utilization of SLIP grant will be serious responsibilities for field staff. The work of school 

inspectors will also become more important as in the Post-PEDP3 program, and this will be more 

effectively connected to the PEDP3 targets. 

Effectiveness  

Easily accessible information and strong local management will help to ensure that the planned 

support provided through PEDP3 goes to those who need it most, and it will also show whether the 

programs are effective or not. With further support for planning and monitoring - such as that 

provided for field staff through RBM, Inclusive Education (IE), School Level Improvement Plan (SLIP) 

and Upazila Education Performance Profile (UEPP) related training during the PEDP3 ςHead Teachers 

and managers in schools and Upazilas will have a better understanding of targets, and local 

performance and priorities. Plans to increase local decision-making on budget disbursement will be 

strengthened with greater accountability for results by UEOs and Head Teachers. 

Repetition rates have dropped over the period 2010-2015 and stood at 6.2% in 2015. Repetition was 

considerably lower in Grade 5 than in other grades. Dropout rates have been falling in all grades in 

recent years (20.4% in 2015), with the exception of Grade 4. The cycle completion rate or cohort 

completion rate ς the percentage of students reaching Grade 5 and taking the PECE - has seen a 

gradual improvement since 2010. The rate increased more significantly between 2010 and 2011, 

from 60.2% to 70.3%, a raise of over 10%. While this is a positive development, there is still 

significant geographic variation in the number of students who make it to Grade 5, with the best 

performing Upazilas in parts of Dhaka, Khulna and Chittagong divisions, and the least performing 

ones in the northern part of the country. Due to late enrolment and repetition, many children do not 

complete primary education until the age of 14ς15 years. 

The coefficient of efficiency (a measure of repetition and dropout) has improved considerably 

between 2010 and 2015, from 62% to 80%. On an average, it dropped 3.6 percentage points in each 

year. The number of input years per graduate has improved to 6.2 years, exceeding the PEDP3 target 

of 7.5 years but still far from the ideal five years. Transition rate to Grade 6 increased from 94% in 

2013 (source: MICS) to 94.6% in 2014 (boys 96.8% and girls 94.6%) and to 96.1% in 2015 (Source: 

BANBEIS).  

Outputs Level Achievement 

Primary School Quality Level (PSQL) indicators were first used to ensure minimum standards in 

primary schools under PEDPII and were continued under PEDP3. The 2015 achievements of PSQL 

indicators are as follows: 
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¶ Almost all (99.9%) schools now get free textbooks in the first month of the school academic 

year (PSQL1), and 87% before starting the academic year, in contrast to only one-third of the 

schools that received their textbooks in time in 2010. 

 

¶ The majority of Head and Assistant teachers have the required teaching and training 

qualifications (PSQLs 2, 3, 4 &13). In 2015. 88.7% of teachers had a professional qualification 

(C-in-Ed, B.Ed., M.Ed. and DPEd) up from 83% in 2010. Female assistant teachers of NNPS are 

constitutes the group of teachers furthest from achieving the target (only 76% are trained in 

NNPS compared to 88.7% in GPS). Regarding in-service training, only 73.4% (male 79.1 % and 

female 69.9%) of teachers (Head and Assistant) received subject-based training in 2015. This 

was slightly lower than the PEDP3 baseline of 84.7% in 2010. Participation of females (70%) 

lagged behind that of males (79%). About 89.7% of teachers (Head and Assistant) (male 90% 

and female 89%) received Sub-cluster training compared to 88% of teachers (Head and 

Assistant), male (87% and female 88%) in 2010. 50% of GPS and 49% of NNPS Head Teachers 

received training on school management and leadership in 2015, compared to 25% of GPS 

and 26% of NNPS in 2014 and 75% and 64% in 2010.  

¶ About 90.6% of GPS and 82.7% of NNPS have at least one functioning toilet, which is below 

the PEDP3 baseline of 95% for both GPS and NNPS.  Overall, around 12% of all types of 

primary educational institutes do not have at least one functioning toilet.  It is uncertain why 

this indicator has been on a downward trend since 2012.  Possible reasons may be: (i) the 

rephrasing of this question in the APSC, which led to different school responses; (ii) lack of 

proper toilet maintenance; and (iii) the introduction of the new wash block, which may have 

resulted in the slow replacement of non-functioning toilets. 

¶ There has been a tremendous growth in improving the provision of separate toilets for girls, 

despite some decline in 2015 and 2014. The PEDP3 target was for at least 95% of GPS to 

have separate toilets by the end of the PEDP3 (June 2017). In 2015, the proportion of GPS 

with separate toilets particularly for girls was 57.6% compared to 69.2% in 2014; for NNPS 

the percentage was 45% compared to 58.4% in 2014, which, nonetheless, was a major 

improvement for both over the PEDP3 2010 baseline of 37% in GPS and 20% in NNPS. In 

2015, WASH blocks were constructed instead of toilets, which were not included in the 2015 

calculations. With regard to the provision of toilets for students with physical disabilities, in 

the 2015 school census, Head teachers seem to have taken a rather limited interpretation of 

this need, and as a result, only 1% of GPS and 0.6% of NNPS have appropriate toilet facilities 

for these children. 

¶ ΨtŜǊŎŜƴǘŀge of schools with safe water sources: functioning tube wells and other sourcesΩΦ  Lƴ 

2010, 84% of GPS and 83% of NNPS reported positively on this indicator, compared with 

75.6% of GPS and 69.5% of NNPS in 2015. A possible explanation for this declining trend is 

again the introduction of the new wash block, which led to a slow replacement of broken 

toilets. There was also a substantial reduction in the number of tube wells, which had not 

been tested for arsenic, down from 34.9% in 2010 to 12.3% in 2012. At the same time, there 
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was a significant increase in the proportion of wells testing positive for arsenic (from 6% to 

9%). This increase may reflect the reduction of tube wells. 

¶ With regard to single shift schools, only 28.7% schools met the standard of 40 students per 

classroom (SCR 40:1). 77% of ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƳŜǘ ǘƘŜ ΨŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǘŀƪŜǎ 

double-shifting of classrooms into consideration. If double-shifting is ignored, then only 

32.7% of schools meet the SCR 40:1, a rise of twelve percentage points from 2010. The 

original aim of PEDPII was to have 30,000 new classrooms constructed; and in 2009 this 

target was updated to 43,350. Under PEDP3, the target is 33,484.  According to DPE records, 

55,440 classrooms had been constructed by March 2015. This rate of construction appears 

to have been only sufficient to meet the enrolment growth. 

¶ The standard of this PSQL is the proportion of schools, which meet the minimum standard 

studentςteacher ratio (STR) of 46:1.  While 77% of schools that met the definition of an 

ΨŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ increased markedly in GPS from 35% in 2005 to 45% in 2011, 

over the same period the percentage dropped in NNGPS from 59% to 47%. The trend in GPS 

is partly explained by the substantial recruitment of additional teachers (about 45,000) over 

the PEDPII and the PEDP3 periods. If the common practice of double-shifting of teachers is 

ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΣ фп҈ ƻŦ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻŦ пс ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǇŜǊ ΨŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ 

classroom. 

¶ The proportion of single-shift schools was targeted to rise to 28% by the end of the PEDP3. 

There was significant progress towards the target, as the proportion of GPS operating on a 

single shift increased from 12% in 2005 to 21% in 2010 and to 21.6% in 2015. However, the 

situation in NNPS appears to have declined and now stands at only 2.4% of single-shift 

schools. 

There is a PSQL based composite indicator (KPI-15), which measures the percentage of schools that 

ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŦƻǳǊ t{v[ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΥ όƛύ !Ǿŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƎƛǊƭǎΩ ǘƻƛƭŜǘǎΤ όƛƛύ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŀōƭŜ 

water; (3) Student- classroom ratio; and (iv). Student-teacher ratio. In 2015, 29.3% of the GPS/NNPS 

(31.6% all types) schools met three out of the four PSQLs, up from 24% in 2013 and 28% in 2014 

respectively.  The value of this index increased 12 percentage points in 2015 compared to the PEDP3 

baseline (2010). The majority of the schools (38%) met 2 out of the 4 PSQLS.  Only 7% of the schools 

met all 4 PSQLs and another 7% (was 8% in 2014) of the schools did not met any of the four PSQL 

standards. 

Inputs  

In the 2015/16 financial year, the allocation for the development budget increased significantly 

between the original 2015/16 and revised 2014/15. In the f/y 2015/16, total development budget is 

5,541 crore taka (TK. 3,740 crore for the PEDP3, TK 1,260 crore for the discrete projects, TK 416 

crore for the Block allocation and TK 125 crore for the BNFE) up from 4,333 crore taka in the revised 

2014/15 taka (TK. 2,404 crore for the PEDP3, TK 1,753 crore for the discrete projects, TK 172.92 

crore for the Block allocation and TK 2.9 crore for the BNFE). The main source of the increase is both 

the infrastructure development and the discrete project allocations especially the Government 
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school repair and renovation discrete projection, which increased significantly from 5,500 lac Taka in 

2014/15 to 20,045 lac Taka in 2015/16 and school feeding project in the poverty prone areas from 

41,880 lac Taka in 2014/15 to 56,000 lac Taka in 20115/16. 

There were five subcomponents with no budget in 2015/16 AOP 

V School and Classroom Based Assessment; 

V Curriculum and Textbooks Strengthened; 

V Education in Emergencies; 

V School Health and School Feeding; and 

V Public Private Partnership  

Progress and future needs 

The outcomes and outputs discussed in this report show the progress made since 2010 under the 

PEDP3. However, there are still some challenges.  The most important issues are:  

V Despite good results in the Grade 5 PECE, improvements are still needed in the knowledge, 

critical and creative skills that children need for their education, economic and social 

development; 

V The dropout rate is still too high especially in Grade 4; 

V Differences between upazila performances are still great, and the ability to target specific 

upazilas for improvement or for districts to take specific action is not yet developed; 

V The management is still centralized to some extent. 

V The education budget is planned to increase especially for SLIP and UPEP. There needs to be 

greater attention paid to targeting funds for the efficient use of activities and it should be  

more carefully monitored; 

V Better ways are needed to measure the performance of the education system. Current data 

are sometimes neither complete nor clear. They do not cover all institutions where primary 

school age children receive their education. The education system should be unified (though 

not made uniform) through common examinations, a common core curriculum and better 

information sharing. Although the assessment of learning outcomes began during PEDPII, 

the system needs to send a strong message to teachers and students that an exam pass is 

evidence of real learning and useful skills; 

V The experience gained during PEDP3 has helped plan for Post-PEDP3. Improvements in 

measurement, analyses and management will be carried out during the next program. Post- 

PEDP3 will be even more comprehensive, gradually covering all projects and programs which 

provide inputs to schools and families, i.e. new classrooms, textbooks, examinations, grants, 

teacher training and stipends. This does not mean that only state provided options matter, 

but that there is a clear responsibility for, and information on the education of all children; 
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V The ASPR will be even more important in Post-PEDP3. The new Results Framework will have 
a greater focus on management, including financial management, and greater emphasis on 
reliable and valid information for planning and the measurement of results at central and 
local levels; and 

V Post-PEDP3 implementation will use government systems for financial management, 
procurement and monitoring. Reporting will be more important because external financing 
will be linked to the achievement of annual targets as defined by new Disbursement Linked 
Indicators (DLIs). There will be a greater focus on how inputs are used to improve learning in 
the classroom. 

Implications for AOP 

There are three main findings, which emerge from this ASPR, each with implications for annual 
operational planning.  

V Addressing low participation rates - primary school aged children who are most likely to be 

out of school, based on the evidence in this report; 

V Targeting the group of children who are working below their grade level in Bangla and 

mathematics ς as per NSA findings; and 

V Improving the provision of basic infrastructure and teachers: Just less than one-third of 

schools (both GPS and NNPS) meet three out of four key PSQL indicators. 

Areas for Further Study 

The following are the main issues for further study: 

V Impact of in-service teacher training; 

V Governance of Schools, Head Teacher, SMCs and Upazila; and 

V Quality of the school inspection process. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of the Report 

The Directorate of Primary Education (DPE) is committed to improve teaching and learning in all its 

primary schools.  Primary education provides the foundation for further learning, thereby enabling 

young people to lead successful and satisfying lives while, at the same time, contributing to the 

economy and well-being of Bangladesh. The Annual Sector Performance Report (ASPR) outlines the 

progress of the primary education sector an annual basis to enable the DPE to develop relevant 

policies and plans, and make informed decisions on the advancement of primary education. 

Specifically, the ASPR summarizes the main achievements over the previous year by highlighting the 

results of all the main processes as activities, inputs and outcomes. The DPE has used the Result 

Based Management (RBM) approach since 2008 for implementing and monitoring its activities under 

the Second Primary Education program(PEDPII) and the PEDP3. On the national level, the RBM 

approach creates opportunities for the Government of Bangladesh (GOB) and its Development 

Partners (DPs) to make evidence based decisions to improve sector performance, based on the 

progress and identified constraints identified in ASPR.  

RBM differs from previous approaches, which focused mainly on inputs and activities with 

insufficient attention paid to promoting better learning outcomes for children.RBM puts the 

emphasis on results rather than on activities. This approach is supported by evidence-based 

ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΦ ²ƘŜƴ w.a ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΣ ƛǘ ǳǎŜǎ ΨǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŎƘŀƛƴΩΦ ²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

chain, it is then possiblŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ Ƙƻǿ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ όΨƛƴǇǳǘǎΩύ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ όŦƻǊ ΨŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΩύ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǎƘƻǊǘ-

ǘŜǊƳ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ όΨƻǳǘǇǳǘǎΩύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨƻǳǘǇǳǘǎΩΣ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴΣ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƛƴ 

ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ǘŜǊƳ όΨƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΩύΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƭƻƴƎ-term benefits for society aǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ όΨƛƳǇŀŎǘΩύ 

      RESULTS   
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Planning process used in RBM approach 

In evidence-based planning, policy makers begin by deciding what outcomes should be achieved. These outcomes are then 
ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŀǎ ΨƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ƛƴ ŀn objective manner. Only after these desired outcomes are decided 
are the necessary inputs, activities and outputs identified. For planning purposes, this means starting at the right end of the 
figure above, at impact. The planner then moves along the chain to the left: from the desired impact back to the inputs and 
activities that are necessary to achieve that impact. This holds true both for the six-year planning of the PEDP3 and also for 
yearly planning (Annual Operation Plan (AOP) at central level). 
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This report aims to strengthen the planning process. It links implementation όƛƴǇǳǘ Ҧ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ Ҧ 

output) with the sector performance όƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ Ҧ impact) through the use of information and 

statistics. The report is a basis for a planning dialogue in DPE and the other key implementing 

agencies and in the annual planning cycle of the PEDP3. The report provides evidence, which helps 

to pinpoint what is and is not working well towards the achievement of desired results. Based on this 

evidence, decision makers and planners can adjust the inputs and activities as necessary to improve 

outputs and outcomes. 

In the primary education sector, the PEDP3 covers a large proportion of the activities and expected 

results over the six-year period 2011-2017.1 For that reason, the ASPR describes sector performance 

from the point of view of the PEDP3 implementation and achievement of results. It is hoped that the 

next ASPR will continue to reflect progress in other areas of the primary sector as a whole including 

Quami Madrasha, English Medium Schools, and Second Chance/Non-Formal Education, all three of 

which lie outside the PEDP3. 

The PEDP3 is guided by its Program and M&E Matrix, which a logical framework summarizing what 

the program will do and what it plans to have achieved by 2017. The PEDP3 M&E Matrix is shown in 

the January 2015 Revised PEDP3 Program Document (see Table C5, page 151). It includes 15 Key 

Performance Indicators (KPIs), 12 Non-KPIs, 14 PSQLs, 67 sub-component indicators and describes 

the results against inputs and activities that need to be monitored and evaluated to support the 

PEDP3 planning process. The analyses of these three sets of indicators (KPIs, Non-KPIs and PSQLs) 

and related sub-components results and trend are the focus of the ASPR. 

The principles, design and structure of the t95tо ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ w.a ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΥ άtǊƻƎǊŀƳ 

ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ w.a !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘέ όwŜǾƛǎŜŘ PEDP3 Program Document, 

page 21-41). PEDP3 identifies the Impact ςΨvǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩς together with 

clearly defined results at the Outcome level summarized as ς Ψ!ƴ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ 

primary education system delivering effective and relevant child-ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ .ŀƴƎƭŀŘŜǎƘΩǎ 

children for pre-ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ DǊŀŘŜ ± ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅΩ. RBM also specifies the outputs and outcomes 

indicators which are to be used to monitor progress. Therefore, it is clear that the RBM approach is 

not limited to a narrow M&E function of the program; rather, it infuses the PEDP3 in its entirety. 

Outcome expectations and targets are set, not to establish absolute links between implementation 

and outcome performance, but to create a basis for monitoring, evaluation, analysis and planning 

that takes information and explanations into account in decision-making and policy dialogue. It is 

difficult to establish direct links between program outputs and outcomes because many of the 

factors at work in producing outcomes, are outside management control. But this does not lessen 

the importance of outcome indicators for analytical and planning purposes. It is through an 

investigation of actual outcome patterns that the planners can arrive at a reasonable understanding 

about what to do, i.e. what works and what does not work. The information and explanations given 

in the ASPR therefore contribute to policy dialogue and decision-making, and these in turn lead to 

any change-making to be considered for PEDP3 over its six-year life-cycle.  

                                                             

1At the PEDP3 Mid-term Evaluation, it was jointly agreed to extend PEDP3 for another 1 year (from 2011-2016 to 2011-
2017) and closing date is December 2017. 
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The ASPR is structured as follows: 

 Chapter 1 introduces the report, describes and explains the results-based approach in the 

context of PEDP3, including the results chain and identifies the sources of data used to 

prepare this report; 

 Chapter 2 outlines the results expected by the PEDP3 Program Framework and presents 

three summary tables of actual results achieved between 2005, 2010-2015; 

 Chapter 3 shows the evidence on medium-term performance (outcomes) from 2005, 2010 

to 2015; 

 Chapter 4 provides the evidence on short-term performance (outputs) from 2005, 2010 to 

2015; 

 Chapter 5analysesof sector activities (implementation) 

 Chapter 6analyses of sector inputs (budget trend and implementation) 

 Chapter 7 concludes the report 

 Chapter 8 lists the references 

 Chapter 9 presents the annexure (Annex A to Annex I) 

1.2 Sources of Data 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ Řŀǘŀ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !{tw ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ !ƴƴǳŀƭ tǊƛƳŀǊȅ School Census (APSC), 

the National Student Assessment (NSA), the Primary Education Completion Examination (PECE) 

result, the Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES), the Education Household Survey (EHS), 

reports from DPE line divisions and other relevant sources of data such as Bangladesh Bureau of 

Educational Information & Statistics (BANBEIS), the Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) and the 

Education Watch survey produced by the Campaign for Popular Education (CAMPE). 

The above mentioned sources are separated into two main categories: (1) administrative data or 

records; and (2) census/surveys/studies. 

Administrative Data 

The following are the Administrative data: 

Annual Primary School Census (APSC): The APSC is an indispensable and reliable source of 

information for the greater part of the primary education system. There is, however, a need to 

improve the process so that results are timely and widely available. The APSC has been in full 

operation since 2002, when it received technical support from the ESTEEM project of the Cambridge 

Education Committee (CEC) supported by the UK Department for International Development (DFID). 

Only 4 types of schools i.e. Government Primary School (GPS), Newly Nationalized Primary School 

(NNPS), PTI Experimental and Community schools (see Table 1.1) were followed systematically 

between 2005 and 2009. Since 2010 DPE has managed eight types of schools i.e. GPS, NNPS, 

Registered Non-government Primary School (RNGPS), Non-Registered Non-government Primary 

School (NRNGPS), PTI Experimental, Community, Shishu Kollyan and Anandya School managed by 

the ΨReaching Out of School ChildrenΩ (ROSC) Project. The questionnaire, management of data, the 

analyses and interpretation of data have improved gradually and expanded to meet PEDP3 
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requirements. APSC school coverage has also expanded in recent years, covering 25 different types 

of schools in 2015 (see Table 1.1). However, the APSC mainly focuses on eight types of DPE managed 

school namely: (i) Government Primary Schools GPS); (ii) Newly Nationalized Primary Schools (NNPS) 

former Registered Non-government Primary Schools (RNGPS); (iii) Registered Non-government 

Primary Schools (RNGPS); (iv). Non-Registered Non-government Primary School (NRNGPS); (v) PTI 

Experimental Schools; (vi) Community Schools; (vii) ROSC/Anandya Schools; and (viii) Shishu Kollyan 

Schools (see Table 1.1). 

The APSC questionnaire: The questionnaire contains several sections. Essentially, it collects basic 

information on the school ς EMIS code, school type, name, address, establishment year, location, 

shift, play ground, electricity connection, the School Learning Improvement Plan (SLIP), geographical 

location of school etc.  

¶ Section 1 requests student information such as enrolment at pre-primary education, grade 

wise enrolment, enrolment of special needs children, stipend beneficiaries, school feeding 

beneficiaries, attendance, repeater and age specific numbers, etc.  

¶ Section 2 requests teacher information such as educational qualifications, pre-service and in-

service training. 

¶ Section 3 requests School Management Committee related information.  

¶ Section 4 requests school physical infrastructure related information such as number of 

school building, rooms, classrooms, furniture etc.  

¶ Section 5 requests water and sanitation related information such as functioning water 

sources, toilets etc.  

¶ Section 6 requests SLIP related information, specifically as to SLIP preparation, 

implementation, and contribution collected from the local and government grant. 

¶ Section 7 requests ICT related information.  

¶ Final section 8 requests textbooks and TLM related information.  

The M&E division distributes the questionnaire including instructions (in Bangla) to all the schools 

through DPEOs, UEOs and AUEOs during December for data collection in January of the following 

year. The structure of the questionnaire has been updating regularly since 2005. 

Since 2009,a new output of the school census is the Upazila Education Performance Profile (UEPP). 

The UEPP is a one-page individual upazila snapshot based on APSC data, segregated by each Upazila, 

showing the performance of KPIs, Non-KPIs and PSQLs. This is the evidence for the upazila to see its 

performance at a glance. The UEPP facilitates the preparation of both the School Level Improvement 

Plan (SLIP) and the Upazila Primary Education Plan (UPEP), mainly with evidence based planning and 

with information on the individual primary school and the UpazilaΩs current situation on primary 

education.  In particular, this information helps the schools and Upazilas to set realistic activities and 

achievable targets. 
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Primary Education Completion Examination (PECE) and Ebtedayee Completion Examination (EECE): 

The Grade 5 PECE and EECE are important sources of information that replaced the Grade 5 

scholarship examination in 2009 (former name was Terminal Examination).  Both PECE and EECE are 

open to students from all school types (formal and non-formal) and provide a good sources of data 

on the following: the number of primary education institutes in Bangladesh which have Grade 5 

students; the proportion of student who sit the exam; and finally, the number of student who 

passed, and are thus eligible to progress to Secondary Education. 

DPE Survey 

 National Student Assessment (NSA):The NSA is conducted every two years. The survey was 

administered in 2006, 2008, 2011, 2013 and 2015 (the 2010 NSA was moved to 2011 as a 

baseline for the PEDP3). This survey measures the achievement of Grade 3 and Grade 5 students 

on a set of learning outcomes in Bangla and Mathematics. The sample is designed to be 

nationally representative of students in seven categories of schools (GPS, NNPS,NGPS, NGO 

schools, Experimental schools, Community schools and Shishu Kollyan schools). In 2011 the NSA 

was only conducted in GPS and NNPS, and NSA 2013 was conducted in the seven types of 

schools, hence only GPS/NNPS results from 2013 NSA are used to compare performance 

between 2011 and 2013.  In 2015 NSA compares student achievements in seven categories of 

DPE managed schools.  The instruments have evolved over time and the 2013 NSA is the most 

informative to date because the standardization of test items allowed for the construction of a 

common measurement scale for Grade 3 and Grade 5 students in both subjects. At the time of 

preparing this ASPR Report, the2015 NSA results have not yet been published. More details on 

NSA findings are given in the Learning Section of Chapter 3. 

Other Surveys 

The following surveys conducted by other organization provide information on indicators that the 

school Census does not measure: 

 Population Census: The 2011 population census conducted by Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics 

(BBS) provides information on the size of the pre-primary and primary school-age population 

(age 5), (age 6ς10) and (age 11-14 years) respectively. These data are used for computing PEDP3 

key performance indicators e.g., Gross Intake Rate (GIR), Net Intake Rate (NIR), Gross Enrolment 

Rate (GER), Net Enrolment Rate (NER) and Out of School Children.  

 Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES): The BBS conducts the HIES on a nationally 

representative sample of households every five years. The survey collects information on food 

and non-food consumption (to measure the rate of poverty) and on household characteristics 

including education. The most recent round of HIES was scheduled for implementation in 2015, 

and it is expected that the Report will be available by December 2016. 

 Education Household Survey (EHS):In between the 2010 and 2015 HIES, the BBS/DPE conducted 

ŀƴ 9I{ ŀǎ ǇŜǊ 5t9Ωǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴformation. In 2014, the 

sample size was 6,119 households (nationally representative); this report examined, for 
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example, the impact of interventions on out of school children, dropout rate, net enrolment rate 

etc. at the mid-term point of the PEDP3. 

 Multiple Cluster Indicator Surveys (MICS): These surveys were part of an international program 

to collect data on children and women around the world. In 2006, in Bangladesh, the sample size 

was 62,000 households (representative at the district level); in 2009 the sample size was 300,000 

households (representative at the Upazila level); and in 2012-13 the sample size was 55,120 

households (representative at the Upazila level). An education module provided information on 

enrolment, including that in the non-formal sector. The last round MICS was conducted in 2012-

13 and results were published in 2015. 

 Education Watch Survey: As part of the Education Watch series, CAMPE conducted the 

following surveys: 

- Education Watch Household Survey 2013 

- Education Watch Education Institution Survey 2014 

- Education Watch Competency Based Learning Achievement Test 2008 and 2014 

The sample sizes of above surveys were 42,548 households in 1998, 30,051 households in 2000, 

23,971 households in 2005, 24,007 households in 2008 and 9,000 households in 2013. The 

Educational Institution Survey was carried out on 885 schools in 1998, 952 schools in 2000, 440 

primary schools and 24,000 households in 2008 and 663 schools in 2014. A competency based 

learning achievement test was administered on 2,509 students from 186 schools in 2000, 7,093 

students from 440 schools in 2008 and 5,375 students from 309 schools in 2014. These data have 

been valuable for primary education because they were built on previous CAMPE surveys and show 

trends on some key indicators for the period 1998ς2014 (see CAMPE conducted Education Watch 

2014 and 2015 reports). 

 Bangladesh Bureau of Educational Information and Statistics (BANBEIS) data: The BANBEIS 

prepares reports on secondary education, which help DPE to calculate transition rate to Grade 6 

(number of new entrant in Grade 6). 

TƘŜ нлмс !{tw ŘǊŀǿǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ²ƻǊƭŘ .ŀƴƪ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΥ άSeeding 

Fertile Ground: Education That Works for BangladeshέΣ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ŜŀǊƭȅ нлмпΣ ŀƴŘ The Dissonance 

between Schooling and Learning: Evidence from Rural Bangladesh by M Niaz Asadullah and Nazmul 

Chaudhury. The ASPR 2016 also draws findings from the Mid-Term Review studies (5 studies) and 

Mid-Term Review report on Bangladesh Third Primary Education Development Program (2014). 
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1.3 Data on Primary Education 

1.3.1 BASIC STATISTICS ON PRIMARY EDUCATION 

In the 2015 APSC, DPE collected data from the 25 different types of formal and non-formal primary 

educational institutes. For the preparation of ASPR 2016 report, data are clustered for 14 main 

categories of schools in line with previous ASPRs (10 types of formal and 4 types of non-formal 

schools). This includes ƻƴŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ άhǘƘŜǊέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ 10 types of formal and non-formal 

schools. Other categories comprise 10 types of very small Learning Centers such as (i) Mosque-based 

LCs, (ii) Temple-based LCs,(iii) Jail schools, (iv) Tea Garden schools, (v) Chittagong Hill Tracts Council 

managed schools, (vi) Schools for the Deaf and Dumb, (vii) Social welfare based LCs, (viii) Schools for 

blind, (ix) Quami Madrasha and (x) Other types. The other school categories are run by private, non-

government and autonomous organizations, rather than by DPE.  

The following Tables 1.1 presents by type, the number of primary schools, primary teachers, enrolled 

children and student teacher ratio (STR): 

ü Total number of schools was 122,176 (25 different types of schools).  Of these, 3 major types 

of schools were ς GPS 31.4%, newly nationalized primary school (NNPS) 20.7% and 

Kindergartens 15%;  

ü For the first time in 2015, APSC included Quami Madrasha but the coverage was not 

significant (only 103 Quami Madrasha included).It is hoped coverage will be increased in 

future censuses. 
 

ü Total number of enrolled children in Grades 1 to 5 was19,067,761, of which girl students 

were9,698,682 (50.9%). The percentage of girls in the two major categories of schools - GPS 

and NNPSς was 51.9% and 51.2% respectively; 
 

ü Total number of teachers was527,798. Of these teachers, 314,299 (59.5%) were female. The 

percentages of female teachers in the two major categories of schools - GPS and NNPS ς 

were 66.4% and 51% respectively; 
 

ü Total enrolment in the KG schools was: 2,279,872 (Boys 1,225,445 and Girls 1,054,427) 
 

ü Total enrolment in the other categories (10 types) schools were: 57,853 only (Boys 31,786 

and Girls 26,786); these numbers constituted only 0.3% of the total enrolment in 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



27 | P a g e  

 

Table 1.1: Number of Primary Educational Institutions, Teachers, Students and Student Teacher 

Ratio (STR) by Educational Institute Type: APSC 2015 

SL.  
School type/(Management  

authority) 

No. of 

schools 

Total Teachers Total students 
STR 

Total Female 
% of 

female 
Total Girls 

% of 

Girls 

1 GPS (MoPME/DPE) 38,306 225,659 149,935 66.4 9,578,688 4,970,976 51.9 42.4 

2 NNPS (former RNGPS) 

(MoPME/DPE) 

25,240 96,828 49,362 51 4,214,965 2,157,077 51.2 43.5 

3 Regd. NGPS (MoPME/DPE) 112 520 331 63.7 21,432 11,177 52.2 41.2 

4 NRNGPS (MoPME/DPE) 1,926 7,140 5,050 70.7 272,097 135,574 49.8 38.1 

5 Experimental School (MoPME/DPE) 55 279 244 87.5 10,789 5,259 48.7 38.7 

6 Ebtedayee Madrasha (MoE) 2,877 11,298 2,323 20.6 390,948 190,070 48.6 34.6 

7 Kindergarten (MoC) 18,318 118,166 69,614 58.9 2,279,872 1,054,427 46.2 19.3 

8 
NGO School (Grade1-5) (NGO 

Bureau) 

2,680 5,957 4,259 71.5 219,968 114,683 52.1 36.9 

9 Community School (MoPME/DPE) 106 341 257 75.4 14,842 7,705 51.9 43.5 

10 
High Madrasha Attached 

Ebtedayee(MoE) 
5,599 22,663 3,313 14.6 830,733 400,781 48.2 36.7 

11 
High School Attach Primary Section  

(MoE) 

1,554 11,101 6,209 55.9 560,521 291,720 52 50.5 

12 
BRAC schools and Learning Center 

(NGO Bureau) 

13,522 13,886 13,382 96.4 332,695 189,585 57 24 

13 ROSC (MoPME/DPE) 6,258 6,327 5,187 82 184,163 91,419 49.6 29.1 

14 Shishu Kollyan (MoPME/DPE) 152 437 302 69.1 15,305 8,130 53.1 35 

15 Others (including MoSW) 5,471 7,196 4,531 63 140,743 70,099 49.8 19.6 

 Total 122,176 527,798 314,299 59.5 19,067,761 9,698,682 50.9 36.1 

Source: APSC 2015:  

Note 1: In 2015, 634 more schools were included in the GPS stock from the Establishing 1500 School Project. In 2015, in comparison 

with APSC 2014, the total number of institutions increased mainly due to the increase of the number of KG schools, BRAC schools and 

ROSC LCs. The number increased mainly in two leading categories - GPS & NNPS -due to the establishment of new GPS and the 

nationalization of non-government schools. It is noted that Quami Madrasha is included for the first time in the APSC 2015. 

Note2: Non formal schools include those having full-fledge five grades; and non-formal learning centers refer to the learning centers 

which do not have the full 5 grades. 

Note3: Other categories (SL.15) include:(i) Mosque-based LCs, (ii) Temple- based LCs, (iii) Jail schools, (iv) Tea Gardens schools, (v) 

Chittagong Hill Tracts Council managed schools, (vi) Schools for the Deaf and Dumb, (vii) Social welfare based LCs, (viii) Schools for the 

Blind, (ix) Quami Madrasha and (x) Others types. 

Note: Earlier, the total number of GPS was 37,672 (nationalized in 1973). Of these, due to river erosion, river course changes and other 

grounds; currently some GPS are non-functioning but APSC still includes them. These non-functioning GPS need to be investigated for 

identifying the actual number of GPS in the country. Meanwhile, about 26,195 RNGPS schools were nationalized on 12 January 2013. 

Under a discrete project, an additional 1500 GPS were established at the un-ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ψ9ǎǘŀōƭƛshment of 

мрлл Dt{ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩΦ Lƴ нлмрΣ ŀōƻǳǘ соп ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ Dt{ ǎǘƻŎƪΦ 
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The primary school management and oversight system is highly fragmented under five different 

authorities. The DPE under MoPME is the main primary education provider in Bangladesh. For 2015, 

Figures 1.1 through 1.5 illustrate the relevant authorities; the number and type of educational 

institutes and their management; teachers managed by GoB Ministries; and students managed by 

GoB authorities. All information is based on the APSC 2015 database. 

Figure 1.1:Percentage of Primary Level Educational Institutes by Type 2015 

 

Source: APSC 2015 

NOTE: In the above Figure 1.1,ΨhǘƘŜǊǎΩ comprise 5,471 tiny learning ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ (LCs) under 10 different 

types of educational institutes. The following Figure 1.2 gives a breakdown of these institutes by 

type, percentage share in the ΨotherΩ category, and the actual number of each institute. 

Figure 1.2: Percentage of Others Types of Schools 2015 

 

 

Type 
No. of 

Institutes 

Tea-Garden 53 

Social Welfare 

Based LCs 

13 

Deaf & Dumb School 12 

School for the Blind 3 

Jail Attached 2 

CHTs  Managed 

Schools 

137 

Others Types of 

Schools/LCs 

3,015 

Quami Madrasha 103 

Temple Based LCs 554 

Mosque Based LCs 1,579 

Total 5,471 

  
 

Source: APSC 2015 
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Management of Institutes: 

The following Figure 1.3 presents the percentage of schools managed by different authorities: 

 MoPME oversees 8 types (six types are formal Government Primary Schools (GPS) - Newly 

Nationalized Primary Schools (NNPS), Registered Non-government Primary Schools 

(RNGPS); Non-Registered Non-Government Primary School (NRNGPS); PTI Experimental 

Schools; Community Schools; and two types of non-formal schools (Shishu Kollyan and 

Anandya Schools). These account for 72,155 schools (59.1%).  
 

 The Ministry of Education (MOE) oversees 3 types - Ebtedayee, High Madrasha attached 

Ebtedayee and High School attached Primary Section of formal primary schools and 

Madrasha. These account for 10,030 schools and Madrasha (8.2%).  
 

 The Ministry of Commerce and other relevant authorities oversee only Kindergarten (KG) 

schools and account for 18,318 KG schools (15%).  

 The NGO Bureau oversees 2 types - BRAC schools and NGO Learning Centers that account 

for 16,202 schools and LCs (13.3%). Other Authorities manage 5,471 (4.5%) LCs. 

Figure 1.3: Percentage of Primary Level Institutes Managed by GoB Ministries 2015 

 

Source: APSC 2015 

Share of teachers: In 2015, a total of 337,531 teachers were working in MoPME managed72,155 

schools (64%);45,062 (8.5%) teachers were under MoE managed schools;118,306 (22.4%) teachers 

were under MoC managed schools;22,778 (4.3%) teachers under NGO Bureau managed schools/ 

learning centre; and 4,111 (0.8%)were under the other types of schools managed by different 

agencies (Figure 1.4 below). 
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Figure 1.4: Percentage of Primary Level Teachers Managed by GoB Ministries 2015 

 
               Source: APSC 2015 

Share of students: In 2015,14,312,281 (75.1%)students were in MoPME managed schools;1,782,202 

(9.3%)students in MoE managed schools;2,286,041 (12%)students in MoC managed schools;635,553 

(3.3%) in NGO Bureau-managed schools/ learning centre; and 51,684 (0.3%)students in other types 

of schools managed by different agencies (Figure 1.5). 

Figure 1.5: Percentage of Students Managed by GoB Ministries 2015 

 
              Source: APSC 2015 
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1.3.2 NON FORMAL SCHOOLS /  LEARNING CENTERS 

There is a wide range of non-formal institutes in Bangladesh operating the following education 

program: 

- Early Childhood Care and Education, including Parenting, Early Child Development and Pre-

Primary Education; 

- Non-Formal Primary Education; 

- Adolescent Literacy Program; 

- Adult Literacy Program; and 

- Continuing Education Programs like Post literacy etc. 

The report on Mapping of Non-Formal Education Activities in Bangladesh was published in April 

2009. It stated that 742 organizations were running more than 10 NFE LCs to cover the above 

educational program, which included Grade 1 or Grade 1-2, or 1-3 or fully-fledged primary schools.  

The NFE programs covered 5.5 million learners, of which 40% were within the ECCD program; 34% 

were basic education programs; and 26% were continuing education programs. Many of these non-

formal centers focus on assisting children from disadvantaged areas or groups to integrate into the 

formal school system from Grade 3 onwards.   

There are some data available on non-formal learning centers.  The Bureau of Non-Formal Education 

(BNFE) operates a non-formal education program and maintains a Non-Formal Education (NFE) 

ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜΦ 5t9Ωǎ wŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ hǳǘ-of-School Children (ROSC) project supports one-teacher learning 

centers known as Anandya schools. According to the APSC 2015 report, a total of around 184,163 

students were enrolled in 6,258 ROSC learning centers (Anandya schools) in 2015 up from 2014 APSC 

coverage. 

BRAC is one of the largest NGO with NFE program operating primary schools. According to the 2015 

administrative record of BRAC, there were 532,335 students from Grade 1 to Grade 5 in 17,826 

schools managed directly by BRAC and 148,416 students in 4,965 schools managed by BRAC partner 

NGOs (393). The number of teachers in BRAC operated primary schools is 17,917 and the number of 

teachers in BRAC partner NGOs operated primary schools is 4,965. But on the whole, precise 

information on NFE coverage is difficult to obtain.  There may be some double counting of NFE 

centers and students between the major projects, such as BRAC, ROSC and the SHARE Programs. 

1.3.3 GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION OF SCHOOLS 

According to the 2015 APSC report, a total of 105,222 out of 122,000 schools provided data on their 

location, compared to 69,867 schools in 2014, although all GPS and NNPS responded to the 

questionnaire. It was found that 79,609 (76%) schools are located in the plain land areas compared 

to 51,424 in 2014. A total of 25,613 schools are located in specialized regions (Haor, Char, Tea 

Garden areas, slum, boarder belt, coastal areas and Hilly areas) in the 2015 APSC report. The data 

provided by 105,222 schools are presented below in Figure 1.6.  And the data provided by 25,613 

schools, situated in special regions, are presented below in Figure 1.7. 
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Figure 1.6:Percentage of Schools Located in the Geographical areas2015 

 
Source: APSC 2015, PECE 2015 

Figure 1.7: Number of School Located in Geographical areas (excluding plain land schools) 2015 

 
Source: APSC 2015 
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1.3.4 INSTITUTIONAL COVERAGE IN ADMINISTRATIVE DATA (APSC AND PECE/EECE) 

Since 2011, the expansion of the coverage on the APSC and PECE has been a major achievement of 

DPE. The total number of schools covered by the APSC increased by 11,029 (up 14%) in 2011, by 

14,303(up 16%) in 2012, by 2,841 (up 2.7%) in 2013, by 1,679 (up 1.6%) in 2014 and by 13,639 (up 

12.6%) in 2015. The total number of schools covered by the PECE and EECE also increased by 2,007 

(up 2.5%) in 2011, by 4,579 (up 5.1%) in 2012, decreased by 4,962 (down 4.77%) in 2013, again 

increased by 2,354 (up 2.2%) in 2014 and by 9,448 (up 8.7%) in 2015. Between 2014 and 2015, the 

major increase in APSC coverage included Kindergarten (2,148), BRAC schools (5,473), ROSC (2,440) 

ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ όнΣнлфύΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ŘǊƻǇ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻƴ 

community schools and Regd. NGPS. The reason for the decline in the number of community schools 

is that almost all of these schools merged with the former RNGPS for nationalization (these are now 

NNPS). The Community schools dropped about 68% in 2012, 23% in 2013, and 90% in 2014.  Only 14 

community schools dropped in 2015. 

Figure 1.8: Comparison of APSC and PECE Institutional Coverage 2010-2015 

 
Source: APSC and PECE 2010-2015 

Table 1.2 below shows that the coverage of educational institutes between APSC 2015 and 2015 

PECE/EECE was almost consistent mainly for the DPE managed schools. There is a modest difference 

in Kindergarten (18,318 by APSC and 18,144 by PECE). But there is a significant difference in BRAC 

schools (13,522 by APSC and 4,833 by PECE), ROSC schools (6,258 by APSC and 2,053 by PECE) and 

High Madrasha attached Ebtedayee Madrasha (5,599 by APSC and 9,071 by PECE). The participation 

was less in BRAC schools because all BRAC, which are one-grade schools, cease at the end of Grade 

5. In the ROSC project the learning centers are opened gradually; newly established schools are not 

eligible for PECE because they have no Grade 5 children. 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

APSC 78,685 89,714 104,017 106,858 108,537 122,176

PECE 97,344 99,351 103,930 98,968 101,322 110,770
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Table 1.2: Number of Schools and Madrasha in APSC and Primary and Madrasha Education 

Completion Examination (PECE/EECE) 2014- 2015 

School type Number of schools 

and Madrasha 

% 

difference 

in 

coverage 

(2)/(1) 

Number of schools 

and Madrasha 

% 

difference 

in 

coverage 

(4)/(3) 

% 

difference 

in 

coverage 

(3)/(1) 

2014APSC 2014 

PECE 

2015 

APSC  

2015 

PECE 
  (1) (2)  (3) (4)   
GPS1  38,033 38,004 -0.08 38,306 38,212 -0.25 0.71 

Experimental  55 56 1.82 55 56 1.79 0.00 

NNPS  25,008 25,166 0.63 25,240 25,465 0.88 0.92 

Community  120 74 -38.33 106 79 -34.18 -13.21 
ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ NGO, KG, 

NRNGPS, 

RNGPS. etc. 

23,881 20,516 -14.09 28507 26,549 -7.38 16.23 

 High school-

attached 

1,511 1,830 21.11 1,554 1,856 16.27 2.77 

ROSC/BRAC/SK 13,513 11,730 -13.19 19,932 7,004 -184.58 
 

32.2 

Madrasha Ebtedayee 2,673 2,409 -9.88 2,877 2,478 -16.10 7.09 

Dakhil, Alim, 

Fazil, Kamil 

5,526 9,001 62.88 5,599 9,071 38.28 1.30 

Total   108,537 101,322 -6.65 122,176 110,770 -10.30 11.16 

Note: (1) The GPS figures of PECE 2015 included data on 503 model Government Primary Schools and also included 448 new GPS from 

the establishment of 1500 GPS project. (2) The GPS figures of APSC 2015 also included data on 503 model Government Primary Schools 

and 361 GPS from the establishment  of 1500 GPS project. Source: APSC 2014-15, PECE Exam result 2014-15. 

1.3.5 AGE OF STUDENTS AND COHORT POPULATION DATA 

Age of students in administrative data (APSC): The Admission of students at the right age into 

school is also of concern but the situation has been improving (see Table 1.3).  The ongoing concern 

of APSC is the accuracy of the student age information provided by the schools.  The school Census 

contains information on the age of students as reported by Head Teachers.  However, they may not 

always have reliable records on the age of students due to lack of coverage of birth registration and 

in those cases the Head Teachers may have an incentive to under-report the number of overage 

children.  Therefore, the school census-based net enrolment rate should be treated with caution. 

Table 1.3 compares the percentage of children enrolled in each age group by grade according to the 

APSC 2010-2015 and the 2009 MICS (which relies on parents to providŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

age). According to the APSC 2015 report, about 91 percent of children enrolled in Grade 1 were the 

right age (6 years), 6 percent were around 7 years of age, and 3 percent were about 8 years of age. 

Each grade had similar problems. 

According to the law, the entry age in Grade 1 of primary education is 6 years. There is a tendency 

among some parents to enroll their children in the first Grade from the age 6 to 8 years. The 

situation has changed overtime and more parents are currently bringing their children to school at 

the right age (91% in Grade 1, 79% in Grade 2, 78% in Grade 3, 78% in Grade 4 and 71% in Grade 5).  

Table 1.3 compares the percentage of children enrolled in each age group by grade according to the 

APSC 2010-2015 and the 2009 MICS (MICS relies on parents and APSC on Head Teachers to provide 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŀƎŜύ. 
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Table 1.3:Percentage of Children by Age and Grade in the APSC (2010-15) and MICS (2009) 

 Under-age / Right age for grade Over age by one year Over age by two years or more 

Grade/  

Class 

2009 

MICS 

2010 

APSC 

2011 

APSC 

2012 

APSC 

2013 

APSC 

2014 

APSC 

2015 

APSC 

2009 

MICS 

2010 

APSC 

2011 

APSC 

2012 

APSC 

2013 

APSC 

2014 

APSC 

2015 

APSC 

2009 

MICS 

2010 

APSC 

2011 

APSC 

2012 

APSC 

2013 

APSC 

2014 

APSC 

2015 

APSC 

1 59.4 87.9 81.8 84.6 85.8 89.2 91.3 21.6 10.3 12.6 11.8 10.3 9.2 5.6 18.9 1.9 3.4 3.6 3.9 1.6 3.1 

2 52.7 85.7 81.7 80.2 84.2 87.2 79.3 25.3 11.2 12.4 13 12.1 11.1 11.6 22.0 3.0 3.6 6.8 3.7 1.7 9.1 

3 45.3 83.7 79.1 80.7 83.1 85.4 77.6 22.3 13.5 14.3 15.7 12.8 12.8 13.4 32.4 2.9 4.0 4.1 4.2 1.8 9 

4 40.6 83.0 77.4 80.5 84.1 85.9 78 28.6 13.7 14.6 14.4 11.7 11.3 17.2 30.8 3.3 4.9 5.1 4.2 1.9 4.8 

5 42.1 87.5 78.7 79.8 85.3 88.3 70.9 20.4 8.9 12.0 13.4 10.1 10 17.7 37.6 3.6 5.1 6.8 4.6 1.7 11.4 

Source: APSC 2010-2015, MICS 2009: MICS 2012/13 dataset was not available to include updated information in this table. Therefore, the report does not include the analysis on the age specific enrolment data.
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School-age Population: 

The BBS estimates based on the 2001 population census indicate that the primary school-age cohort 

has been declining since 2005. This projection was based on several assumptions, including the 

declining fertility rate.  In July 2012, the BBS published data from the 2011 population census. DPE 

used a Sprague multiplier to estimate the 2011 primary school age population based on the new 

census data with the consent and endorsement of BBS2 (see Table 1.4). The results of this are 

displayed in Table 1.4. 

Table1.4: Estimated Primary School Cohort Age 6-10 Years 2005-2015 (in millions) 

(in millions)  

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Population of 

children aged 6-10 

All 

 

 

17.32 

 

 

16.77 

 

 

16.51 

 

 

16.39 

 

 

16.32 

 

 

15.19 

 

 

18.17 

 

 

18.20 

 

 

18.03 

 

 

18.03 

 

 

17.47 

Boy    8.53 8.50 7.83 9.36 9.34 9.16 9.21 8.91 

Girl n/a n/a n/a 7.85 7.82 7.35 8.79 8.36 8.87 8.82 8.55 

This revised estimated population of children aged 6-10 years in 2011 was 18.17 million (2011 BBS 

Census was 18.87 million). This is 2.4 million higher than the projected estimate for 2010. The United 

Nations Population Division projections over the same period (2005ς2010) estimated that the size of 

the cohort remained almost constant at 17.3 million. A similar declining trend in the 6-10 years 

population, estimated by DPE, was also observed since 2012 and accordingly decreased.  

The above Table 1.1 shows that the total enrolment in formal education increased between 2005 

and 2010 (by 313,000 students or 2%); sharply increased between 2010 and 2014 (by 2,595,085 

students or 15%) and dropped (about 5 lac) in 2015. This is a positive development. At the same 

time, the cohort of children aged 6-10 years is not consistent. It declined by 7.7% between 2005 and 

2010, sharply increased in 2011, and has continues to decline since 2012 according to the population 

projections of the BBS (see above Table 1.4). There is, therefore, a steady closing of the gap between 

the number of children aged 6-10 years and the number of those children enrolled in the schools. 

 

                                                             

2 The estimate of the population of 6ï10 years upto2011 inAPSC-2015 is based on Table C04 from the 2011 population 

census. This table shows the population in the five-year age groups for (0ï4 years, 5ï9 years, 10ï14 years, etc.). Hence DPE 

applied the Sprague multiplier for smoothing BBS 2011 data for creating a single year-age population (0-14 years) with the 

consent of BBS.  

¶ DPE at present uses BBS data for single age population which they have projected on the basis of 2011 population 

census. 
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2. EXPECTED RESULTS AND SUMMARY OF ACTUAL RESULTS 

2.1 PEDP3 Expected Results 

The ASPR is mainly concerned with the mechanisms that lead to better outcomes, and examines the 

sequence of events from spending (input), to activities (process) by component, corresponding 

outputs, and expected and real outcome patterns and trends. The expectations of sector 

performance are expressed in the PEDP3 Program Framework, which was re-designed during the 

Mid-Term Review held in 2014. 

Three sets of indicators capture the core elements of sector performance. These sets are examined 

through: 

¶ Outcomes Level: 15 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)3, whose trends and targets are 

summarised in Table 2.2; and 

¶ Outcomes Level: primary education sector performance also examined through 12 Non-Key 

Performance Indicators (Non-KPIs)4,the trends and targets of which are summarised in Table 

2.3; 

¶ Outputs level: predominantly examined through 14 Primary School Quality Level (PSQL) 

indicators, the trends and targets of which are summarised in Table 2.4; 

In addition: 

¶ ! 5ƛǎōǳǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ [ƛƴƪŜŘ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ό5[Lύ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ȅŜŀǊ ΨлΩ ǘƻ ȅŜŀǊ ΨпΩ ƛǎ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ 

Table 2.5, and 

¶ A sub-component progress report is summarised in the sub-section 2.4. It is noted that the sub-

component progress report is included for the first time in the ASPR as advised by the line 

divisions of DPE, especially the Program and M&E Divisions. 

In the PEDP3 Program Framework, the relationships expected to link inputs to outputs and 

outcomes are implicit. Sub-sections 2.1 and 2.5 spell out in more detail how the key activities under 

PEDP3 are expected to have an impact on KPIs, Non-KPIs and PSQL indicators for each component 

and for PEDP3 as a whole. 

The ASPR 2016 presents the results achieved by the implementation of 2015ς2016 AOP activities. It 

describes the sequence of events from spending inputs for implementing activities, through the 

resulting outputs down to actual outcome patterns and trends. The PEDP3 revised results chain 

describes the expected performance of the sector (the targets) against the PEDP3 baseline (2010), in 

terms of results to be achieved (see Annex A). The revised results framework of PEDP3 emphasizes 

                                                             

3The number of KPIs in the revised Program Framework (2014 MTR) is the same compared to the PEDP3 original list of 15 KPIs (2011) 

but with the removal of the previous KPI 10; the number and types of functions delegated to districts, Upazilas and schools and include 

current KPIs 10.  In addition, the total 12 Non-KPIs are included in the revised Programme Framework of PEDP3 as decided by the MTR.  

 
4The number of PSQLs in the revised Programme Framework (2014 MTR) is lower (14 PSQLs) compared to the PEDP3 original 

document(18 PSQLs) (2011); four PSQL indicators were removed because they could not be measured and data were not available for 

computing those PSQLs. 
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the intention that planning and delivery of the inputs and activities will lead to a set of outputs and 

accordingly to outcomes. This chapter sets out in more detail how the PEDP3 activities will 

contribute to achieving these outputs and outcomes. 

Recent primary education sector Programs 

Bangladesh has had three Primary Education Development Programs (PEDPs), each with a 

distinct set of components or outcome areas. The Programs are: 

PEDPI: 1997ς2003: The First Primary Education Development Program focused on 10 specific 

objectives including improving enrolment, completion, providing more quality inputs and 

strengthening monitoring. PEDP I consisted of several projects managed and financed separately 

by eight DPs. However, as this kind of project-based approach did not necessarily lead to long-

term institutionalization of achievements, the Government and DPs jointly agreed to adopt the 

principle of a sector-wide approach (SWAp) to achieve a high-quality primary education. 

PEDPII: 2004ς2011:The Second Primary Education Development Program was a coordinated and 

integrated sector program within the DPE, with a focus on quality improvement, institutional 

capacity building and systemic reform. PEDPII was the first education sector Program to include 

many components of the SWAp principle in its design. Coordinated by a lead agency, PEDP II was 

financed by the Government and ten DPs through a management and financing structure. 

PEDP3: 2011ς2017:The Third Primary Education Development Program incorporates additional 

features of the SWAp approach in matters of financial management, donor harmonisation and 

program scope. PEDP3 continues many of the quality improvement, institutional and systemic 

reforms introduced under PEDPII with a much stronger focus on how inputs are used at the 

school level to improve the achievement of learning outcomes, the classroom environment, to 

raising both the enrolment rate and the primary school completion rate etc. The six results areas 

are: Learning Outcomes; Universal Access and Participation; Reducing Disparities; 

Decentralization; Effectiveness; and Program Planning and Management. 

DPE uses a results chain to review the performance of PEDP3. The results chain compares the results 

expected from program inputs and activities with what actually happened. Planners and decision 

makers will check expectations against the evidence from surveys, studies and research and will 

change, where necessary, the operational plan, as well as activities where necessary. In particular, 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ƻƴŜ ȅŜŀǊ ǿƛƭƭ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƭŀƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ǎŜǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

overall framework of expected results for PEDP3 as a whole. The improvements expected under 

PEDP3 are shown in the results chain for each component in Annex A. The following Table 2.1 

summarizes the PEDP3 result web ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ t95tоΩǎ п /ƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΣ с wŜǎǳƭǘ !ǊŜŀǎΣ нф 

Sub-Components, Anticipated Outcomes, Suggested Reforms and Indicators (15 KPIs, 12 Non-KPIs, 9 

DLIs and 67 Sub-ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎύ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ 

performance. 
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Table 2.1: PEDP3 Results WEB: 

 Component 1:  
Teaching and Learning 

Component 2:  
Participation and Disparities 

Component 3: 
 Decentralization and Effectiveness 

Component 4: Planning and 
Management 

 
Results Area 1 

 Learning Outcomes 

Results Area 2.1  
Universal Access and 

Participation 

Results Area 2.2  
Reducing Disparities 

Results Area 3.1 
Decentralization 

Results Area 3.2 Effectiveness 
Results Area 4  

Program Planning and 
Management 

P
ro

g
ra

m
 S

u
b-C

o
m

p
o
n
e

n
ts (2

9
) 

1.1. Each Child Learns 
2.1.1 Second chance and Alternative 
Education (NFE) 

2.2.1 Targeted Stipends 
3.1.1 Field Level Offices 
Strengthened 

3.2.1 Grade 5 PECE Strengthened 
4.1 PEDP3 Management and 
Governance 

1.2 School and Classroom-based 
Assessment 

2.1.2 Pre-Primary Education 
2.2.2 School Health and School 
Feeding 

3.1.2 Decentralized School 
Management and Governance 

3.2.2 Teacher Recruitment, 
Promotion and Deployment 

4.2 PEDP3 Financial 
Management 

1.3 Curriculum and Textbooks 
Strengthened 

2.1.3 Mainstreaming Inclusive 
Education 

2.2.3 Needs based School 
Environment Improvement 

3.1.3 School Level Leadership 
Development 

3.2.3 Annual Primary School Census 4.3 Sector Finance 

1.4 Production and Distribution of 
Textbooks 

2.1.4 Education in Emergencies 
2.2.4 Needs based Infrastructure 
Development 

3.1.4 Organizational Review and 
Strengthening 

3.2.4 National Student Assessment 
4.4 Strengthening Monitoring 
Functions 

1.5 ICT in Education 
2.1.5 Communications and social 
mobilization 

   
4.5 Human Resource 
Development 

1.6 Teacher Education and 
Development 

    4.6 Public Private Partnerships 

 Anticipated Outcome: All children 
acquire expected grade-wise and 
subject-wise learning outcomes, or 
competencies, in the classroom 

Anticipated Outcome: All children 
participate in pre- and primary 
education in all types of schools 
(formal, non-formal, Madrasha) 

Anticipated Outcome: Regional 
and other disparities reduced in 
terms of participation, completion 
and learning outcomes 

Anticipated Outcome: Upazila 
and school level planning 
decentralized 

Outcome: Increased effectiveness 
of budget allocation 

Outcomes: Effective program 
planning and management 
 

 Reforms: Fresh pedagogies, 
teachers accountable for each 
ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΣ ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ 
and textbooks, classroom and 
school-based assessment, teacher 
pre-induction training upgraded to 
Diploma in Education 

Reforms: One year pre-primary 
education through GPS and NNGPS; 
equivalency of formal and non-
formal education; broadening the 
concept and mainstreaming inclusive 
education; providing education in 
emergencies and disasters; 
improving communications 

Reforms: Reducing overcrowded 
classrooms through needs based 
infrastructure development; 
providing sanitation and water to 
schools on a needs basis, providing 
school health and school feeding 
programs; providing stipends to 
the poorest children 

Reforms: School level leadership 
development; field offices 
strengthened; increased 
decentralization of school 
management; mainstreaming 
school and Upazila grants 
initiative; strengthening capacity 
at central level. 

Reforms: Strengthening Grade 5 
Primary Education Completion 
Examination (Grade 5 PECE), the 
annual primary school census, and 
the national student assessment 
systems; strengthening systems for 
teacher recruitment, deployment 
and promotion 

Reforms: Strengthening 
results based management; 
formalizing and making 
greater use of public-private 
partnerships; assuring 
adequate sector finance 
 
 

 KPIs (3):  1, 2 & 3 and 
Non-KPI (1): 1  

KPIs (3): 4, 5 & 6 and  
Non-KPIs (4): 2, 3, 4 , and 5 

KPIs (3): 7, 8 & 9 and  
Non-KPIs (2): 6 and 7 

KPIs (2):  10 & 11 and  
Non-KPI (1): 8 

KPIs (4): 12, 13, 14 & 15 and Non-
KPIs (2): 9 and 10 

KPI: 0 
Non-KPIs (2): 11 and 12 

 PSQLs (4):  1, 2,3 &  4 PSQLs (2): 5 & 6  PSQLs (5): 7, 8, 9, 10 & 11  PSQLs (2): 12& 13 PSQL (1): 14  

 Sub-Component indicators: 22 
DLIs: 2 

Sub-Component indicators: 5 
DLI: 1 

Sub-Component indicators: 9 
DLIs: 1 (EU DLI-1) 

Sub-Component indicators: 4  
DLI: 1 (EU DLI-2) 

Sub-Component indicators: 13 
DLIs: 3 and EU DLI-1 

Sub-Component indicators: 14 
and DLI: 1 

Note: PSQLs (14), KPIs (15), Non-KPIs (12), DLIs (9) and sub-component indicators (67) lists are available in the end of this report in Annex 1.
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2.2 PEDP3 Result Areas and DPE Model of RBM Approach 

Goal/Impact  άvǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΦέ­ Learning 

                  

Purpose/ 
Objectives 

 To establish άŀƴ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ 
effective and relevant child-ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ .ŀƴƎƭŀŘŜǎƘΩǎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊŜ-

ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ DǊŀŘŜ ± ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅΦέ­ Learning 

                  

Results 
areas of 
PEDP3 

 
 

 Result Areas:  
1. Learning 
outcomes 

 2. Universal access 
and participation 
and  
 
3. Reducing 
disparities 
 
 

 4. Upazila- and 
school-level 
planning 
decentralized; and  
5. Increased 
effectiveness of 
budget allocation  

6. Program planning and 
management 
 
 

 
Outcomes 

 Learning outcomes by 
grade and subject 
 
Terminal exam pass 
and participation rate 

Increased GERs and 
NERs 
Enrolled  special 
need and out-of-
school children  
 
Gender parity 

 Delegated functions 
Survival rate  
Number of years  
input per graduate 
Percentage of 
schools meeting 
composite school-
level quality 
indicators 

 More terminal 
competencies 
achieved 
Increased primary 
completion  
Increased transition 
from primary to 
secondary level 

                  

Components 
of PEDP3 

 COMPONENT 1  
Learning and 
Teaching 

 COMPONENT 2 
Participation and  
disparities 

 COMPONENT 3 
Decentralization and 
effectiveness 

 COMPONENT 4 
Program 
planning and 
management 

                  

 
 
 

Outputs 

 
 

Revised 
curriculum and 
textbooks 
available 
 

More teachers 
recruited and 
deployed 
 

Trained teachers  
 

Learning materials 
available 

 Approved policy and 
guidelines for PPE  
Inclusive education, 
stipend Program and 
School feeding 
Program in place 
Children with  
special need  
enrolled  

 Devolution Plan 
in place 
Better infrastructure 
facilities and 
equipment 
Separate 
functioning toilets 
for girls 
SCR standard 
achieved 
SLIP grants in place 

 Improved sector 
planning and RBM 
Partnership 
 
STR standard 
achieved 
 
Trained SMC 
members delegated 
authority 

                  

 
 
 

Inputs 

 Curriculum 
Textbooks 
Additional 
teachers  
More staff, More 
Training, guide 
lines, manuals and 
other materials 

 Policy 
Guidelines on  
PPE 
Inclusive Education, 
Stipend Program,  
School feeding 
SLIP/UPEP grant 

 Devolution Plan 
Civil works, Supply 
Equipment, 
furniture and 
transport, Adequate 
Funds, 
Grants and funds 
Program dev. 
and studies 

 Capacity building 
(MoPME, DPE, NAPE, 
NCTB, and field 
office) 
Recruitment and 
promotion rules and 
career path 
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2.3 DPE Model of RBM Approach 

      

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Impact Literate, Prosperous and Productive 
Digital Bangladesh 

Sector 
Outcomes 

All our children 
provided with Quality 

primary education 

Increased 
Transition to 

Secondary Level 

Organizational 
Outcomes 

Increased Access to 
Primary, PPE, 

Inclusive Education 

Increased Survival 
rate in primary 

education 

Increased Primary 
Cycle Completion 

Rate 

Decreased 
Dropout Rate in 

Primary Education 

Decreased 
Repetition Rate 

Increased Students 
Achievement of 

Learning Outcomes 
(competencies) 

Increased PPE, IE 
Enrolment including 
GIR, NIR, GER & NER 

Decreased 
Student 

Absenteeism 

Organizatio
nal Outputs 

STR /Reduced 
SCR 

Need based 
Infrastructure 

developed 

Decentralized 
Management 

Improved 
Education 

Management 

Developed Policies 
and Plans 

New schools, Ramps, 
Additional Classrooms, 
Text Books, Stipend, 

School Feeding 

Trained and 
Skilled Teachers 

in place 

NSA, APSC, ASPR 
reports prepared, 

published and 
disseminated 
including AOP 

Internal 
Outputs 

Maintenance at 
all levels 

EMIS Strengthen 
and Decentralized 

Competent 
officials at all 
levels of DPE 

Public Private 
Partnerships 

Awareness built of 
SMC and PTAs  

SLIP and UPEP 
implemented 

Devolution of 
authorities 

PPE and IE 
implemented 

Increased 
number of 

Schools 

Provided SRM, 
Teaching aids, TG, 
learning materials 

Provided ICT 
Materials & Content 

Strengthening of 

academic 

supervision 

&Mentoring 

teachers 

Trained teachers on 
C-in-Ed, DPEd, Sub-

cluster & Subject 
based 

Infrastructure, 
Toilets, Drinking 

water, WASH Block 

Teachers 
networking for 

sharing 
knowledge 
experience  

More teachers in the 
schools 

Reduced Level of 
Poverty through 

Education 












































































































































































































































































































































































































