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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Facilitated by PRATHAM

School enroliment
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Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by S (D LTHES 7

age group and gender 2016

% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016

Not in
Age gr . . her Total 20
ge group Govt Pvt Othe school ota ;
1
Age 6-14: All 26.9 n7 0.1 1.3 100 .
Age 7-16: All 26.6 71.0 0.0 2.3 100 1a
Age 7-10: All 29.4 69.5 0.0 1.1 100 <12
Age 7-10: Boys 25,5 73.6 0.0 0.9 100 %10
Age 7-10: Girls 33.0 65.7 0.0 1.3 100 ; 8
Age 11-14: All 243 73.6 0.1 2.0 100 6
Age 11-14: Boys 20.6 77.3 0.1 2.0 100 4 —
Age 11-14: Girls 27.6 70.2 0.1 2.1 100 2 ?\TT——FT o
-16: 0
Age 15-16: All 24.2 67.9 0.0 7.9 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016
Age 15-16: Boys 19.1 71.0 0.0 9.8 100 —@—Gto 14 Al mmm 11 to 14 Boys 11 to 14 Girls
Age 15-16: Girls 285 65.1 00 6.4 100 Bars show the proportion of boys and girls age 11-14 who were not enrolled in school in
'Other" includes children going to Madarsa and EGS. a given year. The line shows how the proportion of children age 6-14 who were not
‘Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school has changed over the period 2006-2016.
Chart 2: Trends over time avble 2: Age-grade d outia
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std |-V and Std VI-VIII o L SHE QJrelele W ehfs
2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016 016
s 6|7 8|9 0| n|12]13]14][15]16]Total
80
I 10.5| 35.2| 28.4| 19.0 6.9 100
70 —
Il 16.7| 14.3| 25.8| 23.4| 11.2| 5.8 2.8 100
60 —
il 6.8 279(279(212| 93| 50 1.9 100
50 —
g IV 20 10.1] 23.7|33.7 |15.8 | 10.9 3.8 100
240 S
5 V 2.2 7.1121.7 1289|248 | N1 4.3 100
530 _—
VI 1.6 9.7 (202 (390|182 78| 35 100
20 I
VI 2.7 7.327.8|33.0[186| 60| 46| 100
10 ] VIl 20 7.6(330[3238| 162| 84| 100

This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, in Std Ill, 27.9% children
are 8 years old but there are also 6.8% who are 7 or younger, 27.9% who are 9, 21.2% who
are 10, 9.3% who are 11, 5% who are 12, and 1.9% who are 13 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-6 enrolled in different types of

2010 2012 2014 2016
M std I-v Std VI-VIII

pre-school and school 2016

In balwadi| | q/ In school Scfoi’f'
Age or nUKG or pre- | Total
anganwadi Govt. | Pvt. | Other | school
Age 3| 17.4 294 533 100
Aged| 94 | 721 185 | 100
Age 5 0.6 1.0 27.8 66.4 0.2 4.0 100
Age 6 0.0 1.0 25.5 723 0.2 1.1 100

For 3 and 4 year old children, only pre-school status is recorded.
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Facilitated by PRATHAM

ASER assessments are conducted in the household. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level
All children 2016

Reading Tool

st |Noteven| | cvier | Word Std | Stall | pral Std Il level text Std I level text
letter level text | level text
| 5.7 46.4 37.0 8.4 2.4 100 .
I 48 399 | 295 15.9 9.9 100 Bl e
TIT AR RCF Wamel
I 05 | 107 | 253 314 322 | 100 Wl sime ot ot GRS wAw ¥AT KX %T SR
IV 0.0 3.7 139 26.6 55.7 100 Gl whatd'art Fe dxafr grafm % o4 s
xR IRF ANETHl €% U
Vv 0.7 2.8 9.1 16.7 70.7 100 oral %' omm f@re Aewsl i |
mrERTOi wIws FT ey
Vi 03 1.9 7.4 14.0 76.5 100 U5 ORRl ST omm we A Letters Words
Vil 0.0 29 2.6 1.1 833 100 Adwsl ®AW W G Feel 1 I
way, wRY R dxefw wiE | g NE L
Vil 0.5 1.6 23 4.1 91.4 100 gl rafr wof e N
Sl thes X bi| U} br¢ 1
Each row shows the variation in children's reading levels within a given grade. For example, T 3 o b4
among children in Std [ll, 0.5% cannot even read letters, 10.7% can read letters but not E e ret iz
words or higher, 25.3% can read words but not Std | level text or higher, 31.4% can read Raf Bat
Std I level text but not Std Il level text, and 32.2% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, . g b
the total of these exclusive categories is 100%. =
Table 5: Trends over time The highest level in the ASER Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type . ] Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016 rezeligeEsssiiise St | 2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016
; ) level text. Table 5 shows the ) ) ) )
% Children in Std Il who ion of children in Std % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Y can read Std Il level text proportion of children in St Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
2l GVt & [Il' who can read Std Il level Covi & G &
ovt. L ) . .
Govt. Pvt. pyi*  text This figure is a proxy Govt. Pvt. PyL* Govt. Pvt. e
2010 12 | 309 | 236 [for 9rade level" reading for 2010 | 580 | 685 | 649 | 788 | 940 | 896
2012 21.1 364 | a1z - lll. Data for children 2012 46.9 710 | 636 | 681 | 926 | 853
enrolled in government
2014 17.3 40.2 34.5 ; 2014 43.1 74.7 66.6 72.2 929 88.3
schools and private schools
2016 21.9 37.5 32.2 . 2016 64.7 73.5 70.7 82.4 94.2 91.4
is shown separately.
* This is the weighted average for children in *This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.

government and private schools only.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010 and 2012
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M std v Std VI Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of three cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VIin 2010, and in Std VIII in 2012. For this cohort:
% children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 54.2%, and in Std VI (in
2010) was 73.4%. When the cohort reached Std VIIl in 2012, this figure was 85.3%. The
progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Facilitated by PRATHAM

Arithmetic

ASER assessments are conducted in the household. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

RURAL

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level

Arithmetic Tool

All children 2016
Stg | Not even | Recognize numbers | g oot | pivide | Total

1-9 1-9 10-99 T
| 4.8 12,5 714 10.8 0.5 100 i wofn S ki o
Il 3.4 12.8 60.6 20.7 2.5 100 %8 13
1] 0.5 16 383 39.2 20.6 100 E i —f2 &2 2)eeal
\% 0.2 0.7 23.4 41.4 34.3 100 2¢ 82
V 0.0 0.6 13.7 33.2 525 100 3 —&7 pesl
Vi 02 04 | 132 | 243 | 620 | 100 [e] [¢] G- =
Vil 0.2 0.6 1.3 219 | 660 100 -8 -3¢ eleesl
Vil 0.0 0.0 6.5 14.9 78.6 100 E’ . P
Each row shows the variation in children's arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, = i ﬂw
among children in Std Ill, 0.5% cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 1.6% can recognize =t i
numbers up to 9 but cannot recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 38.3% can recognize

numbers up to 99 but cannot do subtraction, 39.2% can do subtraction but cannot do
division, and 20.6% can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories
is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time In most states, children are Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std Ill by school type
2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016

Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type

expected to do 2-digit by
2-digit subtraction with

2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016

% Children in Std llI V\{ho borrowing by Std II. Table 8 % Children in.S.tq V who can | % Children in -St.d.VIII who
Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of Vg do division can do division
Govt. pyt. | GOVt &  children in Std Il who can Govt. put. | GOVEE | oot pvt. | Govt &
PVE™ 4o subtraction. This figure is Pvt” Pvt”
2010 26.8 615 | 483 4 proxy for "grade level” 2010 203 542 | 419 639 | 89.6 82.1
2012 38.4 61.1 53.3 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data 2012 26.5 529 447 58.1 80.5 73.9
2014 52.0 61.9 59.4  for children enrolled in 2014 431 58.7 547 483 79.2 72.5
2016 53.2 630 | 597 government schools and 2016 469 | 551 | 525 | 673 | 82.1 78.6

. ) - — private schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in

*This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
: separately.
government and private schools only.

Chart 4: Trends over time

% Children who can do division
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010 and 2012
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This graph shows the progress of three cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIl in 2012. For this cohort:
% children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 41.7%, and in Std VI (in 2010)
was 59.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIl in 2012, this figure was 73.9%. The progress
of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Facilitated by PRATHAM

Reading and comprehension in English

ASER assessments are conducted in the household. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 10: % Children by grade and reading level in English English Tool
All children 2016

Std N;tpieéel” Capital | Small | Simple Easy Total e | eaneeh
letters
letters letters | words |sentences A J Q h P X
| 5.6 5.0 42.1 37.1 10.2 100 N E u i
Il 3.6 4.0 37.4 35.1 19.9 100 |
I
Il 12 0.4 13 345 52.7 100 Y R O d g ¢t
1\ 0.2 0.6 4.8 18.6 75.8 100
v 0.1 0.0 3.0 N9 | 850 | 100 (= o)
Vi 0.0 0.0 3.0 9.8 87.2 100 cat red| |Whatis the time?
Vil 0.0 0.6 3.4 33 92.7 100 ik This is a large house.
VIl 0.0 0.2 1.4 43 94.1 100
Il d.
Each row shows the variation in children's reading levels in English within a given grade. e fan fike to rea
For example, among children in Std Ill, 1.2% cannot even read capital letters, 0.4% can read bus She has many books.
capital letters but not small letters or higher, 11.3% can read small letters but not words
or higher, 34.5% can read words but not sentences, and 52.7% can read sentences. For

each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 11: % Children by grade who can comprehend English

All children 2016

Of those who can read Of those who can read

Std words, % children sentences, % children
who can tell meanings who can tell meanings

of the words of the sentences

| 60.1

[l 57.8 60.0

1 68.3 67.8

1% 63.0 74.9

V 77.8

Vi 82.1

Vil 81.8

VIl 88.7

ASER records information about paid additional private tutoring by asking the following question: "Does the child take any paid tuition class currently?”
Therefore the numbers given below do not include any unpaid supplemental help in learning that the child may have received.

Table 13: Tuition expenditures by school type

0/o are 0 and 0 0 00 pe and 2016
e % Children in different tuition

Std Category 2010 2012 2014 2016 Type of expenditure categories (in Rupees per month)
Govt notition] 301 | 253 | 199 | 215 ol school | Rs. 100 | Rs101- | Rs. 201- | Rs. 301
Govt. + Tuition 4.7 6.4 7.7 7.9 orless | 200 | 300 |ormore|

Std -V Pvt. no tuition 35.1 35.7 36.9 35.5
Pvt. + Tuition 30.2 0.6 355 35.2 Std -V Govt. 3.2 26.5 458 24.5 100
Total 100 100 100 100
Govt no tuition | 230 | 202 | 145 | 190 Std -V | Pvt HO sl s esd I
Govt. + Tuition 5.6 7.8 7.1 5.3

SV S tiiton | 301 | 372 | 442 | 435 Std VI-VIll} - Govt
Pvt. + Tuition 41.3 34.8 34.2 323
Total 100 100 100 100 Std VI-VIII| Pvt. 0.7 5.0 28.6 65.7 100
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School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is based on
these visits.
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able 14 ends ove e Table 16: Trends over time
ber o 00 ed Small schools and multigrade classes
010, 20 014 and 2016 2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016
Type of school 2010 | 2012 | 2014 | 2016 Primary schools (Std I-IV/V) 2010 | 2012 | 2014 | 2016
Primary schools
(Std 1-IVIV) 97 129 100 107 % Schools with total enrollment
Upper primary schools of 60 or less 404 | 59.21 745 | 733
(Std 1-VII/VIT) 28 57 79 73 :
% Schools where Std Il children were
Total schools visited 125 186 179 180 observed sitting with one or more other | 40.7 | 54.2 | 393 | 495
classes
Table 15: Trends over time - % Schools where Std IV children were
Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit observed sitting with one or more other | 35.2 | 39.6 | 38.5 | 50.0
2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016 classes
Primary schools .
(Std 1-IV}V) 2010 2012 2014 | 2016 tJS[;zelr_()/rlllr/r\lzm schools 2010 | 2012 | 2014 | 2016

% Enrolled children present
66.1 52.7 57.0 56.7

(Average) % Schools with total enroliment
?ﬁvlerzcgifrs present 708 | 728 | 635 | 652 of 60 or less 179 | 228 253 | 348
r primary school 0 i
(Usﬁzehg/u/\fuﬁ e 20002 206 20 c:%ssefc:d()lssitg:gervevi;tirile Zhr"r:frz other | 280 | 429 257 | 367
% Enrolled children present classes
(Average) 713 | 595 52.6 | 539 % Schools where Std IV children were
% Teachers present observed sitting with one or more other | 20.0 | 33.9 | 23.2 | 295
(Average) 75.1 79.6 70.6 71.2 classes
School facilities
d01€ C () OVE
V(i 00 elected 00
010, 20 014 and 2016
% Schools with 2010 | 2012 | 2014 | 2016
Mid-day Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 58.4 | 534 | 528 51.5
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 47.8 41.1 345 | 494
No facility for drinking water 84.6 | 90.1 75.8 | 80.8
Drinking Facility but no drinking water available 10.3 2.8 8.4 4.0
water Drinking water available 5.1 7.1 | 157 | 153
Total 100 100 100 100
No toilet facility 214 | 27.8 15.6 9.0
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 385 31.3 31.3 | 47.2
Toilet useable 40.2 | 409 | 53.1 43.8
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls' toilet 78.5 | 56.1 64.3 | 50.3
. Separate provision but locked 4.7 12.2 10.8 17.9
SolirIEt Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 8.4 8.8 5.1 7.3
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 84 | 23.0 | 19.8 | 245
Total 100 100 100 100
No library 90.8 | 88.5 | 82.0 | 883
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit 3.4 8.7 15.2 8.3
Library books being used by children on day of visit 59 2.7 2.8 3.3
Total 100 100 100 100
. Electricity connection 36.3
Electricity - — - - — - —
Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 915 | 89.6 | 83.7 | 850
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 59 4.4 1.2 10.6
Computer being used by children on day of visit 2.5 6.0 5.1 4.4
Total 100 100 100 100




u -

M a n I r Annual Status of Education Report
p U RURAL 2

o

=]

o
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School funds and activities

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time Every year schools in India receive three grants. These are
% Schools reporting receipt of SSA grants - Full financial year the only funds over which schools have any expenditure
discretion. Since 2009, ASER has been tracking whether

Maintenance | Development | TLM grant

Full financial year grant grant and when this money reaches schools.
How much goes to For what purpose?
April 2010 to March 201 66.7 55.6 68.3 each school?
April 2011 to March 2012 80.4 64.9 84.0 School Maintenance Grant
April 2013 to March 2014 723 49.7 29.0 (7. 080 - i 7000 fpar | (Wit off sty
school per year if the building, including
April 2015 to March 2016 74.7 57.1 16.3 school has upto 3 whitewashing,
classrooms bathrooms, hand pump
(Rs. 7,500 - Rs. 10,000) per | repairs, building,
Table 19: Trends over time year if the school has more | boundary wall,
% Schools reporting receipt of SSA grants - Half financial year than 3 classrooms playground etc.
I el e Maintenance | Development | TLM grant Note: Primary and Upper Primary schools are treated
grant grant as separate schools even if they are in the same premises.
April 201 to date of survey (2011) 1.3 9.6 9.4 ‘ School Development Grant/School Facility Grant ’
April 2012 to date of survey (2012) 36.0 27.8 37.7 Rs. 5,000 per year per
] Primary School (Std I-IV/V) )
April 2014 to date of survey (2014) 14.4 6.9 35 Rs. 7,000 per year per School equipment, such
April 2016 to date of (2016) 59.2 46.7 1.2 Upper Primary School (B MEEHEETS, IS &
pri 0 date of Survey : : : (Std VI-VII]) Also to buy chalk, dusters,
Note for Tables 18 and 19: Grant information was not collected in ASER 2013. Re. 5'0(;0 "+ Rs. 7,000 = regi§ters, and other office
Rs. 12,000 if the school S| Pmeiric
Table 20: % Schools carrying out different activities is Std I—YIINIII -
Note: Primary and Upper Primary schools are treated
April 2013 to | April 2015 to as separate schools even if they are in the same premises.
Jipe O At date(zoési;rvey date(zo&sg]rvey Teaching Learning Material (TLM) Grant
Rs. 500 per teacher per L
. | buil for teachers i To buy teaching aids,
Construction | New classroom built 15.1 309 year for teachers in such as charts, posters,
Primary and Upper dels et
White wash/plastering 293 320 Primary schools MOAess €te
. Reall of aliifkine waiar Gl Note: In 2014-15 & 2015-16, Government of India
Repair P J / 205 213 withdrew the TLM grant for most states. This was
Repair of toilet 15.7 22.9 reinstated in 2016-17.
Mats, Tat patti etc. 35.0 37.8
Purchase Charts, globes or other teaching
material 53.9 56.5

Table 21: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014 2016

% Schools which reported having an SMC 87.6 94.2

Of the schools that have SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 35,5 33.1

Between July and September 59.7 386
After September 48 28.4




