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PREFACE

Proper early-year learning and growth of an individual offers a good basis for a 
person’s overall development and well-being throughout life. In view of this, Nepal’s 
government has made investments in education for early child growth. We need to provide 
the government with recommendations in order to further strengthen ECED centers. For 
this reason, only the accurate evaluation of children’s early learning and development 
generates evidence to formulate sound policies, identify where additional interventions 
are needed and explore the issues. Moreover, the assessment will be helpful in identifying 
children who are struggling for learning, either on individual or group level and preparing 
evidence for tracking equity and quality. In this context, this research was able to assess 
the level of preparation of ECED children as per the Early Learning and Development 
Standards (ELDS) after the ECED intervention, identify the present status of physical and 
infrastructure met by the ECED centers and generate the evidence-based information for 
monitoring the performance of ECED children over the period. 

Assessment of ECED children was first administrated in 2017 for the first time from 
Education Review Office (ERO). In all assessments, Early learning and development 
standards endorsed by government of Nepal and international practices were the 
foundation for developing the assessment framework. Tools were developed according 
to the assessment framework. Report of 2018 was breakthrough in reporting the level 
of development in different stages – struggling, progressing and on-track. This report is 
further advanced in defining the learning level of students by using Angoff method of 
benchmarking.

Throughout the process of tool development, test administration, data analysis and 
report writing, teachers, ECED experts and researchers have contributed in different many 
ways. I would like to acknowledge the collaboration and participation of UNICEF Nepal 
by providing financial and technical support. My sincere thanks go to the previous general 
directors of ERO. I highly appreciate Dr. Dipu Shakya for the technical inputs to finalize 
the report. I would like to place on record my gratefulness to ERO directors - Anupam 
Chandra Shrestha, Hari Prasad Aryal, Uttar Kumar Parajuli, Narayan Prasad Jha – section 
head and staff of ERO including Renuka Adhikari for their efforts and contributions. 

Finally, ERO commends this report to education policy makers, programme designers, 
teachers, educators, community members and researchers for their reference for improving 
learning and development of ECED children.

	 Shiba Kumar Sapkota
	 Director General
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Executive Summary

Introduction
Early Childhood Education and Development (ECED) intervention is considered 

critical as it leads not only to individual benefits through proper support of early 
brain development, but also to significant social return. In Nepal, the government has 
made a significant investment in ECED, including establishment and management of 
ECD centres, development of the Minimum Standards for ECD Centers, the ECED 
Curriculum and the Early Learning Development Standards (ELDS) and through 
mainstreaming a year-long ECED programs in the basic education system in 2016.

As the result of such efforts, high ECED access has been realized: the gross 
enrolment rate of children aged 3 and 4 was 85 % in the academic year of 2018/19. 
Given such a high access as well as the increased awareness of the importance of 
education quality, the focus has shifted to the quality of ECED and Early Childhood 
Development (ECD) outcomes. This report is a third report with a particular focus on 
the quality and outcomes aspects in the ECED system in Nepal. 

Objectives
This ECD report has the following objectives:

1.	 To understand children’s developmental and learning status and identify the 
proportion and characteristics of children who are at developmental risk.

2.	 To identify the quality and characteristics of ECED programs as per the management 
standards.

3.	 To examine relationships between ECED characteristics and children’s 
development and learning status to generate evidence for program improvement.

4.	 (Overall Goal) To facilitate informed ECED reforms, including funding allocation, 
technical assistance and strategic changes.

Methodologies 
Two assessment tools were used for this report: the ELDS assessment tool and 

the ECED management assessment tool. The ELDS assessment tool is the play-based 
assessment developed by the Education Review Office (ERO) based on the ELDS 
assessment framework according to the ECED Curriculum and the ELDS. The tool 
consists of 26 items with 58 sub-tasks, covering the following developmental domains: 
physical, language, cognitive and socioemotional/cultural domains. Based on the 
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results of the assessment, children were classified into three development categories: 
On track, Progressing and Struggling: On track indicates that children in this category 
are developed well and have achieved skills and knowledge as expected in the ELDS 
and been ready to study in grade one. Progressing category indicates that children in 
this category fall behind but are close to the ELDS. With limited support they can meet 
the standards of ELDS and will be ready to study in grade one. Struggling indicates 
that children in this category fall far below the ELDS and need significant assistance 
to come up to the standard and study in grade one.

The ECED management assessment tool is the observation-based assessment 
developed by ERO based on the Minimum Standards for ECD Centers and the ECED 
Curriculum. The tool measures infrastructure, health, sanitation, nutrition and security, 
and operation aspects of ECED programs as well as basic information of programs and 
their facilitators.

Multi-stage sampling with a mixture of purposeful and random procedures at the 
different stage was employed. In the first stage, 15 districts from the seven provinces 
were selected from the list of districts that were not included in the previous two 
rounds of studies. Purposive sampling approach was employed, aiming to reflect the 
distribution of ECED programs in the Nepal’s geographical regions (Mountains, Hills 
and Terai). Based on the number of existing ECED programs in the districts, ERO 
assigned the number of ECED programs in each district to be included although this 
assignment is not strictly proportional.

In consultation with ERO, the respective Education Development and Coordination 
Unit (EDCU) selected school based ECED programs. In the selection of ECED 
programs, EDCU first identified programs which had 12 or more students in Grade one 
in the connected school to assure enough sample size from each setting. Furthermore, 
they considered the balance between urban and rural when selecting ECED programs. 
Most of the invited ECED programs agreed to participate in the school (i.e., overall 
participation rate is 96%).

In mid-June, EDCU randomly selected up to 12 children studying in Grade one 
with ECED experience from each school based ECED center. This selection of children 
from 469 ECED centers resulted in 5229 children who participated in the assessment. 
The data from these children and ECED programs were collected in June 2019. 
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Assessment results
According to the ELDS assessment results, approximately two-third of the 

children were classified as on track in the language, physical, and social-emotional 
domains. The proportion of on track children was smaller and less than a half in the 
cognitive domain. Based on the composite score of the assessment, 56% of children 
were on track while 33% and 11% were progressing and struggling. As children get 
older, they were more likely to be classified as on track across all domains. However, 
even when children were older than the ELDS target (i.e., 60 months or older), 
considerable proportions of children were progressing (26%) or struggling (8%). This 
finding suggests that children’s development and learning can fall behind if they are 
not exposed to appropriate environment. 

In terms of children’s backgrounds, although boys were slightly more likely to be 
classified as on track than girls by one to four percentage points across domains, the 
differences are small and not statistically significant. Children with Nepali as their 
mother tongue were more likely to be on track across domains than children who have 
other language as mother tongue, particularly in the language and social-emotional 
domains. 

The substantial differences in the children’s development and learning status were 
found across provinces and districts. Gandaki province has the largest proportion of on 
track children, followed by Province 1 and Bagmati Province while Karnali Province 
shows the smallest proportion of on track children. The difference between in the 
proportion of on track children between Gandaki Province and Karnali Province is 43 
percentage points. While these results imply the existence of gaps in development and 
learning across provinces, one should over-rely on the results as the sample does not 
represent provinces. Another important finding regarding the geographical comparison 
is that Although the physical domain shows the highest proportion of on track children 
(i.e., least problematic), followed by the social-emotional/cultural domain and then by 
language domain in many provinces have different trends.

The results from the ECED assessment reveals the issue in the development and 
use of annual plan and daily lesson plan, which is an important standard of the ECED 
quality. It was found that 22 % of the programs did not develop the annual plan and 
daily lesson plan based on the curriculum. The remining 78 % developed the plans, 
but only 30% fully implemented established plan in the classroom. It is also found that 
on the ECED Curriculum was not available in 70% of the ECED programs despite the 
contentious suggestion for the use of the curriculum not only to develop lesson and 
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activity plans but also to understand what skills and knowledge children are expected 
to develop according to their age. The vast majority of ECED programs (81%) used 
Nepali as the main language in the classroom. Although mother tongue of more than a 
half of the participating children is language other than Nepali, there were only a small 
number of ECED programs where other language was used in the classroom (6% for 
English and 13% for Others). 

About a half (45%) of ECED programs had the class size of less than 20 children 
while nearly one third of the programs had 30 or more children in the classroom. There 
was a wide range of the child to facilitator ratio (CFR): while one facilitator took care 
of 3 children in some programs, in other extreme cases, one facilitator had to take care 
of 65 children. Approximately, 20% of ECED programs had CFR of larger than 25:1, 
suggesting that provision of facilitators was not sufficient to ensure responsive and 
sensitive interactions with children in one fifth of the ECED programs.

As for the ECED facilitators’ characteristics, the study finds that one third of the 
facilitators had minimal level of educational qualification: Grade 10 or below, while a 
half of them had educational qualification of Grade 11 or 12 and one fifth of them had 
higher education (undergraduate or graduate levels) qualification. It is also revealed 
that the vast majority of the ECED facilitators have taken at least one type of training. 
Since they are required to take the 16 days basic training as a mandatory program, 
95.4 percent of them have taken this type of training. Also, approximately two-third 
(65%) of the facilitators complied to the recommendation to take both the basic 16 
days training and refresher training. Few facilitators took other type of training (e.g., 
those offered by private institutions) in addition to the basic 16 days training. On 
average, the ECED facilitators had working experience of 11 years, but the variation is 
substantial, ranging from one year to the maximum of 22 years. 

To examine relationships between ECED characteristics and children’s development 
and learning status, we conducted regression analysis using multilevel mixed models. 
From the regression analysis, we would like to highlight the following results:

•	 Full implementation of curriculum-based learning plans is positively associated 
with all development and learning domains while mere availability of plans and 
curriculum are not associated with the outcomes. 

•	 Children in English speaking classroom showed higher language domain scores 
than those in Nepali speaking classroom while children in the classroom with other 
language have lower physical and language domain scores compared to those in 
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Nepali speaking classroom.
•	 A very small positive association is found between the facilitators’ education 

and the status of children’s development and learning, especially in the language 
domain. However, this was not found to be statistically significant.

•	 The facilitators’ ECED training also didn’t demonstrate a significant association 
with children’s development and learning. In fact, small negative associations were 
found between facilitator’s training and children’s levels across all the domains.

•	 The experience of facilitators is negatively associated with all the domains. Such 
negative associations are significant in the cognitive and language domains and 
marginal in the physical and social-emotional/cultural domains.

While these findings are insightful, one should be aware that these associations 
do not mean causations. The observational study design with cross-sectional data 
does not allow for the strong causal inference especially variables for some important 
confounding factors, such as children’s family social-economic-status (SES) and 
parent’s education. The careful interpretation of the results for the policy implications 
and recommendations for the future study is provided at the end of the report. 

Implications
The results of analysis lead to the following policy implications as well as 

recommendations for the future studies to generate more evidence on the important 
ECED topics:

•	 While more than a half of the children are found to be on track, significant efforts 
are necessary to support progressing and struggling children, particularly among 
children whose mother tongue is not Nepali.

•	 There is significant variation across the provinces in terms of which domain of 
development requires special focus. Therefore, a federal level one-size fits all 
approach is not likely to be effective, but a more localized response might be better 
suited to adapt to specific needs.

•	 While many ECED programs still need encouragement and support to develop 
learning plans, the support has to ensure that programs fully utilize learning plans.

•	 Many ECED programs have large class sizes and child to facilitator ratios (CFR). 
While small class size and CFR are important quality factors, achieving them is a 
costly practice. More studies need to be done to investigate the influence of large 
class size and CFR on how sensitively and responsibly facilitators interact with 
children to guide policy.
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•	 Training for facilitators is the main professional development mechanism but 
does not seem to be working effectively. This might be due to the trainings’ 
implementation mechanisms, however further studies are needed to develop 
effective training programs in terms of contents, implementation and ongoing 
support strategies, and tracking or accreditation systems.

Lastly, the data and methodology in this report are not without limitations. We 
provide the limitations at the end of the report not only to avoid over-interpretation and 
over-reliance on the results among readers and but also to guide our future work with 
improvement to generate more rigorous evidence. Contribution to this improvement 
process by readers through feedback on this report will be appreciated. 
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1.	 Introduction 

1.1	Background
From the human development perspective, early years of human being, particularly 

until the age of 5 years, are considered important (UNESCO, 2007; UNICEF, 2014). 
Neuroscience and development psychology provide compelling evidence for the 
critical importance of early years. Brain develops as a result of interactions with 
the environment rather than mere influence by heredity (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000; 
McCain et al, 2002). Brain development takes place most rapidly in the first few years 
of life during which experiences either enhance or diminish innate potential, laying 
either a strong or a fragile platform for all further development and learning (Phillips 
& Shonkoff; Winter, 2010). On the one hand, a lack of appropriate stimulation, positive 
relationships and involvement with children are associated with compromised brain 
development as well as increased risk for behavioral and emotional problems (Phillips 
& Shonkoff, 2000; Shonkoff et al., 2012). On the other hand, high quality early 
childhood development (ECD) interventions are found to improve various domains 
of children’s development and learning (Campbell et al., 2002; Heckman, 2008; Van 
Huizen & Plantenga, 2015).

ECD intervention is also considered critical from the social economic perspective. 
For instance, in the United States, high-quality early childhood education and 
development (ECED) intervention led not only to individual benefits, such as better 
school achievement, longer grade retention and higher earnings, but also significant 
social return, including higher tax revenues, lower criminal justice system expenditures 
and welfare payments (Belfield et al., 2006; Campbell et al., 2002; Heckman, 2006). 
Furthermore, the positive impacts of high-quality interventions are particularly 
significant among disadvantaged children (Heckman, 2008; Keys et al., 2013; Peisner-
Feinberg et al., 2001; Van Huizen and Plantenga, 2015). As such, high-quality early 
childhood interventions can reduce poverty and inequity in the society. 

Emanating from the human right perspective, ECD intervention is regarded as a 
part of

the natural repertoire of services that countries owed their citizens. According to 
the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, children are active social 
agents, who have a right to survival and development in all aspects of their lives (UN 
General Assembly, 1989). The convention states that childhood is a special, protected 
time, in which children must be allowed to grow, learn, play, develop and flourish with 
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dignity (UN General Assembly, 1989). Thus, ECD services constituted a cornerstone 
of the social contract, and the government own the fundamental obligation to serve all 
citizens so that they can thrive and realize their full developmental potentials.

Recognizing the far-reaching implications of ECD from all these perspectives, 
ECD is among the most important developmental agendas globally. In the 2000 World 
Education Forum, one of key goals for Education for All (EFA) was related to ECED: 
“expanding and improving comprehensive early childhood care and education” 
(UNESCO, 2000, p. 15) with governments being considered to have the responsibility 
of promoting ECED programs. In the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), ECED 
is not only recognized as the important goal itself as the Target 4.2 aims to ensure 
“access to quality early childhood development, care and pre-primary education so that 
they are ready for primary education” (United Nations General Assembly, 2015, p. 19), 
but also it is identified as a pivotal element for achieving other proposed educational 
goals (Raikes, 2016). Thus, governments now have the increasing responsibility of 
serving young children well and are expected to be accountable for their policy. 

1.2	Context of ECED in Nepal
In Nepal, the government has promoted and expanded ECED services since the 

1950s (Kadel & Mahat, 2011). Then in the 1990s, the government accelerated efforts 
by implementing ECED programs through the Local Self-Governance Act of 1999, 
which gave the authority to the local bodies to establish ECED programs with their 
own resources and grant permissions to establish, and run such programs (World Bank, 
2013). The government adopted the goals and strategies of the EFA and developed a 
strategy paper in 2004 (MoES, 2004). While ECED services had the strong emphasis 
on academic aspects since the early 1980s, they became more holistic within the EFA 
framework. 

In the School Sector Reform Plan (SSRP): 2009-2015, it is stated that the government 
will fund one-year ECED programs for children of four year of age, and communities 
may, however, offer ECED services for children below the specified age, mobilizing 
their own resources (MoE, 2009). ECE program has been available for children 3 to 4 
years but was not compulsory until recently. Under the 8th amendment of Education 
Act, a year-long ECED programs four-year-old children was mainstreamed under the 
basic education system in 2016 (MoE, 2016). As the result of such efforts, Nepal has 
achieved high enrolment rates in ECED; the gross enrolment rate of children aged 
three and four was 84.7 percent in the academic year of 2018/19 (DOE, 2018). 
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With a view to promote a comprehensive approach to ECED programs for 
safeguarding the rights of youngsters, the strategy paper on ECD in 2004 emphasizes 
the full development of children’s physical, socio-emotional, cognitive, spiritual and 
moral potentials (MoES, 2004). Aiming at maintaining standard in ECED service and 
facilities, an operation and management guideline has been developed by the Ministry 
of Education and Department of Education (DOE, 2067 BS). To ensure learning 
and development standards in all ECD centers; the ECED curriculum and the Early 
Learning Development Standards (ELDS) spell out what ECED children should know 
and be able to perform (DOE, 2062 BS; DOE, 2069 BS). The School Sector Reform 
Plan (SSRP) 2009-15 (MoE, 2009) and the School Sector Development Plan (SSDP) 
2016-2023 have also repeatedly pointed out the need to improve quality aspects of 
ECED programs (MoE, 2016).

ECED program in Nepal is either community or school based in terms of 
management and operation. Both are designed to meet educational and developmental 
needs of children with the fund and support from the government and/or community. 
One managed and operated by the public sector or the government is called ECD centers 
or ECED program. Further, ECD centers consist of those that are operated under the 
school system (school-based ECD centers), also called pre-primary education (PPE), 
and those run by the community (community-based ECD centers). ECED programs 
run by institutional schools are called institutional PPE. Out of 35,993 ECED/PPE 
services in the academic year of 2018/2019, the vast majority (23,228) of them were 
school-based ECD centers while community based ECD centers and institutional PPE 
had 6,869 and 5,896 programs, respectively. 

Regarding the terminology, two terms are found to have been used interchangeably 
for pre-school program in Nepal. The former policy and plan documents, such as the 
Early Childhood Development Handbook (Curriculum) (DOE, 2062 BS), the Strategy 
Paper for ECD in Nepal (MoES, 2004) and the National Minimum Standards for ECD 
Centers (DOE, 2067 BS), used the term Early Childhood Development (ECD). The 
SSRP and the SSDP have mentioned it as Early Childhood Education and Development 
(ECED) (MoE, 2009; MoE, 2016). Following the latter, we will use the term of ECED.

1.3	Context of ECED assessment in Nepal
As the national standard of expectation of what children should know and be able 

to do, the government of Nepal started to develop the ELDS in 2008 and conducted 
validation from 2009 to 2011 (DOE, 2069 BS; UNICEF, 2017). Also, the National 
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Minimum Standards for ECD Centers was established to regulate management 
and facilities of ECED in 2010 (DOE, 2067 BS). Despite the availability of these 
standards, the systematic assessment of early learning and development of children 
and management of ECD centers was not carried out until 2017. 

As one-year ECED was included in free and compulsory basic education in 2016 
(MoE, 2016), the priority to reflect national status on ECED and young children 
served by ECED became crucial. Furthermore, under the SDGs, countries have the 
responsibility to monitor and report where they stand against the indicators for the 
established targets. One of the indicators for the SDG target 4.2 is “proportion of 
children under 5 years of age who are developmentally on track in health, learning 
and psychosocial well-being” (United Nations General Assembly, 2017, p. 5). Thus, 
there was an increasing demand for the assessment of early learning and development 
by globally accepted domains based on standard framework. Given the context, an 
initiative for assessing ECED management and early learning and development of 
children has been initiated by the ERO since 2017. The process for the development 
and improvement will be described in the section 2.1 in this report. 

Utilizing these standards-based assessment tools, there have been two rounds of 
national studies on ECED. First round of the study was conducted in 2017 with the 
data collected from 1835 children and 150 ECED centers in 10 districts (ERO, 2017-
b). In the following year, ERO conducted the second round of study and collected data 
from 3675 children and 44 ECED from 15 districts (ERO, 2018). As a continuous 
effort and upon some improvements on the assessment tool, this report is prepared for 
the third round of the study.

1.4	Objectives of report
Considering the importance of ECED from human development, social-economic, 

and human right perspectives, numerous stakeholders, including parents, teachers, and 
policy makers have been making a significant investment for learning and development 
of children in ECED. In this regard, understanding what and to what extent children 
are developing and learning at ECED is one of the important concerns for all parents, 
policy makers and general public. This study is guided with an inherent interest in 
generating reliable and objective evidences on how the interventions made for ECED 
has been working in meeting the desired goals. More specifically, this assessment 
intends:

a.	 To better understand individual children’s developmental and learning status as 
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per the ELDS and identify the proportion and characteristics of children who are 
at developmental risk.

b.	 To identify the quality and characteristics of ECED programs as per the management 
standards by auditing the management standard met by the running ECED.

c.	 To examine relationships between characteristics of ECED programs and 
children’s development and learning status in order to generate evidence for 
program improvement. 

d.	 (Overall goal) To facilitate informed ECED reforms, including funding allocation, 
technical assistance, strategic changes, by a) promoting self -realization, b) 
creating pressure through the outsiders and general public, and c) enforcing legal 
provision.

1.5	Structure of report
This report is organized in six chapters. The first chapter presents the background 

and sets the context of ECED assessment in Nepal, followed by the need and 
objectives of this study. The second chapter deals with the methodology, describing the 
assessment tools, sample and analysis process. This chapter also describes limitations 
so that readers would be properly guided on the quality of evidence. The third chapter 
describes the results of early learning and development standards met by the children 
after the ECED intervention (i.e., attendance in school-based ECD centers). The 
ELDS performances have also been presented in relation to some important children’s 
characteristics, such as gender, age, and linguistic background. The fourth chapter 
presents the ECED characteristics and management standards of ECD. The fifth chapter 
describes the relationships between ECED characteristics and children’s learning/
development status. The last chapter presents major findings and implications.
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2.	 Methodology 
2.1	 Assessment tools

2.1.1	 ELDS assessment framework and tool
Under an international momentum to support ECED, UNICEF initiated work on 

ELDS in 2002, through a project entitled Going Global with indicators of child well-
being: using a standards approach (UNICEF, 2017). The ELDS reflects what children 
should know and be able to do with respect to various domains of child development, 
including their physical, cognitive, social-emotional and language development 
(UNICEF, 2017). 

In Nepal, ELDS was adopted in 2008 and validation were conducted from 2009 to 
2011 by the national working group (UNICEF, 2017). The standards focus on children 
of age 48- 60 months, which corresponds to the target age of the one-year ECED 
in Nepal. The standards were developed around the six domains which stem from 
the values emphasized by the country team: Physical, Social, Emotional, Cognitive, 
Language, and Cultural development. Despite the comprehensive standards available 
within the country, Nepal was not effectively utilizing the ELDS till 2017 (Shrestha et 
al., 2017).

ERO took the leadership to develop the tool to assess the status of ECED children 
based on the ELDS in 2017 with support from UNICEF Nepal. There were several 
rounds of consultations with key personnel involved in ECED planning and program 
implementation. Various national and international literatures sources on assessment of 
early learning and development were reviewed to develop the assessment framework 
(ERO, 2017-a; Shrestha et al., 2017). The framework articulates domains of children’s 
learning and development as well as more specific standards from subdomain through 
tasks relevant to the domain (see Appendix 1). Based on this assessment framework, the 
ELDS assessment tool was prepared by expert and teacher workshop and had 44 items 
with some sub-tasks within items at the beginning. Later, it was piloted with over 500 
children and analyzed to examine items’ objectivity, feasibility and relevancy, which 
led to some items to be discarded (ERO-b, 2017). Finally, 44 items were reduced to 
28 items by a consultation workshop. Children’s performance on tasks was scored 
by oriented enumerators based on observations with standardized administration and 
scoring procedures. Enumerators scored 2 if children performed a task correctly, 1 
if performed partially correctly, and 0 if performed incorrectly or did not respond. 
Domain scores were obtained by dividing the sum of task scores by maximum possible 
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scores, which thus, correspond to the percentage of subtasks that the child performed 
correctly.

In the national ELDS workshop held by ERO, UNICEF and Save the Children in 
2019, standard setting was conducted to establish cut-scores on the assessment scale to 
classify children into three levels of development status (development categories): On 
track, Progressing and Struggling. Cut-score enabled the country to monitor to what 
extent children in Nepal are ‘developmentally on track’, corresponding to the global 
call based on the SDG target 4.2. Also, the tool was scrutinized by the measurement 
experts and ECED stakeholders through the workshop, which resulted in minor 
revision of items and administration and scoring guidelines. The revised tool has 26 
items with 58 sub-tasks (Appendix 2). 

Since the cut-scores established in the 2019 workshop was for the ELDS assessment 
tool prior to the revision, the revised tool required updated cut-scores. Therefore, ERO 
and UNICEF held the workshop in 2020 June for the standard setting based on the 
current ELDS assessment tool. The detailed description of standard setting procedures 
and established cut-scores will be provided in the section 2.4.2 below. 

Despite continuous efforts to develop and improve the ELDS assessment tool, the 
evaluation of the resulting scores in terms of their reliability and validity have not been 
reported. Once an assessment tool was developed, it is critical to evaluate the extent 
to which it actually yields meaningful results in the intended context by gathering 
evidence of validity and reliability. The absence of such information to date made the 
past reports that used the ELDS assessment scores questionable in their quality, and it 
also masks the limitations and space for improvement. 

To fill this gap, we conducted analysis on the reliability and validity from various 
aspects as a separate study. This study provides some evidence for reliability and validity 
of the ELDS assessment tool. However, it also reveals a few limitations. In brief, the 
evidence shows high reliability of domain scores1 and supports discriminant validity 
while there are limitations in their content relevancy, content representativeness and 
factorial validity. That is, one can be certain that ELDS domain scores consistently 
measure the four distinct domains of children’s learning and development. However, 
there are some aspects of the assessment framework that are not covered in the assessment 

1	  Three domains of the ELDS assessment: social, emotional, and cultural, have two 
or three items, which led to an issue of low reliability. For this practical reason, we 
combined these three development domains into one domain.
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tool, implying that the assessment tool misses some part of children’s learning and 
development in the specified domains. Also, some assessment tasks seemed to be 
not relevant as an indicator of particular domain of learning and development. Thus, 
one should be aware that the results of the ELDS assessment tool cannot capture full 
scope of holistic development of children. While this report provides the informative 
evidence, one should be advised not to use this report as a sole base of any important 
decisions, especially when they have high stakes. 

2.1.2	 ECED management standard assessment framework and tool
Similar to the ELDS, despite the availability of the Minimum Standards for ECD 

Centers (DOE, 2067 BS), it was not well utilized for systematic assessment. However, 
the necessity of the assessment of ECED management and facilities quality was 
recognized. Various ECED stakeholders, such as policy makers, program planners and 
practitioners, needed a tool to measure the extent to which ECED programs meet the 
standards. Such information hold providers of ECED programs accountable and assist 
them in improving ECED programs. Also, there was a demand for the assessment tool 
for the evidence generation purpose. To effectively support children’s holistic learning 
and development, ECED stakeholders have long been interested in identifying the 
ECED factors that are associated with children’s development. Such an evidence can 
support effective program improvement. 

	 Recognizing these demands, ERO developed the assessment framework for 
the assessment of ECED management in 2017 (ERO, 2017-a) based on the National 
Minimum Standards for ECD Centers (DOE, 2067 BS) and the Early Childhood 
Development Handbook (Curriculum) (DOE, 2062 BS). The assessment framework 
for the ECED management has three major domains: Physical Infrastructure/Facilities; 
Health, Sanitation, Nutrition and Security: and Operation. Within each domain, there 
are number of specific aspects. This framework provided the foundation to develop the 
assessment tool.
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Table 2.1. The assessment framework for the ECED management.
Management 

Domains
Specific Aspects Measurement criteria

Physical 
Infrastructure/

Facilities

Building, Room of center, 
Management of Room, Sitting 
Arrangement, Library and Learning 
Corners, Management/ decoration 
of Room, Availability of Learning 
Materials, Instructional Materials, 
Learning Play Materials

Each of these aspects 
will be measured on 4 
points rating scales: 

3 for meeting ideal 
standards,

2 for meeting basic 
standards, 1 for meeting 
minimum standards.

0 for meeting none of 
the standards

Health, Sanitation, 
Nutrition and 
Security

Health facilities, Sanitation, 
Management of Day Meal, Safety 
and Security of Children

Operation Regularity, Qualification and Training 
of Facilitators, Record management

The ECED management assessment tool consists of two sections. The first section 
is the background information questionnaire, which includes the questions regarding 
the name and location of ECED program, medium of language in the class and 
information of teachers, such as educational qualification, training status, and working 
experience. The second section consists of twenty indicators which were developed 
based on the assessment framework for the of ECED management (ERO, 2017-a) (see 
Appendix 3). Each indicator is scored with the four points rating scale: 3 for reaching 
to ideal standard, 2 for meeting basic standard, 1 for meeting minimum standards and 
0 for meeting none of the standard (below minimum standard). The assessment is 
conducted based on the observation of ECED programs by oriented enumerators. 

2.2	 Sample

2.2.1	 Selection of sample 
From the list of districts that were not included in the previous two rounds of 

studies, 15 districts from the seven provinces were selected by ERO in March 2019. 
Purposive sampling approach was employed, aiming to reflect the distribution of 
ECED programs in the Nepal’s geographical regions (Mountains, Hills and Terai) (see 
Figure 2.1). To obtain more comprehensive information than before, ERO decided to 
increase the sample size of ECED centers from 300 in 2018 to 500 in 2019. Based 
on the number of existing ECED programs in the districts, ERO assigned the number 
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of ECED programs in each district to be included (see fourth column of Table 2.2) 
although this assignment is not strictly proportional. 

Figure 2.1. Sample selection map of Nepal 

In consultation with ERO, the respective Education Development and Coordination 
Unit (EDCU), the district level education office under the Ministry of Education, 
Science and Technology (MoEST), selected school based ECED programs in early 
June 2019. In the selection of ECED programs, EDCU first identified programs which 
had 12 or more students in Grade one in the connected school to assure enough sample 
size from each setting. Furthermore, they considered the balance between urban and 
rural when selecting ECED programs. However, as there was no specific rules and 
criteria in the selection of ECED programs, the EDCU’s attempts to balance the sample 
between urban and rural setting might vary district to district. Most of the invited 
ECED programs agreed to participate in the school (i.e., overall participation rate is 
95.4%) (see Table 2.2).

Table 2. 2. Province and district-wise number of sampled and participated ECED 
and children 

Province District
% of school 
based ECED 

No. of 
sampled 
ECED

No. of 
participated 

ECED

No. of 
participated 

children

Province 1
Morang 66% 50 48 566
Solukhubu 90% 20 20 167
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Province 2
Saptari 88% 50 50 539
Rauthat 92% 50 50 600

Bagmati
Sindhuli 86% 35 35 371
Bhaktapur 46% 35 35 417
Dhading 90% 30 16 181

Gandaki
Mustang 91% 10 9 69
Nawalparasi 
East

75% 40 40 474

Lumbini
Bardia 77% 50 48 559
Rolpa 88% 20 20 240

Karnali
Mugu 94% 20 10 79
Jajarkot 88% 20 19 223

Sudur-
paschim

Kanchanpur 66% 50 50 526
Darchula 91% 20 19 218

Total 79% 500 469 5229

Note: Percentage of school based ECED to all type of ECED services is based on 
2019/2020 Flash report I (DOE, 2020). 

In mid-June, EDCU selected 12 children studying in Grade one with ECED 
experience from each school based ECED center. When there were more than 12 
eligible children, they were randomly selected. In case where less than 12 students 
enrolled or presented on the day of assessment, all presented students were included. 
This selection of children from 469 ECED centers resulted in 5229 children who 
participated in the assessment. The data from these children and ECED programs were 
collected in mid-June 2019, which was around two months after children’s promotion 
from ECED to Grade one. 

It is important to note that some aspects of ECED management data cannot be well 
connected to children’s data. This is because the ECED data reflect the situations of 
ECED centers in 2076 when the participated children were already in Grade one. For 
instance, information on the number of ECED teachers in ECED centers collected in 
the study may be different from that of 2075 when the studied children were in those 
settings. Some information, such as the number of children in the ECED class, may be 
more susceptible to this data collection timing issue compared to other information, 
such as physical infrastructure and training status of the teachers. 
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One should also bear in mind that the sample focused only on community school-
based ECED programs (ECD centers/Pre-primary classes) and that the selection of 
districts and ECED centers was not random. First of all, there is substantial number 
of children who do not have access to ECED/PPE. The national net enrolment ratio 
(NER) in ECED/PPE was 67.2%, and this ratio was further low in Province 2 (34.1%) 
in the school year of 2019-20 (DOE, 2020). Also, the current ERO study focuses 
only on school-based ECED programs, so children in community-based ECED and 
institutional programs were not covered in the study. Although school-based ECED 
programs is the major modality, which accounts for 78 % of ECED/PPE national-
wide and 79 % in the studied 15 districts, focusing only on this modality makes it 
impossible to get comprehensive picture of ECED. Thus, the population to which this 
study can be generalized is only school based ECED programs in the selected districts 
and children who went to those programs (i.e., 36% of the overall children) but not the 
entire ECED services and children in Nepal (see Figure 2.2). Furthermore, the extent 
to which this study can be generalized to such population without bias is limited due 
to non-random sampling approach. Despite these limitations, the current study can 
provide insights into the status of ECED centers and enrolled children in Nepal with 
careful consideration of the sampling issues interpreting the results. 

Figure 2.2. The proportion of study population (children in school based ECED) to 
overall children 
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Note: The proportion of children in school based ECED (36%) is calculated as 
follows based on 2019/2020 Flash report I (DOE, 2020): the proportion of children 
in any type of ECED (national NER: 67.2%) multiplied by the proportion of children 
in school based ECED to those in any type of ECED/PPE in participating districts 
(54.2%). 

2.2.2	 Summary statistics of sample 
We provide descriptive statistics of the studied children. First, Figure 2.3 shows 

that the current sample includes children with the age ranged from 36 to 96 months 
with the average being 63.11 months. Less than a half (i.e., 45.3%) of them were in the 
target age of the ELDS assessment (i.e., 48 to 60 months) at the time of data collection. 
As the data was collected when the children already moved from ECED to Grade 1, a 
large proportion (i.e., 44.7%) of the children were over-aged (i.e., 61 to 96 months). 
Some unnatural and unexpected spikes in the distribution of children’s age (e.g., at age 
of 48, 60 and 72 months) may indicate the possibility of measurement errors. 

Figure 2.3. Histogram of Children’s Age (N=4,994)

 

Note: As there are 235 missing cases on the variable of age, the sample size is 4,994. 
The missing cases include 153 cases that were omitted as errors (below 36 months and 
above 96 months) in addition to initially missing 82 cases. 

Mean: 63.11
Std. Deviation: 11.46
Minimum: 36
Maximum: 96
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Figure 2.4 shows that the proportion of female children (53%) is larger than that 
of male children (47%) in the sample. This information is slightly inconsistent with 
the distribution of gender in the population (i.e., children who were in school based 
ECED programs in the selected 15 districts in the school year of 2019/2020): 49.8 
percent was female while 50.2 percent was male (DOE, 2020). Thus, in the process of 
selection of children, female children were slightly oversampled, which might be due 
to sampling variation at school level and unreported cases of gender. 

Figure 2.4. Proportion of children by gender (N=5218)
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Note: As there are 11 missing cases on the variable of gender, the sample size is 5,218.

Figure 2.5 presents that slightly less than a half (i.e., 45%) of the children spoke 
Nepali as their mother tongue while the rest of children had other language than Nepali 
as their mother tongue. There is no available information of mother tongue of the 
population, and thus, it is not possible to see how representative the sample is against 
the population in terms of mother tongue. 
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Figure 2.5. Proportion of children by mother tongue (N = 5179)

Figure 2.5. Proportion of children by mother tongue (N = 5179) 
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Note: As there are 50 missing cases on the variable of mother tongue, the sample size 
is 5,179.

2.3	 Assessment administration 
One of the most crucial aspects of data collection to ensure the quality of data is 

the role of enumerators and their capacity development. To develop the enumerators’ 
capacity for the standardized assessment administrations and scoring, ERO has 
conducted two days training for trainers at the central level. Then, the central level 
trainers have conducted 2 days district level training for enumerators in the selected 
15 districts. The enumerators were the experienced teachers with bachelor or higher 
degree. The training program provided the concept of the assessment and explained 
its importance, assessment frameworks, tools and the administration process in detail. 
During this training session participants had the opportunity to gain real classroom 
based experience to assess children’s learning and development by visiting some ECD 
centres, followed by a review and discussion session.

	 As for the administration of the ECED management assessment, first, a short 
meeting was held with management/administration staff and/or teachers at the ECED 
programs to provide the information on the assessment, including its objectives and 
importance. Since some of the indicators in the assessment require the information 
provided by the ECED programs in addition to enumerator’s observation, enumerators 
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requested management/administration staff and/or teachers from the ECED programs 
for as accurate data as possible. The observation was conducted by enumerators with 
the accompany of management/administration staff and/or ECED facilitators of the 
centre rather than independently.

As for the administration of the ELDS assessment, enumerators asked ECED 
teachers/ facilitators for their support to establish a suitable assessment environment 
to ensure security and comfortableness for the assessed children and avoid distraction. 
Once such an environment was established, enumerators invited the child and performed 
some ice-breaking activities with her/him according to the assessment guidelines to 
develop rapport. Then, enumerators provided some stationary to children for their 
participation. The ELDS assessment was conducted independently by enumerators 
without the presence of ECED facilitators and other staff. All the data collection 
was paper-based. Meaning that enumerators recorded the data on the standardized 
forms printed in paper. Most of the questions were administrated in one-to-one mode 
though very few questions were also possible to assess in group. The data collection 
was monitored by ERO officials in some centres to assure the quality data collection 
administration. 

2.4	 Data analysis approach

2.4.1	 Data cleaning and merging 
The ELDS assessment data and ECED management standard assessment data 

collected by enumerators were input into data file using the data analysis software 
SPSS by 23 in 2077 (2020). Data analyst from ERO conducted data coding, recoding 
to create relevant categorical variables, and merged the two sets of data on the SPSS. 
Two analysis scrutinized the merged data independently to identify errors in the dataset. 
Upon the discussion between the analysists and consultation with relevant personals 
from ERO and UNICEF, some erroneous data were omitted from the dataset for the 
analysis. The variables that had erroneous values include children’s age, the number of 
ECED facilitators and class size. 

2.4.2	 Standard setting for development categories
In the national ELDS workshop held by ERO and UNICEF in 2020, standard 

setting was conducted to establish cut-scores on the ELDS assessment scale to classify 
children into different development status in a defensible way with expert’s judgement 
on difficulty of the ELDS assessment tasks. In the previous standard setting activity 
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in the national ELDS workshop in 2019, the panel of ECED stakeholders, which 
consisted of key personnel involved in ECED planning and program implementation, 
decided to have three development categories: On track; Progressing; and Struggling. 
The rational for having three categories rather than binary category of on track or not 
is that having three categories would facilitate better understanding of development 
status of children, especially those who fall behind the expected development and 
learning as per the ELDS, which further leads to adequate and sensitive intervention 
designing. Conceptually, three development categories are defined as follows: 

•	 On track category indicates that children in this category are developed well and 
have achieved skills and knowledge as expected in the ELDS and been ready to 
study in grade one.

•	 Progressing category indicates that children in this category fall behind but are 
close to the ELDS. With limited support they can meet the standards of ELDS and 
will be ready to study in grade one.

•	 Struggling category indicates that children in this category fall far below the 
ELDS and need significant assistance to come up to the standard and study in 
grade one.
We developed performance standards and cut-scores to classify children into these 

three levels of development categories for the following purposes: 

1.	 To communicate ELDS assessment results in a meaningful way.
2.	 To identify children who are at risk of not reaching expected developmental and 

learning outcomes, either on an individual or group level.
3.	 Assist the policy makers in monitoring the proportion of children who are 

developmentally on track as per the indicator for the SDG target 4.2. 

	 A standard setting team, consisting of two from ERO and two from UNICEF 
Nepal, prepared for the workshop in the mid-June. Following a suggestion in the 
literature (Kane, 1994) that based on democratic values, cut-score should reflect the 
participation of all the stakeholder groups that have an interest in the standard and 
resulting decisions, we decided to include 15 to 20 participants from various group 
of stakeholders, such as Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (MoEST), 
ERO, Curriculum Development Centers (CDC), local government, NGOs, and ECED 
facilitators. We also aimed in ensuring participants’ diversity in terms of geographical 
area, organizational background, and educational responsibilities as suggested by 
the literature (Hambleton, 2001). Finally, based on suggestions of Kane (1994) and 
Brandon (2004), we tried to ensure that all participants have general knowledge of 
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ECED and at least a half of them has expertise in ECED and familiarity with the target 
age children. During the workshop for the standard setting, panelists with expertise 
in ECED and familiarity with the target age children were expected to share their 
knowledge to others who do not have the same level of expertise through discussion 
so that all the participants have clear understanding on target children to establish cut-
scores.

Prior to the workshop, we prepared performance level descriptors (PLD) for each 
domain of children’s learning and development. The PLD consists of statements of the 
knowledge, skills, and abilities of children who would be in each of the development 
categories. The PLD is important for panelists to complete their tasks of establishing 
cut-scores and to communicate the meaning of the developmental categories to the 
public. Based on the conceptual definition of three development categories and the 
ELDS assessment framework, we articulated the PLD (see Appendix 4). 

	 Regarding the standard setting method, we decided to employ the Angoff 
method as it has advantaged over other options in terms of quality, feasibility, and 
sustainability. In the Angoff method, experts were asked to conceptualize a specific 
borderline (minimally on track and minimally progressing) child they had taught and 
share such a description with others in the group discussion. They developed a statement 
of the performance that is expected of children at the borderline of a specified level 
of competence (performance standard) based on the PLD and experts’ statement of 
particular borderline children. Keeping this child and performance standard in mind, 
they were directed to independently estimate the proportion of borderline children 
that would correctly perform each of the ELDS assessment tasks (item rating). After 
the first round of item rating, experts were provided with actual performance data 
(i.e., item difficulty) as a reality check to prevent them from misjudging how difficult 
the item actually was for the children. Also, experts were provided with descriptive 
statistics of other’s rates and directed to discuss on some inconsistencies. After this 
reality check and discussion, experts were again directed to independently estimate the 
proportion of borderline children that would correctly perform the task. Based on this 
second round of item rating, the ratings were averaged across experts for each item and 
then summed to obtain a panel-recommended raw cut-scores (see Table 2.3). This cut-
scores then represent the scores which the panel estimates minimally on track children 
and minimally progressing children would get, respectively. 
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Table 2.3. Computed cut-scores for four development domains 
Development domain Minimally on track Minimally progressing

Cognitive 78.0 59.3
Language 75.7 57.7
Physical 72.9 54.3
SE/Cultural 78.4 60.6

We present results from a number of analysis using these cut-scores in the third 
chapter. Readers should interpret the results with caution as the established cut-scores 
are not without limitations in their validity and reliability as we will explain more in 
depth in the last chapter. 

2.4.3	 Data analysis approach 
Based on the cleaned dataset, one of the analysts conducted the data analysis using 

the SPSS version 26. All the analytical procedures were reviewed by the other analysis 
for the quality check. The results of the analysis were displayed in the following 
three chapters. In the chapter 3, the results of analysis on children’s development 
and learning status using development categories are provided. In this chapter, the 
proportion of developmentally on track children in each of four development domains 
by some important children’s characteristics and geographical areas are presented. In 
the chapter 4, results of analysis on ECED management assessment in four aspects: 
Physical infrastructure, Classroom materials, Classroom management, and Facilitator’s 
characteristics, are provided. In chapter 5, first, we provide the results of bivariate 
analysis on the relationship between single ECED management factor and children’s 
development and learning status, measured by raw ELDS domain scores. To see the 
relationship between each ECED characteristics and management factor and children’s 
development and leaning controlling for other aspects of ECED characteristics and 
management and some children’s characteristics, we also provide the result of multiple 
regression analysis. Although most of analysis are descriptive, we also provide the 
results of statistical tests to see if differences or relationships found in the analysis can 
be generalized to the aforementioned population beyond the current sample. 
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3.	 Children’s development and learning status

3.1	 Children’s development and learning status based on development 
category

Figure 3.1 presents the proportion of children in each development category for 
four development domains as well as composite ELDS for summary. Approximately 
two-third of the children were classified as on track in the language, physical, and 
social-emotional domains. The proportion of on track children was much smaller 
and less than a half (45.1%) in the cognitive domain. In the cognitive domain, about 
one third and one fourth of children were in the progressing and struggling category, 
respectively. 

Figure 3.1. Domain-wise comparison of children in each development category 
(N=5,229)
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3.2	 Children’s development and learning status by their 
characteristics 

This section provides the results of comparison analysis of children’s development 
and learning status by three important characteristics of children: gender, age, and 
mother tongue. 
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3.2.1	 By gender 
Table 3.1 provides the proportion of children who were on track in each development 

domain by gender with a visual presentation in Figure 3.2. Across domains, the 
gender-wise difference in the proportion of on track children is small, ranging from 
1.1 to 4.0 percentage points difference. In all of four domains, the proportion of on 
track children is slightly larger among male children than female children. However, 
statistical tests based on Chi-Square Test suggest that on one hand, in the language 
and cognitive domain, such small differences are not statistically significant at the 
95 percent confidence level, indicating that these differences are not generalized to 
the population. One the other hand, differences in the cognitive and social-emotional/
cultural domain are statistically significant and thus implies that boys were more likely 
to be developmentally on track in the cognitive and social-emotional/cultural domain 
than girls. 

Table 3.1. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by gender (N=5,218)

Cognitive Language Physical

S o c i a l -
emotional

/Cultural

Composite N

Female 43.3% 60.3% 68.5% 62.1% 55.0% 2774
Male 47.3% 62.8% 69.6% 65.1% 57.5% 2444
Difference 
(Female - Male)

-4.0%* -2.5% -1.1% -3.0%* -2.5%

Note: As there are 11 missing cases on the variable of gender so the sample size is 
5,218. The asterisk * indicates that the difference is statistically significant at level. 

Figure 3.2. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by gender 
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(N=5,218)Figure 3.2. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by gender (N=5,218) 

 

43.3% 

60.3% 

68.5% 
62.1% 

55.0% 

47.3% 

62.8% 

69.6% 
65.1% 

57.5% 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Cognitive Language Physical Social-emotional Composite

Female Male

Figure 3.3 shows that the proportion of children in each development category 
based on the composite ELDS is quite similar between female and male children. This 
finding indicates that there is no specific gender-wise gap in development and learning 
status in the studied context. 

Figure 3.3. Gender-wise comparison of composite ELDS standard (N=5,218)
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3.2.2	 By age group (under-age, target-age, over-age) 
Table 3.2 provides the proportion of children who are on track in each development 

domain by the age group with a visual presentation in Figure 3.4. Across domains, the 
age-wise difference is substantial. Statistical tests indicate that differences between age 
groups are statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level in all domains: 
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That is, as children get older, they are more likely to be on track in all aspects of 
development and learning. 

Table 3.2. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by age group 
(N=4,994)

Cognitive Language Physical
S o c i a l -
emotional
/Cultural

Composite N

Under-age 27.7% 46.6% 50.7% 51.7% 40.4% 292
Target-age 38.4% 56.4% 65.1% 59.3% 48.4% 2366
Over-age 53.9% 68.4% 75.5% 69.1% 65.9% 2336
Post-hoc 
tests 

1<2*, 
1<3*, 2<3*

1<2*, 
1<3*, 2<3*

1<2*, 
1<3*, 2<3*

1<2*, 
1<3*, 2<3*

1<2*, 
1<3*, 2<3*

Note: As there are 235 missing cases on the variable of age so the sample size is 4,994. 
Under-age children is those between 36 months or older and below 48 months old. 
Target-age children is those 48 months or older and up to 60 months old. Over-age 
children is those over 60 months and up to 96 months old. A series of Chi-square tests 
for the pair-wise comparisons were conducted. The asterisk * indicates that the pair-
wise difference is statistically significant at level. 

Figure 3.4. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by age group 
(N=4,994) 
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Figure 3.5 shows the proportion of children in each development category based 
on the composite ELDS. As they get older, not only the proportion of on track children 
increases but also the proportion of struggling children decreases. 

Figure 3.5. Age group-wise comparison of composite ELDS standard (N=4,994) 
Figure 3.5. Age group-wise comparison of composite ELDS standard (N=4,994) 
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3.2.3	 By mother tongue 
Table 3.3 provides the proportion of children who are on track in each development 

domain by mother tongue of children with a visual presentation in Figure 3.6. Children 
with Nepali as their mother tongue were more likely to be on track across domains than 
children who have other language as mother tongue. Such a difference is particularly 
large in the language domain (7.6 percentage points) and in the social-emotional/
cultural domain (6.6 percentage points). 

Table 3.3. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by mother tongue 
(N=5,179)

Cognitive Language Physical
Social-

emotional
/Cultural

Composite N

Nepali 47.1% 65.7% 70.7% 67.3% 60.1% 2342
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Cognitive Language Physical
Social-

emotional
/Cultural

Composite N

Others 44.0% 58.1% 67.7% 60.7% 53.3% 2837
Difference 
(Nepali - Others)

2.9%* 7.6%* 3.0%* 6.6%* 6.8%*

Note: As there are 50 missing cases on the variable of mother tongue so the sample 
size is 5,179. The asterisk * indicates that the difference is statistically significant at 
level. 

Figure 3.6. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by mother tongue 
(N=5,179)

 
Figure 3.6. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by mother tongue (N=5,179) 
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Figure 3.7 shows the proportion of children in each development category based 
on the composite ELDS by mother tongue. As shown in the Table 3.3, the proportion 
of on track children is larger among children with Nepali as their mother tongue than 
others while the proportion of struggling children is similar between the two groups. 
This finding suggests that the gap in development and learning of children between 
mother tongue is likely to be filled by providing adequate level of support to children 
whose mother tongue are not Nepali so that progressing children can brought up to 
the on track group. As shown in the Table 3.3, the language domain needs a particular 
attention when it comes to addressing development and learning gap between different 
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mother tongue groups. 

Figure 3.7. Mother tongue-wise comparison of composite ELDS standard 
(N=5,179)
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3.3	 Children’s development and learning status by geographical 
areas 

The results of analysis below necessitate particular cautions as the sample does 
not represent the ECED programs in the province. Furthermore, purposive sampling 
procedure to balance the sample between urban and rural settings might vary across 
provinces, which led to different level of representativeness of the sample. Thus, 
readers should refrain from making decisive conclusion based on the results provided 
below. 

Table 3.4 provides the proportion of children who are on track in each development 
domain by province with a visual presentation in Figure 3.8. The cognitive domain 
has the smallest proportion of on track children in all provinces. This proportion is 
particularly small in Lumbini (35.5%), Karnali (31.5%), and Sudur Paschim (35.8%). 
Although the physical domain shows the highest proportion, followed by the social-
emotional/cultural domain and then by language domain in many provinces, some 
provinces have different trends, such as Gandaki and Lumbini. 
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Table 3.4. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by provinces 
(N=5,229)

Cognitive Language Physical
S o c i a l -
emotional
/Cultural

Composite N

Province 1 50.3% 66.2% 75.6% 73.7% 66.4% 733
Province 2 43.1% 52.5% 60.2% 57.1% 46.0% 1139
Bagmati 51.1% 70.1% 78.4% 68.7% 64.7% 969
Gandaki 65.6% 81.8% 84.9% 85.1% 82.1% 543
Lumbini 35.5% 64.0% 59.4% 55.3% 49.4% 799
Karnali 31.5% 42.7% 49.0% 47.7% 32.8% 302
Sudur Paschim 35.8% 48.4% 69.9% 55.5% 47.6% 744

Figure 3.8. Proportion of on track children for the four domains by provinces 
(N=5,229)
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Figure 3.9 shows the proportion of children in each development category based 
on the composite ELDS by province. Gandaki has the largest proportion of on track 
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children (i.e., 82.1%) while Karnali shows the smallest proportion of on track children 
(i.e., 32.8%). In the following four provinces: province 2, Lumbini, Karnali, and Sudur 
Paschim, significant additional interventions are needed as there are sizable portions of 
children in the struggling category. 

Figure 3.9. Province-wise comparison of composite ELDS standard (N=5,229)
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4.	 ECED characteristics and management standards

4.1	 Classroom management: 
We analyzed various aspects of ECED classroom management. First, Table 4.1 

shows that more than one-fifth (22%) of ECED centre did not meet minimum standard 
for the Learning Management and Planning quality. In this indicator, the minimum 
standard is to develop the annual plan and daily lesson plan based on the curriculum, 
but to be considered basic standard and ideal standard, these plans have to be partially 
and fully implemented in the classroom, respectively. Thus, it is revealed that 22 
percent of the ECED programs did not develop the annual plan and daily lesson plan 
based on the curriculum. The remaining 78 percent developed the plans, but it is less 
than one third (i.e., 30.1%) that fully implemented established plan in the classroom. 

Table 4.1. Frequency of four levels of standard: Learning Management and Planning 
quality 

Frequency (%)
Below minimum standard 100 (22.1%)
Minimum standard 89 (19.7%)
Basic standard 127 (28.1%)
Ideal standard 136 (30.1%)
Total 452

Note: As there are 17 missing cases on the variable of the Learning Management and 
Planning quality, the sample size is 452. 

Table 4.2 presents the frequency and percentage of three kinds of language of 
instructions used in the ECED programs. The vast majority of ECED programs 
(81.0%) used Nepali in the classroom. While the mother tongue of more than a half 
of the participating children is language other than Nepali (see Figure 2.5), there are 
only a small number of ECED programs where other language is used in the classroom 
(5.9% for English and 13.1% for Others). 
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Table 4.2. Frequency of Language of instruction (N=458)
Frequency (%)

Nepali 371 (81.0%)
English 27 (5.9%)
Others 60 (13.1%)
Total 458

Note: As there are 11 missing cases on the variable of language of instructions so the 
sample size is 458. 

Table 4.3 shows the frequency and percentage of ECED programs that had a 
caretaker and the curriculum. The role of caretaker is to take care of children in various 
situations in and outside of the classroom in ECED programs. The results in Table 4.3 
revealed that only 12 percent of the ECED programs had a caretaker. 

The ECED curriculum (DOE, 2062 BS) was developed in 2006, and it has been 
recommended for ECED programs to utilize the curriculum to design the classroom 
environment and activities since then. However, it was revealed that less than one third 
(i.e., 30.7%) of the ECED centers had the curriculum. 

Table 4.3. Frequency of the availability of caretaker and curriculum 

Standard
Frequency (%)

Caretaker Curriculum
Available 53 (12.0%) 134 (30.7%)
Not available 388 (88.0%) 302 (69.3%)
Total 441 436

Note: As there are 28 and 33 missing cases on the variable of caretaker and curriculum, 
respectively, the sample size is 452 and 436, respectively. 

Figure 4.1 presents the distribution of the number of facilitators in the ECED 
programs. More than a half of them (i.e., 57.1%) had only one facilitator. The rest of 
ECED programs had multiple facilitators in the classroom. It seems that there was a 
weak relationship between the number of facilitators and the availability of a caretaker 
in the ECED programs. That is, a caretaker was more likely to be available in the 
ECED programs that had a larger number of facilitators2. However, one should be 

2	 Statistical tests (i.e., Fisher’s exact test and Spearman correlation test) revealed such an 
association is statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
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advised not to interpret this association as causal relationship as it may be spurious 
correlation due to different factors. 

Figure 4.1. Histogram of number of facilitators (N=455)

Note: As there are 14 missing cases on the variable of the number of ECED facilitators, 
the sample size is 455. The missing cases include five cases that were omitted as 
erroneous values (i.e., 11, 12, 25, and 31) in addition to nine originally missing cases. 

Figure 4.2 shows the distribution of the class size in the ECED centers. It reveals 
that the majority of ECED programs had the class size in the rage from 10 to 30 while 
there was a small but a sizable proportion of ECED programs that had as large number 
of children in the classroom as 67. This positively skewed distribution with a wide 
range has the average of 24 children in the classroom. It seems that there is a weak 
bivariate relationship between the class size and the availability of a caretaker in the 
ECED programs. That is, a caretaker was more likely to be available in the ECED 
programs that had a larger class size3 although we cannot mitigate the possibility that 
this association is due to third factors. 

3	 Statistical test (Welch's t-test) revealed such an association is statistically significant at the 
95 percent confidence level.

Mean: 1.63
Std. Deviation: .86
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Figure 4.2. Histogram of class size (N=423)
Mean: 24.06
Std. Deviation: 13.85
Minimum: 4
Maximum: 67

Note: As there are 46 missing cases on the variable of class size, the sample size is 423. 
The missing cases include 20 cases that were omitted as erroneous values (e.g., 3, 4, 
and 75 through 331) in addition to 26 originally missing cases.

Figure 4.3 presents the distribution of the child to facilitator ratio in the ECED 
programs. There is a wide range of the ratio from three to 65: that is, while one 
facilitator took care of three children in the classroom on average in some ECED 
programs, in other extreme cases, one facilitator had to take care of 65 children on 
average. While the average child to facilitator ratio of 17 looked reasonable, one needs 
a caution since the average value masks the fact that this variable has large variation. 
It seems that there is no bivariate relationship between the child to facilitator ratio 
and the availability of a caretaker in the ECED programs, which was supported by 
statistical test (Welch’s t-test) that found no statistically meaningful association. 

Figure 4.3. Histogram of child to facilitator ratio (N=418)

Mean: 17.16
Std. Deviation: 10.48
Minimum: 3
Maximum: 65

Note: The values of child to facilitator ratio was computed by dividing class size by 
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the number of facilitators. As these variables have a number of missing cases, there are 
51 missing cases on this newly constructed variable of child to facilitator ratio, and the 
remaining sample size is 418. 

4.2	 Facilitator’s characteristics: 
We analyzed three characteristics of facilitators in the ECED programs: educational 

qualification, training status, and their experience as an ECED facilitator. Readers 
should be aware that while there were multiple facilitators in the classroom in many 
ECED programs, the analysis presented here only addressed a main facilitator due to 
the data constraint. 

Table 4.4 shows that approximately one third of the main facilitators had minimal 
level of educational qualification: Grade 10 or below. A half of them had educational 
qualification of Grade 11 or 12. One fifth of them had higher education qualification 
(i.e., Bachelor or above degree). 

Table 4.4. Frequency of main facilitator’s qualification (N=456)
Frequency (%)

Grade 10 or below 138 (30.3%)
Grade twelve 228 (50.0%)
Bachelor or above 90 (19.7%)
Total 456

Note: As there are 13 missing cases on the variable of facilitator’s qualification, the 
sample size is 456. 

Table 4.5 presents the frequency of facilitator’s training status. Since the early 
2000s, the basic 16 days training program has been delivered by the government as a 
main professional development (PD) opportunity for ECED facilitators. The basic 16 
days training (90 hours) includes mandatory induction training for all newly recruited 
ECED facilitators. Additionally, ECED facilitators were required to take refresher 
training a while after the basic 16 days training. The SSDP established the new goals of 
training provision and states that “One-month intensive training and refresher training 
will be provided to all ECED/PPE facilitators/teachers” and “for those who have 
already taken 16 days of related training, two weeks of training will be provided to 
cover all the ECED/PPE facilitators/teachers over the seven-year SSDP period” (MoE, 
2016, p. 74). However, such a month-long training has not been well implemented to 
date, and the traditional basic 16 days training were also revised to 10 days face to 
face and 5 days school based action learning modalities. Also, there are other training 
provided by various private institutions.
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Table 4.5 shows that the vast majority of the ECED facilitators have taken at least 
one type of training. Since they are required to take the basic training as a mandatory 
PD program, 95.4 percent of them have taken this type of training. Also, approximately 
two-third (64.5%) of the ECED facilitators complied to the recommendation and have 
taken both the basic 16 days training and refresher training. It is only two facilitators 
that took other type of training in addition to the basic 16 days training. As other type 
of training is mainly provided by private institutions, it is less likely to be available and 
affordable for the ECED facilitators in school based ECED than those in institutional 
PPE. 

Table 4.5. Frequency of main facilitator’s training status (N=456)
Frequency (%)

Untrained 12 (2.6%)
Basic 16 days training 139 (30.5%)
Refresher 8 days training 9 (2.0%)
Basic and Refresher training 294 (64.5%)
Basic and Other training 2 (0.4%)
Total 458

Note: As there are 13 missing cases on the variable of facilitator’s training status, the 
sample size is 456. 

Figure 4.4 shows the distribution of years of ECED facilitators’ experience. On 
average, they worked as ECED facilitators for 11 years. However, the variation is 
substantial, ranging from one year to the maximum of 22 years. 

Figure 4.4. Histogram of main facilitator’s experience (N=429)

Mean: 10.91
Std. Deviation: 4.36
Minimum: 1
Maximum: 22

Note: As there are 40 missing cases on the variable of facilitator’s experience, the 
sample size is 429. 
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5.	 Relationships between ECED characteristics and 
children’s’ development and learning status
In this section, we analyze the associations between a number of ECED 

characteristics and children’s development and learning status measured by raw ELDS 
domain scores. First, we look at the bivariate relationship between a single ECED factor 
and the ELDS domain scores in section 5.1. In addition to cross tabulation, we provide 
the results of statistical tests to see if any observed differences and associations are 
meaningful enough to be generalized to the population. Then, we provide the results 
of multiple regression to see how each of ECED characteristics factors is associated 
with the ELDS domain scores when accounting for other factors and children’s 
characteristics in section 5.2. 

5.1	 Cross tabulation between important ECED characteristics and 
children’s’ development and learning status 

5.1.1.	Classroom management and children’s development: 
Table 5.1 suggests that the difference in children’s development and leaning status 

is not well observed between the two low levels of the Learning Management and 
Planning quality standard (the below minimum standard and minimum standard): 
that is, just developing the annual plan and daily lesson plan is not significantly 
different from having no plans. To be effective in supporting children’s learning and 
development, they have to be implemented in the classroom. Having said that, as the 
determinant of coefficients is small (i.e., 2% to 4%), this factor may not have a critical 
influence on ELDS domain scores.

Table 5.1. Learning Management and Planning quality and children’s development 
(N=5065)

Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

Below minimum 
standard

68.63 71.22 74.27 75.52 72.41

Minimum standard 69.05 73.51 73.37 76.85 73.19
Basic standard 72.99 77.66 77.96 81.09 77.42
Ideal standard 77.73 80.15 80.62 83.67 80.54

.036 .028 .021 .037 .042
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Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

Post-hoc tests 1<2, 
1<3*, 
1<4*, 
2<3*, 
2<4*, 
3<4*

1<2, 
1<3*, 
1<4*, 
2<3*, 
2<4*, 
3<4*

1>2, 
1<3*, 
1<4*, 
2<3*, 
2<4*, 
3<4*

1<2, 
1<3*, 
1<4*, 
2<3*, 
2<4*, 
3<4*

1<2, 1<3*, 
1<4*, 
2<3*, 
2<4*, 
3<4*

Note: As there are 164 missing cases on the variable of the Learning Management and 
Planning quality, the sample size is 5065. Post-hoc tests for the pair-wise comparisons 
were conducted using the Tukey’s HSD procedure. The value of 1, 2, 3 and 4 indicates 
the below minimum standard, minimum standard, basic standard and ideal standard 
group, respectively. The asterisk * indicates that the pair-wise difference is statistically 
significant at level. 

Table 5.2 focuses on the language of instruction. Across all the domains, children 
in the ECED programs with English as the language of instruction showed higher 
ELDS scores than those in ECED programs that used Nepali or other language. In 
comparing children in the ECED programs that used Nepali and those that used other 
language, the former group showed higher scores in the language, physical, and 
social-emotional/cultural domains. As for the overall associations, the determinant of 
coefficients is small across domains, indicating the language of instruction does not 
account for much of the variance of ELDS domain scores.

Table 5.2. Language of instruction and children’s development (N=5114)

Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

Nepali 72.27 76.06 77.42 79.76 76.38
English 81.76 87.69 84.32 87.26 85.26
Others 71.42 71.62 72.75 76.85 73.16

.014 .025 .014 .016 .023
Post-hoc tests 1<2*, 1>3, 

2>3*
1<2*, 1>3*, 

2>3*
1<2*, 1>3*, 

2>3*
1<2*, 1>3*, 

2>3*
1<2*, 1>3*, 

2>3*
Note: As there are 115 missing cases on the variable of Language of instruction, the 
sample size is 5114. Post-hoc tests for the pair-wise comparisons were conducted using 
the Tukey’s HSD procedure. The value of 1, 2 and 3 indicates the Nepali, English and 
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Others group, respectively. The asterisk * indicates that the pair-wise difference is 
statistically significant at level. 

Table 5.3 and 5.4 provide the cross tabulation and statistical test results for the 
availability of caretaker and curriculum. Although the availability of caretaker may not 
directly affect children’s development and learning status, the result reveals that there 
is a significant difference in ELDS scores of all domains between children in ECED 
programs with and without a caretaker. Looking at the size of differences, the existence 
of caretaker is particularly important for the cognitive and language domains. The 
availability of curriculum is also associated with the ELDS domain scores to a smaller 
degree compared to the availability of caretaker. Similar to the availability of caretaker, 
it seems that the availability of curriculum matters for the cognitive domain the most. 
Overall, both of these factors do not explain the variable of the ELDS domain scores 
as showed by quite small coefficients of determinants. 

Table 5.3. Availability of caretakers and children’s development (N=4941)

Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

Available 78.48 82.91 81.21 84.09 81.67
Not available 72.35 75.77 76.88 79.63 76.16

.011 .013 .005 .008 .013
Difference (Available – 
Not available)

6.13* 7.14* 4.33* 4.46* 5.51*

Note: As there are 288 missing cases on the variable of availability of caretakers, 
the sample size is 4941. The asterisk * indicates that the difference is statistically 
significant at α=.05 level.

Table 5.4. Availability of curriculum and children’s development (N=4863)

Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

Available 76.19 78.31 78.21 82.76 78.87
Not available 70.99 74.97 76.95 78.64 75.39

.015 .005 .001 .013 .010
Difference (Available – 
Not available)

5.20* 3.34* 1.26* 4.12* 3.48*

Note: As there are 366 missing cases on the variable of availability of curriculum, 
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the sample size is 4863. The asterisk * indicates that the difference is statistically 
significant at α=.05 level.

5.1.2.	Facilitator’s characteristics and children’s development: 
Table 5.5 presents the result of bivariate analysis between facilitator’s qualification 

and children’s development. There is significant difference in ELDS scores between 
children taught by minimally qualified facilitators (Grade 10 or below) and those 
taught by facilitators with Grade 11 or 12 qualification in all the domains. However, 
in all but language domain, there is no meaningful difference between children taught 
by facilitators with Grade 11 or 12 qualification and those taught by bachelor or above 
degrees. This finding implies that bachelor or above educational qualification may not 
have an additional value on the performance of ECED facilitators while ensuring that 
they have Grade 12 level of education is important. However, this relationship is just 
an association but not a causation and thus, there can be other factors that explain this 
association4. This relationship will be further investigated with some of important 
factors being accounted for in the multiple regression in the section 5.2 below.

Table 5.5. Main facilitator’s qualification and children’s development (N=5096)

Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

Grade 10 or below 69.75 72.87 75.63 77.72 73.99
Grade twelve 73.31 76.44 77.30 80.57 76.91
Bachelor or above 74.62 80.13 78.72 80.58 78.51

.009 .014 .003 .006 .010
Post-hoc tests 1<2*, 

1<3*, 2<3
1<2*, 
1<3*, 
2<3*

1<2, 
1<3*, 2<3

1<2*, 
1<3*, 
2<3

1<2*, 
1<3*, 2<3

Note: As there are 128 missing cases on the variable of facilitator’s qualification, the 
sample size is 5101. Post-hoc tests for the pair-wise comparisons were conducted using 

4	  For instance, it may be the case that well educated ECED facilitators work in ECED 
centers with children from well-off families to begin with. It is also possible that well 
educated ECED facilitators were more likely to take longer or better training or vice versa 
(i.e., less educated facilitators took more training to compensate for their qualification). If 
any of these is true, concluding that education qualification up to Grade 12 is important 
can be misleading. 
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the Tukey’s HSD procedure. The value of 1, 2, and 3 indicates Grade 10 or below, 
Grade twelve, and Bachelor or above group, respectively. The asterisk * indicates that 
the pair-wise difference is statistically significant at level. 

Based on the results provided in table 5.6, overall there is no significant difference 
in the ELDS scores between children taught by untrained facilitators and those 
taught by facilitators with any type and combination of training. The result of the 
cross tabulation finds that the ELDS scores of children taught by facilitators with the 
basic 16 days training and other training have much higher scores than other group of 
children. However, the post-hoc test for the pairwise comparison indicates that this 
difference is not statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. This may be 
due to the fact that there are only few facilitators in the category of the basic training 
and other training, which renders statistical power for this comparison analysis quite 
low. While there are few statistically significant differences between different kinds 
and combinations of training, it seems that training did not effectively contribute to 
the improvement of children’s development and learning. However, one should not 
interpret this relationship as causal as it is possible that other factors underlie this 
association5.

Table 5.6. Main facilitator’s training and children’s development (N=5101)

Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

Untrained 73.38 79.26 79.65 77.68 77.49
Basic 16 days 
training

71.20 76.85 76.56 79.28 75.97

Refresher 8 days 
training

72.96 76.00 74.75 74.21 74.48

Basic and Refresher 
training

73.15 75.66 77.29 80.26 76.59

Basic and Other 
training

80.15 89.88 88.89 82.29 85.30

5	 For instance, unskilled facilitators might take more or better training to compensate for 
their weakness. Also, the data does not take into account when they took the training and 
how long it has been since they took it, which both are important factors when considering 
the mechanism in which training improves facilitator’s performance to support children’s 
learning and development. 
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Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

.003 .003 .003 .003 .002
Post-hoc tests 1>2, 1>3, 

1>4, 1<5, 
2<3, 2<4*, 
2<5, 3<4, 
3<5, 4<5

1>2, 1>3, 
1>4, 1<5, 
2>3, 2>4, 
2<5*, 3>4, 

3<5*, 
4<5*

1>2, 1>3, 
1>4, 1<5, 
2>3, 2<4, 
2<5*, 3<4, 

3<5*, 
4<5*

1<2, 1>3, 
1<4, 1<5, 
2>3*, 2<4, 
2<5, 3<4*, 
3<5, 4<5

1>2, 1>3, 
1>4, 1<5, 
2>3, 2<4, 
2<5*, 3<4, 
3<5*, 4<5

Note: As there are 128 missing cases on the variable of facilitator’s training, the sample 
size is 5101. Post-hoc tests for the pair-wise comparisons were conducted using the 
Tukey’s HSD procedure. The value of 1, 2, 3 4 and 5 indicates Untrained, Basic 16 
days training, Refresher 8 days training, Basic and Refresher training and Basic and 
other training group, respectively. The asterisk * indicates that the pair-wise difference 
is statistically significant at level. 

Table 5.7 presents the results of analysis on facilitator’s experience. The results 
indicate the interesting trend across development domains. Children taught by 
facilitators with the shortest experience (i.e., one to eight years) shows the highest 
domain scores in all the domains while those taught by facilitators with the longest 
experience (15 to 22 years) have the lowest or second to the lowest domain scores. 
However, in the middle range, the ELDS domain scores of children taught by 
facilitators with the experience of the second quartile (nine to 11 years) are lower than 
those taught by facilitators with the experience of the third quartile (12 to 14 years). 
Thus, facilitator’s experience and children’s development and learning status do not 
seem to have a clear linear relationship. 

Table 5.7. Main facilitator’s experience and children’s development (N=4791)

Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

First quartile (1 to 8 
years)

74.21 79.05 78.00 80.64 77.97

Second quartile (9 to 11 
years)

71.18 74.95 75.49 78.79 75.10

Third quartile (12 to 14 
years)

74.73 76.94 78.98 80.55 77.80
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Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

Fourth quartile (15 to 22 
years)

69.85 73.63 75.63 78.89 74.50

.009 .010 .004 .003 .008
Post-hoc tests 1>2*, 1<3, 

1>4*, 
2<3*, 2>4, 

3>4*

1>2*, 1<3, 
1>4*, 2<3, 
2>4, 3>4*

1>2*, 1<3, 
1>4*, 

2<3*, 2>4, 
3>4*

1>2*, 
1<3, 1>4, 

2<3*, 
2>4, 3>4

1>2*, 1<3, 
1>4*, 

2<3*, 2>4, 
3>4*

Note: As there are 438 missing cases on the variable of facilitator’s experience, the 
sample size is 4791. Post-hoc tests for the pair-wise comparisons were conducted 
using Tukey’s HSD procedure. The value of 1, 2, 3 and 4 indicates the first, second, 
third and fourth quartile group, respectively. The asterisk * indicates that the pair-wise 
difference is statistically significant at level. 

However, the categorization of the facilitator’s experience into four quartiles 
are somewhat arbitrary. To better understand the association between facilitator’s 
experience and children’s development and learning status more precisely, we also 
visually inspected the scatter plots using the original continuous variable of facilitator’s 
experience instead of the newly constructed categorical variable (see Figure 5.1). First 
of all, there is no clear trend (both linear and non-linear) between these two variables. 
Overall, there is a small and negative relationship between facilitator’s experience and 
the composite ELDS scores. The tendencies are quite similar in other domain scores. 
In short, just having more experience does not necessarily lead to the improvement of 
the quality of care and education that facilitators provide while this relationship (or the 
lack of relationship) might be caused by other factors (i.e., selection bias)6.

6	  For instance, skilled facilitators might be able to change their occupation for higher 
wage, while the unskilled cannot and stay in their career as an ECED facilitator longer. 
Another possibility is that those with short experience took the training recently so they 
have fresh memory of what they learned in the training. 
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Figure 5.1. Two-way scatter plot of facilitator’s experience and composite ELDS 
score

5.2	 Regression of children’s development on important ECED 
characteristics

We conducted multiple regression (random intercepts multilevel models) to 
analyze how each of ECED factors is associated with the ELDS domain scores when 
accounting for other factors and children’s characteristics. We accounted for three 
important children’s characteristics: age, gender and mother tongue. 

Table 5.8 shows the results of the regression analysis. As we found in the bivariate 
analysis above, children’s age is positively associated with their ELDS scores in all 
domains. There are differences in the domain scores between female and male children. 
Male children have higher scores in all but language domains than female children 
while they have lower scores in the language domain compared to female children. 
However, none of these gender-wise differences are statistically significant, suggesting 
that gender is not a critical factor that affect children’s development and leaning status. 
As for the children’s mother tongue, the analysis shows the similar associations found 
in the bivariate analysis above. Overall, children whose mother tongue was Nepali had 
higher ELDS scores than others. This difference is particularly notable and statistically 
significant in the language and social-emotional/cultural domains. 
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Table 5.8. Regression of children’s development and learning status on ECED 
characteristics

VARIABLES Cognitive Language Physical
SE/

Cultural
Composite

CHILD 
CHARACTERISTICS
Child age .25*** .22*** .25*** 0.14*** .21***
Child gender (Male) .49 -.34 .65 .53 .34
Child mother tongue (Other) -.85 -1.72** -.30 -1.88*** -1.25**
CLASSROOM 
MANAGEMENT 
Learning Management and Planning
Minimum standard -.59 2.69 -2.54 .99 .12
Basic standard 2.21 4.65** 1.50 3.97** 3.07*
Ideal standard 6.95*** 7.61*** 4.67** 6.24*** 6.37***
Language of instruction
English 3.52 7.15** 3.44 3.49 4.40*
Others -1.36 -3.97* -5.31** -2.48 -3.27*
Availability of 
Caretaker .18 .93 -.79 -.83 .00
Curriculum 2.08 1.49 -1.27 1.73 2.39
FACILITATOR’S 
CHARACTERISTICS
Qualification
Grade twelve 2.01 1.58 1.50 2.21 2.01
Bachelor or above 2.78 3.71* 2.77 1.13 2.78
Training
Basic 16 days training -3.05 -3.27 -6.48 -1.03 -3.46
Refresher 8 days training .62 -2.38 -7.23 -4.68 -3.42
Basic and Refresher training -.92 -3.04 -5.01 -.41 -2.15
Basic and Other training -1.63 2.65 1.40 -3.05 -.16
Experience -.38** -.50*** -.34* -.29* -.37**

Note: *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10. To address the nested structure of the data (i.e., 
children are nested in the ECED centers), we employed random intercepts multilevel 
models. The reference group of the categorical variables are as follows: Child gender 
(Female), Child mother tongue (Nepali), Language of instruction (Nepali), Caretaker 
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(Not available), Curriculum (Not available), Qualification (Grade 10 or below), Training 
(Untrained), Learning Management and Planning (below minimum standards).

Regarding the ECED classroom management, it is found that improvement of the 
Learning Management and Planning from below minimum standard to ideal standard 
is positively associated with all domains. This finding indicates that just developing 
annual plan and daily lesson plan on the basis of curriculum without utilizing them in 
the classroom (minimum standard) or only partially utilizing them (basic standard) do 
not substantially assist children’s learning and development. It is only when annual 
plan and daily lesson plan are fully implemented in the classroom (ideal standard) that 
benefits children. 

As for the language of instruction, children show higher language domain scores 
when English is used in the classroom than when Nepali is used. Interestingly, children 
in the classroom with other language have significantly lower physical domain score 
and marginally lower language domain score compared to those in the Nepali speaking 
classroom. One should be aware that these associations do not mean causations: that is, 
using English in the classroom does not necessarily guarantee that children’s learning 
and development are better promoted. It is highly possible that other factors related 
to the use of English in the classroom explain this potentially spurious correlation. It 
may be also the case that ECED programs with English as the language of instruction 
attract children with better learning and development status from well-off families to 
begin with. 

The availability of caretaker and curriculum are not associated with any aspects of 
children’s development and learning once other factors are accounted for. However, 
these findings do not claim that both caretaker and curriculum are not important in 
ECED programs to support children’s learning and development as we discuss in the 
section 6.3 below. 

As for the facilitator’s characteristics, their educational qualification is associated 
with children’s development and leaning status to a limited extent. Compared to 
children taught by facilitators with Grade 10 or below qualification, those taught 
by Grade 11 and 12 and higher education qualification show slightly higher domain 
scores. However, most of these differences are not statistically significant. Thus, once 
some of children’s characteristics and ECED factors are accounted for, it is found that 
educational qualification of facilitators is not a critical factor that underline children’s 
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learning and development7. However, one should bear in mind that this is still just a 
correlation, which may be different from the causal relationship. 

Facilitators’ training status showed unexpected negative associations with all 
the domain scores although they are not statistically significant. That is, compared to 
children taught by untrained facilitators, those who were taught by facilitators with 
most types and combinations of training had slightly lower domain scores. Although 
we cannot ensure these small negative associations of training with children’s learning 
and development are free of bias8, this topic should be further scrutinized as this is the 
issue with important policy implications. 

Lastly, the experience of facilitators is negatively associated with all the domains. 
Such negative associations are significant in the cognitive and language domains and 
marginal in the physical and social-emotional/cultural domains. However, one needs 
to be cautious not to over interpret this finding as it is just an association found with 
some but not all important factors being controlled for9. 

7	  Some of the confounding factors that were considered above (e.g., training and experience) 
are accounted for in the multiple regression. However, this analysis still does not exclude 
the possibility of confounding factors and selection bias. For instance, this analysis cannot 
eliminate the possibility that well educated ECED facilitators work in ECED centers with 
children from well-off families to begin with. There are a number of possible factors 
underling this association, so readers should avoid interpreting this association as a causal 
relationship. 

8	  Aforementioned possibility (in the section 5.1) that unskilled facilitators might take more 
or better training to compensate for their weakness and the possibility that the effects of 
training faded out after long time are not taken into account in this analysis as well. Thus, 
it is potentially possible that training was effective to a certain extent for short-term while 
it is also possible at the same time that training is not effective. 

9	  One of two possible confounding factors mentioned in the section 5.2 (i.e., training) is 
accounted for in the multiple regression analysis. However, this analysis cannot eliminate 
another possibility: that is, skilled facilitators might be able to change their occupation 
for higher wage, while the unskilled cannot and stay in their career as an ECED facilitator 
longer. It is also possible that other factors underline this association, and the current data 
does not allow any decisive conclusion. 
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6.	 Findings and implication

6.1	 Major findings and implication on children’s development and 
learning status
As we saw in the section 3.1, there are two general findings on children’s development 
and learning status:

•	 Approximately two-third of the children were classified as on track in the language, 
physical, and social-emotional domains. 

•	 Less than a half (45%) of the children were classified as on track in the cognitive 
domain and nearly one fourth (23%) of children were in the struggling category. 

As the proportion of children in the struggling category is small in the language, 
physical, and social-emotional domains, it is expected that the majority (more than 
80%) of children are likely to achieve skills and knowledge expected in the ELDS 
with adequate support. For the rest of the children who are in the struggling category 
in these three domains, they need to be identified in the classroom so that they can 
receive individualized support. Classroom or program-based diagnosis or formative 
assessments would be useful to identify children with such needs. The larger proportion 
of children in the struggling and progressing category in the cognitive domain indicates 
that significant interventions are necessary at the large scale rather than individual 
level support in the classroom. 

There are also finding on children’s learning and development status by children’s 
characteristics from the section 3.2 as follows:

•	 There is no meaningful difference in learning and development of children by 
gender in all domains. 

•	 As children get older, they are more likely to be on track in all development and 
learning domains while there still is a sizable portion of children in progressing 
and struggling categories even among over-aged children.

•	 Children with Nepali as their mother tongue were more likely to be on track across 
domains than children who have other language as mother tongue, particularly in 
the language the social-emotional/cultural domains.

As for the absence of the gender-wise difference in the status of children’s learning 
and development, it may be the results of equal ECED opportunities. According to 
the 2019/2020 Flash report (DOE, 2020), the differences in GER by gender are small 
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across provinces (i.e., 0.5 to 4.3 percentage points). 

The finding from the age-wise analysis that finds a sizable portion of over-aged 
children in progressing and struggling categories implies that the chronological 
maturation of children does not necessarily guarantee that they achieve expected 
skills and knowledge. This finding is consistent with the development theory, such as 
Bronfenbrenner (1986)’s ecological system theory, that claims children’s development 
and learning is not only the results of chronological development and they can fall 
behind if they are not exposed to appropriate learning environment. Thus, it is critical 
to continuously support older children. However, as the evidence shows that later 
intervention for disadvantage is much more costly than early remediation (Heckman, 
2006), improving the ECED program with an aim in ensuring all ECED aged children 
achieve expected skills and knowledge at the expected timing10. 

As for the gap in learning and development by language, it is questionable if it 
reflects the actual difference in the development outcomes between children with 
different mother tongues or it derives from the fact that the ELDS assessment was 
conducted only in Nepali. The gap is observed particularly in the language and social-
emotional/cultural domains. The gap in the language domain is expected as children’s 
mother tongue directly influence the extent to which they have been exposed to the 
language of the assessment, Nepali. The gap in the social-emotional/cultural domain 
might be due in part to the fact that the assessment tasks in this domain required 
(Nepali) language skills in addition to skills and knowledge related to the social-
emotional/cultural domain. Thus, this gap may at least partially reflect the difference 
in their (Nepali) language skills rather than or in addition to social-emotional/cultural 
skills although the degree of such an influence of language skills in these tasks is 
unknown. We need to analyze if the language of the assessment affected how children 
with different mother tongue perform on the assessment, and if so, we need to adjust 
the assessment so that it can capture the skills and knowledge expected in the ELDS 
themselves rather than Nepali language skills only. At the same time, policy makers 
and program planners may need to pay particular attentions to children’s mother 
tongues so that children would not face disadvantage in ECED just because of their 
mother tongues. 

10	 As we recognize the individual variation in the pace of development, we do not mean 
that expected timeline of development, such as the one in the ELDS (DOE, 2069 BS) 
or curriculum (DOE, 2062 BS), is a sharp deadline for development that influence high-
stakes decisions. 
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The province-wise analysis in the section 3.3 provided the following findings:

•	 While the cognitive domain is the most challenging domain (i.e., the lowest 
proportion of on track children) in all provinces, the trend of other domains varies 
across provinces. 

•	 Gandaki has the largest proportion of on track children (i.e., 82.1%) (based on the 
composite ELDS) while province Karnali shows the smallest proportion followed 
by province 2, Sudur Paschim and Lumbini.

Although the physical domain shows the highest proportion of on track children 
(i.e., least problematic), followed by the social-emotional/cultural domain and then by 
language domain in many provinces, some provinces, such as Gandaki and Lumbini, 
have different trends. This finding suggests that the domain of children’s development 
and learning that needs a special focus in designing interventions vary across province, 
and potentially at lower levels, such as districts and local governments or even at the 
program level. Therefore, a federal level one-size fits all approach is not likely to be 
effective in increasing the proportion of on track children holistically. 

Looking at the difference in the average learning and development status in 
general across provinces, the gap is significant. The proportion of on track children 
in Gandaki is more than double of that of Karnali. As explained above, since the data 
is not representative at the national level and the degree of representativeness may 
vary across provinces, it should be avoided to relay strongly on this finding. Having 
said that, it is likely to find geographical gaps in learning and development even when 
the representative data is available. Therefore, at the national level, this  province-
wise difference in children’s development and learning status should be taken into 
account in policy designing to effectively consider target and priority. 

6.2	 Major findings and implications on important ECED characteristics
The results in the section 4.1 provided the following findings regarding classroom 
management:

•	 Nearly one fourth (i.e., 22%) of the ECED programs did not develop the annual 
plan and daily lesson plan based on the curriculum, while the remaining 78 percent 
developed the plans, but only less than one third (i.e., 30.1%) fully implemented 
established plan in the classroom.

•	 The vast majority of ECED programs (i.e., 81.0%) used Nepali in the classroom, 
followed by other languages (13.1%) and by English (5.9%).
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•	 Only 12% of the ECED programs had a caretaker. 
•	 Curriculum was available in one third (i.e., 30.7%) of the ECED programs. 
•	 More than a half (i.e., 57.1%) of the ECED programs had only one facilitator 

while the rest of ECED programs had multiple (i.e., two to five) facilitators in the 
classroom.

•	 The majority of ECED  programs had the class size in the rage from 10 to 30 
with the average being 24 while there were  a small but  a  sizable proportion 
of ECED programs that had as large number of children in the classroom as 67. 

•	 The child to facilitator ratio has the wide range from three to 65 with the average 
being 17. 

The first point suggests two different problems. First, there still is many 
ECED programs that need the encouragement and support to develop plans. Then, to 
ECED centers that developed the plans, it is necessary to go beyond and encourage 
them in utilizing developed plans in the classroom. Another concern is the possibility 
that many ECED programs developed the annual plan and daily lesson plan based 
not on the national ECED curriculum (DOE, 2062 BS) but on something else. The 
proportion of ECED programs that developed plans (78%) is much larger than that 
of ECED  programs that had the national ECED curriculum (31%) (see Table 4.3). 
Whether such non-national curriculum-based planning is effective and/or aligned with 
the national curriculum is unknown. This is  an important question that need to be 
further investigated. 

While the mother tongue of more than a half of the participating children is 
language other than Nepali (see Figure 2.5), the proportion of ECED programs that 
used language other than Nepali is small (5.9% for English and 13.1% for Others). As 
a result, almost half (i.e., 49.6%) of children in the ECED programs that used Nepali 
as language of instruction had other language as their mother tongue, suggesting 
mismatch between the language used in the classroom and the language that children 
were familiar with at home. The language of instruction in ECED programs have to be 
cautiously considered from both equity and quality perspectives as well as taking the 
issue of alignment to schooling into account. 

The majority (i.e., 88%) of ECED programs did not have a particular staff to 
take care of children in the ECED programs. This finding suggests the possibility 
that there was lots of burden on ECED facilitators, and children were not adequately 
taken care. The analysis also reveals that a caretaker was more likely to be available 
when the ECED programs had more facilitators and when they had a larger class size 
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regardless of child to facilitator ratio: That is, caretakers do not play a complementing 
or supplementing  role in assisting ECED facilitators’ in taking care of children in 
various situations. 

While it has been more than ten years since the ECED curriculum (DOE, 2062 
BS) was developed, it is still less than one third (i.e., 30.7%) of the ECED centers that 
had curriculum. As described above, some of these ECED centers might not utilize the 
curriculum to design daily activity plans. Thus, it indicates the possibility that classroom 
environment and activities were not well designed based on the recommendation in the 
curriculum. 

While the majority of ECED programs had the class size in the rage from 10 to 
30, there was a small but a sizable proportion of ECED programs that had as large 
number of children in the classroom as 67. The large class size with few facilitators 
in the classroom led large child to facilitator ratio in many ECED programs. While 
the average child to facilitator ratio of 17 looked reasonable,  one needs a caution 
since the average value masks the fact that this variable has large variation and there 
was significant proportion of ECED programs that had larger child to facilitator ratio 
than recommended level (i.e., 25:1 or less). As improving child to facilitator ratio is 
very costly, more studies need to be done to investigate the influence of large child to 
facilitator ratio on how sensitively and responsibly facilitators interact with children to 
guide the effective policy. 

6.3	 Major findings and implications on the relationship between 
ECED characteristics and children’s development and learning status
The multiple regression analysis in the section 5.2 provides the following findings:

•	 Improvement of the Learning Management and Planning from below minimum 
standard to ideal standard is positively associated with all domains.

•	 Children showed higher language domain score when English is used in the 
classroom than when Nepali is used while children in the classroom with other 
language have significantly lower physical domain score and marginally lower 
language domain score compared to those in Nepali speaking classroom.

•	 The availability of caretaker and curriculum are not associated with any aspects of 
children’s development and learning when accounting for other factors.

•	 Facilitator’s educational qualification does not have significant associations with 
any domain of children’s development and leaning. 

•	 Facilitators’ training status showed negative associations with all the domain 
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scores although they are not statistically significant.
•	 The experience of facilitators is negatively associated with all the domains of 

children’s development and leaning.

We contentiously repeat the caution that readers should refrain from interpreting 
any of these findings as causal relationships. As described above, there are numerous 
explanations that the found associations in the regression analysis are spurious and are 
confounded by various factors. While we tried to account for as many factors as the 
data allows, there are still many factors that are considered important but no controlled 
for, which will be elaborated in the next section as a limitation. 

The finding regarding the Learning Management and Planning indicates that it is 
only when annual plan and daily lesson plan are fully implemented in the classroom 
that benefits children. As shown in Table 4.1 above, there were many ECED programs 
that had annual plan and daily lesson plan without fully utilizing them (close to 50%). 
These ECED programs should be well encouraged and supported so that they are 
aware of the necessity of implementing what they have prepared and have enough 
capacity to do so. To assure the implementation of plans rather than mere availability 
of curriculum and plans, frequent monitoring system needs to be developed so that 
ECED centers are held accountable and adequately supported. 

The finding on the language of instruction necessitates particular caution in 
interpretation. That is, the use of English or Nepali without considering children’s 
mother tongue or household language is unlikely to guarantee that children’s learning 
and development are better promoted. While the current data did not allow this 
approach, we need to take into consideration whether the language of instruction at 
ECED programs match with the language that children feel familiar with so that they 
feel secure and comfortable. This issue also necessitates the relevant theory of change 
backed up with more empirical evidence. 

Regarding the availability of caretaker, as discussed in the section 4.1, it is not 
related to child-to-facilitator ratio, and thus caretakers are not to compensate for 
facilitator’s burden to take care of many children. If they are employed in the ECED 
programs with high child-to-facilitator ratio to assist facilitators in taking care of 
children and let facilitators focus on learning activities in the classroom, their role can 
be more effective and important. As for the absence of association of the availability of 
curriculum with children’s learning and development, it is consistent with the finding 
of the Learning Management and Planning that curriculum and plans do not benefit 
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children unless they are well utilized in the classroom. Thus, more emphasis should be 
put on the better utilization of curriculum to design ECED environment and activities 
as well as assisting facilitator’s understand of young children. 

As for the facilitator’s educational qualification, the results show that compared 
to children taught by facilitators with Grade 10 or below qualification, those taught 
by Grade 11 and 12 and higher education qualification show slightly higher domain 
scores in all domains. However, most of these differences are very small (one to four 
points) and not statistically significant. Educational qualification may be one of the 
important factors to ensure the capacity of ECED facilitators. However, raising the 
required qualification from Grade 10 (i.e., the current recommendation in the SSDP 
(MoE, 2016)) to higher level of education, such as Grade 12, is not likely to directly 
lead to the improvement of ECED quality and enhance children’s learning and 
development status. As educational qualification is related to the value as workforce 
in the job market as well as various other factors, including learnability in training 
and motivation in work, more research is needed on this topic to carefully guide the 
effective policy. 

The small but consistently negative associations of facilitators’ training status with 
all domains of children’s learning and development was somewhat surprising for the 
following reasons. First, as described in the section 4.2, training has been expected 
as a main PD opportunity for facilitators to foster knowledge and skills necessary to 
support children’s development and learning. Also, the literature found that training 
for ECED facilitators is one of the most effective interventions to improve children’s 
development and leaning in various contexts (Howes, 1997; Burchinal et al., 2002; 
Clarke-Stewart et al., 2002; Ghazvini & Mullis, 2002; Fukkink & Lont, 2007; Raver 
et al., 2008; Pianta et al., 2014; Early et al., 2017; ). 

While it is possible that the small negative associations derive from bias in 
the analysis, there are some logical explanations for them if they capture the true 
relationships. First, while we asked of type of training that facilitators have taken, 
we did not collect information on when they took the training. It is possible that they 
participated in trainings long ago, so the effect faded out, leading to the absence of the 
associations with children’s learning and development outcomes. Also, for training 
to be effective, training needs to be implemented in the classroom and facilitators 
should be supported when applying what they learn in the training to the classroom. 
Unfortunately, to date, there are no mechanisms and policies in Nepal which encourage 
and support ECED facilitators to apply training content to the classroom or enable 
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them to receive support in the classroom whenever necessary. 

Lastly, the negative associations of experience of facilitators with children’s 
learning and development, particularly in the cognitive and language domains, suggests 
that working longer as an ECED facilitator does not improve their effectiveness in 
supporting children’s development. While such negative associations may be due 
to confounding factors, the mechanism in which the long experience does not lead 
to knowledge/skill accumulation that enable facilitators to better perform but rather 
hamper their performance should be investigated in depth. 

Again, one need to be cautious not to interpret these findings as causal relationships. 
However, we hope that this report raises the awareness of the problem among various 
ECED stakeholders and motivates the further studies to seek the effective strategy to 
support children’s development, which we will describe more in the section 6.5. 

6.4	 Limitations
It is easy to simplify or overstate findings, which can potentially result in misguided 

actions. To avoid such issues and guide the necessary actions for the future study, we 
summarize limitations in this report. We classify the limitations in the following three 
categories: 1) the issues in the assessment tools; 2) the issues in sampling scheme; and 
3) data structure. 

As we briefly described in the section 2.1.1, the evaluation of the ELDS assessment 
scores in terms of their reliability and validity had not been conducted. Our new 
attempts to evaluate various aspects of validity and reliability of the ELDS assessment 
scores revealed a few limitations. 

First, the current ELDS assessment tool has a limitation in content relevancy and 
content representativeness. Content relevance analyzes whether assessment items are 
truly indicators of the construct of interest based on logical reviews by content experts 
and theory (Chatterji, 2003). Content representativeness is about the proportional 
sampling of assessment items from all possible items of the construct (Chatterji, 2003). 
Some aspects of children’s development and learning that are specified in the assessment 
framework are not covered in the assessment tool as you can find by comparing the 
assessment tool (see Appendix 2) to the framework (see Appendix 1). For instance, 
in the language domain, the aspect of “communicating with others” or expressing 
language skills are not taped in the assessment tool. Thus, the current assessment tool 
cannot capture the whole aspects of children’s learning and development as specified 
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in the assessment. 

Also, item analysis using item homogeneity index (adjusted item-test point biserial 
correlation) revealed that the assessment tasks in the cognitive and SE/cultural domains 
have insufficient level of homogeneity among each other to compose a construct. This 
finding suggests the possibility that there are multiple constructs within the domain 
and/or that some tasks are not relevant indicators of the constructs. Factor analysis also 
suggest the possibility that some tasks are not relevant indicators of the specified domain 
of children’s development and learning and that some tasks are highly correlated so 
that they suffer from multi-collinearity issues. In short, the evidence does not support 
the key hypothesis that the variance in item responses is explained by underlying latent 
constructs, per the established ELDS framework, which thus makes it questionable 
whether the ELDS domain scores truly measure the specified four domains. Detailed 
analysis is needed to shed more lights on how to revise the tool. 

Furthermore, some important aspects of validity and reliability have not been 
evaluated due to data constraints. As the ELDS assessment is a play-based and scored 
based on enumerator’s observation, it is critical to ensure that the administration 
and rating are standardized so that assessment scores are replicable regardless of the 
enumerators providing the ratings (inter-rater reliability: IRR). The evaluation of 
IRR among enumerators should be conducted as a part of training before actual data 
collection starts. 

Another issue in the ELDS assessment tool is the validity and reliability of cut-
scores that were developed for the developmental categories. To provide convincing 
evidence that the cut-score does represent the intended performance standard and that 
the performance standard is appropriate, researchers conventionally call for three 
pieces of reliability and validity evidence: reliability of the cut-scores, validity of the 
cut-scores as evidenced by comparability of results between different methods, and 
procedural validity (Kane, 1994; Peterson et al, 2011). We analyzed two of these three 
types of evidence (reliability of the cut-scores and procedural validity) for the ELDS 
assessment cut-scores. 

We analyzed reliability of the cut-scores from two perspectives. First, standard 
errors (SE) in panelists’ item rating (inter-judge consistency), which is an indicator of 
agreement of panelists on expected difficulty of the ELDS tasks for borderline children, 
was large. In terms of the proportion of SE of cut-score to one standard deviation (SD) 
of the raw domain score scale, average SEs of cut-scores of the ELDS assessment tool 
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is double of cut-scores that were rigorously developed as introduced in the literature 
(Peterson et al., 2011). While it may indicate that the standard setting process reflected 
the views of the diverse group of stakeholders as recommended, it is also possible that 
the large SE is an indicator of misunderstanding in the item rating tasks or failure to 
have a common imagination of borderline children based on the performance standard. 
We provide the cut-scores with confidential intervals (CI) calculated based on the SE 
in panelists’ item rating (inter-judge consistency) as well as a graphical image of how 
the large SE influence the consequential data (the proportion of on track children) in 
Appendix 5. 

Another perspective of reliability is intra-judge consistency, which addressed the 
correlation and agreement between panelists’ item rating and actual performance data 
(task difficulty). The evidence of intra-judge consistency is somewhat mixed. One the 
one hand, the high correlations were observed, indicating that the ordering of item 
ratings mirrors the ordering of actual difficulty of tasks, thus suggesting the validity 
of item rating and resulting cut-scores. On the other hand, item estimate accuracy, 
which was calculated as the absolute difference between panelist’s mean rating and 
actual difficulty of tasks for a group of children with scores near the cut-scores, was 
problematic, especially at the minimally progressing borderline. The panelists tended 
to underestimate the difficulty of the tasks, and this trend was most notable in the 
physical domain, suggesting the possibility that the panelists did not understand how 
difficult the tasks were for the borderline children. 

The second type of validity evidence is procedural validity, which focuses on 
the appropriateness of the procedures used and the quality of the implementation of 
these procedures (Kane, 1994). We focused on the following five parts of the standard-
setting procedures that have a direct impact on the plausibility of the standards: 1) 
Definition of goals for the decision procedure; 2) Selection of panelists; 3) Training of 
panelists; 4) Definition of performance standard; and 5) Data collection procedures. 
The analysis found limitations in the appropriateness of the procedures used and the 
quality of the implementation of these procedures, particularly in the selection of 
panelist and the definition of performance standard. We planned to ensure diversity 
in geographical areas, organizational background and educational responsibility 
as well as ECED expertise in terms of educational qualification, ECED facilitating 
experience and ECED training status. However, we were not able to assure diversity 
in geographical areas and organizational background in the selected panelists, which 
thus led the standards and cut-scores to reflect a narrower perspective and values than 
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desired. Also, we had less panelists with ECED expertise from their experience than 
planned, which made the quality of the group discussion and resulting performance 
standards questionable. 

In addition to this, the fact that some participants were not familiar with the 
ELDS assessment tool, and that we were not able to administer the assessment in 
front of them during the workshop led panelists to have difficulties in development of 
performance standards and item rating. As a result, the performance standards were 
not clear enough, and some panelists had difficulties in understanding and applying 
them to the item rating task. However, we repeatedly asked the panelists to refer to 
performance standards as a main source for their item rating so that cut-scores would 
well represent the intended performance standards. 

As suggested by these evidences, the extent to which cut-scores represent the 
intended performance standard and that this performance standard is appropriate is 
somewhat limited. Also, the low inter-judge consistencies suggest the uncertainty in 
the consequential proportion of children in each development category to a certain 
extent of as shown in Appendix 5. Thus, readers should interpret the results of analysis 
below with cautions and not rely on these results as a sole basis for any important 
decisions. 

Moving to the second limitation, we provide the summary of the issues in sampling 
scheme. As we briefly mentioned in the section 2.2.1, the sample for this study has a 
limited representativeness. While various ECED stakeholders are interested in learning 
and development status of whole population of children, the data focuses only on 
children who went to school-based ECED centers, which account for 36 percent of 
the overall children. Also, a comparative study focusing on different types of ECED 
programs is important for the issue of equity and equality. However, the current 
sample does not allow such a comparative study. Furthermore, while the sampling was 
randomly conducted for the selection of children within the selected ECED programs, 
non-probability (non-random) approaches were employed when selecting districts and 
programs within the districts. Thus, this study has a limitation in external validity 
or the generalizability to the population to an unknown extent. To effectively obtain 
representative sample with as small sample size as possible, the sampling should 
employ random approach with carefully pre-computed sample size. 

Also, since the ECED data reflect the situations of ECED centers in 2076 when 
the participated children were already in Grade one, there are some misconnections 
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in these two data sets. In the chapter 5 for the bivariate and regression analysis on 
the relationship between ECED factors and children’s learning and development, we 
carefully chose only ECED factors that were unlikely vary over short period of time. 
However, we were skeptical of variability of some aspects, such as the number of 
ECED facilitators and class size. Therefore, we decided not to include such factors in 
the analysis in the chapter 5 although class size and child to teacher ratio are factors 
that are widely reported as key components of ECED quality (Bowne et al., 2017). If 
the data is collected at the timing when studied children are still in ECED programs, 
we can achieve a better connection between children’s data and ECED data, which 
makes more analysis possible with less bias. 

The last limitation is due to the structure of the data: observational and cross-
sectional with many unobserved variables. This feature of data leads to some limitations 
in eliminating bias in the analysis and pursuing causal inferences. In an observational 
study where a selection bias is likely because of the lack of random assignment, it 
is critical to control for confounding factors to mitigate such a bias. Although it is 
impossible to account for all confounding factors to eliminate a bias, there are some 
variables that are conventionally controlled for in studies on children’s development 
and ECED, such as household social economic status, parental engagement, learning 
and play materials at home, and children’s learning and development outcomes before 
ECED interventions. Controlling for such factors in the study can mitigate a bias if not 
entirely eliminating it. While this study could include some children’s characteristics 
as control variables, we were not able to account for many of important confounding 
factors. Therefore, it is highly possible that the results of the analysis are affected by 
bias rather than reflecting true causal relationships. It should be aimed to collect a 
wider variety of data, focusing particularly on aforementioned important confounding 
factors to get close to see how ECED programs causally affect children’s learning and 
development in the future. 

6.5	 Recommendations for further studies 
The careful inspections of limitations in the last section shed lights on how to 

improve the study. Improving the three aspects of limitations: assessment tools, 
sampling, and data stricture, will enable us not only to answer the same questions as 
those addressed in this report in more rigorous way but also to broaden the scope of 
questions. We conclude this report with describing a few important research topics that 
are key to guide effective and equitable ECED policy making.
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First, we need to investigate the effects of training programs on ECED facilitator’s 
performance and ultimately on children’s learning and development outcomes. The 
preliminary finding from this report and past ERO’s reports (ERO, 2017-b; ERO, 
2018) consistently imply the ineffectiveness of the existing training programs. 
However, none of them were able to identify causal effects of training programs. It is 
also important to figure out the mechanism in which training programs are effective or 
not. Such a pair of evidence of causal effects of training and their mechanism with a 
certain degree of internal and external validities would not only attract more attentions 
of ECED stakeholders to this problem but also guide the effective training program 
with evidence-informed theory of change. 

Another important topic to investigate is the comparison of the quality by ECED 
program type. As mentioned above, three different types of ECED program have 
existed in Nepal. As their providers are different and they are aligned to schooling 
in a different way, they may take different approaches in terms of pedagogy, activity 
and learning contents. Furthermore, under the context of the Covid-19 pandemic, 
it is expected that different ECED modalities would emerge in various areas of the 
country. To ensure children continue their play and learning and the environment is 
developmentally appropriate for them, it is vital to broaden the scope of the study and 
include multiple ECED modalities. 

While there are limitations in this study, we hope this report raises the various 
ECED stakeholders’ awareness of the importance of ECED as well as problems facing 
young children in Nepal and those working in ECED programs. Also, we aspire that 
this study motivates researchers to conduct further research so that we can accumulate 
more evidence and knowledge to ultimately ensure that all children in Nepal are 
developmentally on track. 
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Appendix 2. The ELDS Assessment Tool

Education Review Office
Early Learning and Development Standard Assessment Tool

Section A: Background Information

1)	 Name of ECD center/ school: ………………….....… � School’s code no.: ..........

2)	 Name of child: …………………………………… 	  Girl	  Boy

3)	 Child’s age: ………………… month (upto the month of Chaitra 2075)

4)	 Child’s Mother Tongue: ……………..

Section B: Learning and Development Standard Assessment

Simple Giude to Enumerator 
All the activities of Section B should be conducted personally by the enumerators for 
the quality and reliability. Before conducting any activities give them instruction and 
procedure clearly and give example as well. For the management and preparation of 
the working environment, take help from facilitator. For the operation and assessment 
of activities, score the point in the given method below.

Please Remember, all the procedure and instruction written in bold letters are to 
be read/ perform by the enumerators as it is. To build the rapport with the children, 
enumerators are requested to conduct following two activities.

Activity 1: Ask all the children to stand in the semi circle position (U shaped) and 
demonstrate a clap in any rythum and ask them to follow. Then, with the help of 
facilitator, practise a rhyme that every child knows. 

Activity 2: Request children to stand up collectively and conduct activity by asking 
to touch nose, raise both hands, raise right foot, raise left foot in a childfriendly tone, 
and after praising and thank them with clap, provide a pencil, eraser and sharpner 
to each.

Then, my name is …………… I live in………………. I am also involved in the 
teaching young children like you guy. I have come to talk with you and see what 
kind of games you know hat you can do Every one please perform peoperly what 
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you know and tell me.

Now call child separately and ask to perform the activities according to questionnaire 
and assess and score according to learning and development. 

Assessment Questionnaire
S. no. 1. Social Development	 Activity: life skill	 Materials: Non 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Join hands and greet Namaskar to the children and observe if they reply the 

greeting or not; then introduce yourself (Name and Address).
•	 (Join Hand) Namaskar nanu/babu (name of child). (wait for a bit). My name is 

…………… I live in……… 
•	 Score according to .

Section B: Learning 
and Development 

Standard Assessment

Reply Namaskar without 
expression or provide other 

answer
Do not reply

S. no. 2. Sympathetic Development: Self-concept
Activity: Express	 Materials: None 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerator should ask the name of child, age and name of mother and father.
•	 Now I will ask you some questions. Are you ready? ……….. Thank you.

	� What is your name?
	� How old are you?
	� Where do you live?

•	 Score according to .
•	 In first question, child can tell their first name or full name, give full score in both 

conditions. In second and third question, mark according to the table.

Question
Clear answer 

(2)
Answer with 
hesitation (1)

Do not 
response (-)

What is your name?
How old are you?
Where do you live?
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S. no. 3. Cognitive Development.� Activity: Arrange puzzle
Materials: Picture of Dog and its 4 equal dimensional puzzles 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerators should grab the attention and show the picture of the Dog. Then hand 

over the pieces of puzzle to the children. Now, ask them to arrange the puzzle 
according to the picture. Give them 1 minute to complete.

•	 Today we will play several kinds of games. At first, let’s play puzzle. Look at me. 
(show the picture of Dog) This is dog. Now, I will give you these pieces of puzzle. 
You have to make a dog from these pieces. 

•	 Score according to .

Materials
Arrange all pieces 

correctly (2)
Arrange two or three 
pieces correctly (1)

Could not 
arrange (0)

Do not 
response (-)

Puzzle

S. no. 4. Cognitive Development� Activity: Numeracy knowledge
Materials: Separate cards of the different pictures of objects with numbers 1, 4, 3, 6

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Show the pictures to the children and chronologically ask them how many …… 

are there. Score according the given table.
•	 Children, please look at these papers. Here are some pictures. (Showing them 

pictures) How many cars are there? By showing second picture, how many 
fish are there? Ask continuously. Score according to .

Materials Correct answer (2) Wrong answer (0) Do not response (-)
First (Car)
Second (Fish)
Third (Cow)
Forth (Cat)

S. no. 5. Development Activity: Rewriting� Materials: Pencil and A4 sheet

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Provide a pencil and A4 sheet to each child to write. Enumerators should show 

the sheets of straight line (horizontal), semicircle, Nepali and English alphabets क 
ख A B chronologically and the them to the sign and character in the given paper. 
Look, here is written something in the paper. Can you see it? ………. Thank 
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you. Now, please draw properly as shown in the paper.
•	 Score according to . 

S.no.
Character/ 
Alphabet

Written 
correctly (2)

Not written 
correctly (0)

Do not 
response (-)

क A
ख B

ग C A
घ D B
ङ E s
च F v

S. no. 6. Cognitive Development Activity: Creative Art
Materials: A cart with the picture of a cat without legs, eyes and tail.

Procedure and Instruction
•	 attention and provide the card with the picture of the cat (cat without legs, eyes 

and tail). Ask children to draw the missing part of the cat with the pencil. Provide 
1 minute for the activity.
Children, look at this paper. Here is a picture of a cat. But some part of the cat 
is missing. Look at the picture properly and complete the picture by drawing 
the missing part of the cat. 

•	 Score according to . Rather than quality, focus if the parts are drawn in the correct 
place.

Material 
Draw in correct 

place (2)
Do not draw in 

correct place (0)
Do not response (-)

Legs
Eyes
Tail

S. no. 7. Development: Listening	
Activity: Perform according to the direction	Materials: None

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerator should sing the rhyme “फूल फुल्यो रेलीमाई आँगनैभरि”. Ask the children to 
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sing it.
Now I will sing you a song. First listen to the song and sing yourself. (Sing the 
rhyme)

•	 Score according to .
Sing all the words 

correctly (2)
Sing with partial 

words correctly (1)
Sing incorrectly or 
say cannot sing (0)

Do not 
response (-)

S. no. 8. Development: Pre-reading� Activity: Picture and object identification
Materials: Spoon, Banana, Umbrella and Scissors. 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerators should show the picture of Spoons, Banana, Umbrella and Scissors 

one by one as listed in the assessment tool below and ask children to identify the 
pictures and name them.
Now, we will play another game. I will show you pictures one by one. Please 
tell me name of the pictures.

•	 Score according to . 
Pictures Correct name (2) Incorrect name (0) Do not response (0)

Spoon
Banana
Umbrella
Scissors

S. no. 9. Development: Pre-reading� Activity: Identify initial letter of the words
Materials: None

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerators should demonstrate the sample of word “rabbit” first. Then, according 

to the assessment tool show them the words pot, scale (weight measuring) and 
pigeon chronologically and ask the first letter of the words.
Now, we will play the initial alphabet identification game. First I will 
demonstrate you. You observe. R is the initial letter of the word Rabbit. Now 
your turn. I will tell the word, you have to tell me the beginning alphabet of the 
word. The word is Pot ………. Thank you. Next is scale (weight measuring) 
……………. Thank you. Word is Pigeon …… Thank you.
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•	 Score according to . 

Words 
Correct alphabet/ 

sound (2)
Incorrect alphabet/ 

sound (0)
Do not Response (-)

Pot
Scale
Pigeon 

S. no. 10. Development: Pre-reading	 Activity:	 Materials: 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerator should show the Nepali and English alphabet cards (ख, घ) and (D, B) 

chronologically and assess.
Now, lets identify alphabets. I will show alphabets. You answer what those 
alphabets are. (show ख) ………. Thank you. (show घ) ………. Thank you. (show 
D) ………. Thank you. (show B) ………. Thank you. 

•	 Score according . 

Shown alphabets
Correct answer 

(2)
Incorrect answer 

(0)
Do not response 

(-)
First Nepali alphabet ख
Nepali alphabet घ
First English alphabet D
English alphabet B

S. no. 11. Development: Listening Comprehension� Activity: Listen and answer
Materials: Purposive short story

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerators should read aloud in fair rhyme and sequentially ask questions and 

score as mentioned in the assessment tool.
•	 Now I am going to tell you a story. Listen to the story carefully. Then I will ask 

you some questions. You have to answer the questions. Ok listen.
In one house there were older sister and younger brother. Sister’s name was 
Gta and brother’s name was Mahesh. They used to read together.

	� How many are there in the story?........... Thank you.
	� What is their relationship?......... Thank you.
	� What is the name of Geeta’s brother?.............. Thank you.
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•	 Score according to . 

Questions
Correct 

answer (2)
Incorrect 
answer (0)

Do not 
response (-)

How many persons are there in the story?
What is their relationship?
What is the name of Geeta’s Brother?

S. no. 12. Physical Development: Gross� Activity: Materials: None 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 First enumerators must show the activity by hopping for 5 times with any one leg. 

As shown by the enumerators, ask children to hop 5 times with lifting one leg.
Now, we will play lifting one leg up game. First I will perform. Observe 
carefully. First I will hop five times by lifting legs (hop five times). Now, you 
also hop for 5 times by lifting one leg at one place. 

•	 Score according to . 
Performed 

activity
Hop 5 times 
correctly (2)

Hop less than 5 
times correctly (1)

Hop 
incorrectly (0)

Do not 
response (-)

Jump

S. no. 13. Physical Development: Fine motor� Activity: Fold paper into equal parts
Materials: A4 sized paper 

Procedure and Instruction 
•	 Enumerators should take A4 sized papers and conduct the activity by letting 

children fold the paper along with them (first horizontal fold and then vertical 
fold).
Children now, fold the paper with me. Look at me. Now, along with me you 
have to fold the paper likewise I did it.

•	 Score according to . While folding paper difference up to 1 centimeter could be 
considered as right and provide full score.

Performed 
Activity

Fold straightly 
in 4 equal 
parts (2)

Fold properly 
in 2 equal 
parts (1)

Could not fold 
properly in 

equal parts (0)

Do not 
perform 

(-)
Folding Activity
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S. no. 14. Physical Development: Fine motor � Activity: shape by joining dots
Materials: Pencil and flagged shaped dotted picture 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Provide children with a dotted flag picture in quarter sized A4 sheets and a pencil. 

Then ask them to shape by joining dots. Give 1-minute time.
I will give you a paper. The paper has a dotted figure of flag. the flag by 
joining the dots properly. 

•	 Score according to .

Performed 
Activity

Prepare flag 
by joining dots 

properly (2)

Prepare flag 
by joining dots 
improperly (1)

Do not 
join dots 

completely (o)

Do not 
perform 

(-)
Prepare flag by 
joining dots

S. no. 15. Physical Development: Gross motor 	 Activity:
Materials: Soft ball with 6 to 8 centimeter dimension

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Show the ball thrown by one person, caught by another. Facilitator and child 

should be in distance facing each other and the child will pass the ball three times 
towards enumerator and facilitator catches it. facilitator will throw the ball and the 
child catches it.
Now, our turn to play ball. Child, I will throw this ball towards you. Catch 
properly. Then you too throw the ball toward me similarly, I will catch.

•	 Score according to . 

Performed 
Activity

Throw 
3 times 

properly (2)

Throw less than 3 
times properly (1)

Throw 3 times 
improperly (0)

Do not 
perform (-)

Throwing task
P e r f o r m e d 
Activity

Catch 3 times 
properly (2)

Catch less than 3 
times properly (1)

Could not catch 
all 3 times (0)

Do not 
perform (-)

Catching Task
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S. no. 16. Physical Development: Personal Hygiene 
Activity: Follow daily cleanliness activities� Materials: Non

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerators should ask children in which condition the personal cleanliness 

activity is carried out.
Children in which situation/ condition, do you wash your hand with soap and 
water?

•	 Score according to . If said, before taking meal, after taking meal and after going 
to toilet or said related correct answer 

Activity

States 3 situation (like 
A. before taking meal, B. 
after taking meal and C. 
after going to toilet) (2)

States less 
than 3 

situations 
(1)

States 
incorrect 
situation 

(0)

Do not 
respond 

(-)

To follow daily 
cleanliness 

S. no. 17. Cognitive Development� Activity: Color Identification
Materials: Red, yellow, blue and green colored cards

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerators should put red, yellow, blue and green colored paper’s pieces in fornt 

of children. Conduct the activity by sequentially asking the cards; give me red 
colored cards, put that red paper aside and give me that yellow paper, put that 
paper in the same place, then give me blue paper.

•	 Look here. Here are some papers. 
	� Give me red colored cards? Thank you.
	� Give me yellow colored cards? Thank you.
	� Give me blue colored cards? Thank you.

•	 Score according to 
Materials Correct answer (2) Incorrect answer (0) Do not respond (-)

Red Paper
Yellow Paper
Blue Paper
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S. no. 18. Cognitive Development	 Activity: Concept of Time	 Materials: Non
•	 Procedure and Instruction: Enumerator should tell the day of the assessment. Ask 

them chronologically; Which day was yesterday? Which day is tomorrow?
Children today is ………. day. Now tell me which day was yesterday? Thank 
you. Which day is tomorrow?

•	 Score according to . 
Materials Correct answer (2) Incorrect answer (0) Do not respond (-)
Yesterday
Tomorrow

S. no. 19. Cognitive Development
Activity: Identification of means of transportation and communication
Materials: Picture of television and mobile phone in a same paper, Picture of bus and 
airplane in same paper. 

Procedure and Instruction:
•	 Enumerator should show the paper with the picture of television and mobile phone 

and another paper with the picture of bus and airplane, then ask about the modes 
of communication.

•	 Children look here. There are two pictures in the paper. 
•	 (Showing picture of bus and airplane) for what purpose these are the use? What 

can we do with them?
•	 (Showing picture of television and mobile phone) for what purpose these are the 

use? What can we do with them?
•	 Score according to the clarity of the use of mode.

Materials
Correct answer 

(2)
Incorrect 
answer (0)

Do not respond 
(-)

Mode of Transportation
Mode of communication

S. no. 20. Cognitive Development� Activity: Knowledge about direction 
Materials: Picture of television and bus. 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerator should put the picture of bus on one side and television on another 

side of the child and ask what is on the right side? And again, what is on the left 
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side? Observe the response.
Children, what is on your right side? ….... Thank you. Now what is on your 
left side? ..…Thank you.

•	 Score according to . 

Direction
Correct answer 

(2)
Incorrect answer 

(0)
Do not respond (-)

Right
Left

S. no. 21. Cognitive Development
Activity: Information about shape/ quantity and length.
Materials: Picture of different sized (big, medium and small) house and pencil.

Procedure and Instruction
•	 First enumerators should show the picture of big, medium and small sized houses 

and ask which house is the biggest and which is the smallest? Likewise, show the 
picture of long, medium and short pencil. Ask which pencil is is the longest and 
which is the shortest? 
Children, I will show you picture. (show picture of house) Which house is the 
biggest? …. Thank you. Which house is the smallest? ….. Thank you. (show 
picture of pencil) Likewise, which pencil is the longest?..... Thank you. Which 
pencil is the shortest?..... Thank you.

•	 Score according to . 
Shape Correct answer (1) Incorrect answer (0) Do not respond (-)

Big

S. no. 22. Social Development� Activity: Relationship identification among friends
Materials: Non 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerator should ask the name of child’s friends.

Children, tell me name of your three friends?
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•	 Score according to . 
Tell name of 3 friends 

clearly (2)
Tell name of 2 or 1 
friends clearly (1)

Tell, has no 
friend (0)

Do not 
respond (-)

S. no. 23. Emotional Development� Activity: Identification of emotion
Materials: Pictures with happy or laughing and crying person’s face

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerator should show the picture of happy, normal and sad once and ask 

children to identify happy face. Similarly, ask them to identify crying face.
Now I will show you some pictures. (show all three pictures) Look at these 
pictures. Now show me which is happy or laughing picture?..... Thank you. 
Similarly, show my which picture is sad or crying?

•	 Score according to .
Emotional 
Situation

Correct answer 
(2)

Incorrect answer 
(0)

Do not respond (-)

Happy
Crying

S. no. 24. Emotional Development� Activity: Empathy
Materials: A picture or event of crying child lying on the floor

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerator should show picture of crying child lying on the floor

What will you do if your friend cried as shown in the picture? 
•	 Score according to . 

Find out the problem and try to help 
or express similar intention (2)

Only try to say or say 
don’t do anything (0)

Do not 
response (-)

S. no. 25. Cultural Development	 Activity: Values and norms	 Materials: Non 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerator should sing nepali national anthem “;of} y'Fuf km"nsf xfdL Pp6} 

dfnf g]kfnL”. Then let children sing from start or other one stanza and evaluate 
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accordingly.
Children, listen I will sing the national anthem and then you sing it. ;of}F y'Fuf 
km"nsf xfdL Pp6} dfnf g]kfnL ==== now you sing.

•	 Score according to . 

Response
Can sing or 
say words of 

second line (2)

Can sing half 
words with 

confusion (1)

Can sing less 
than half 
words (0)

Do not 
response (-)

National Anthem

S. no. 26. Cultural Development	 Activity: Festival	 Materials: Non 

Procedure and Instruction
•	 Enumerator should ask children what kinds of festivals are celebrated in their 

community or by them?
Tell me, what are the festivals that are being celebrated in your home or 
neighbor? 

•	 Score according to 

Can name three 
festivals (2)

Can name 2 or 1 
festivals (1)

Can name other than 
festivals (like marriage, 

birthday) (0)

Do not 
response (-)

Thank you for Today.
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Appendix 3. Section 2 of the ECED Management Assessment 

S.N.
Management

Aspects
Indicators of standard

Rating 
points

1 Building/Hall/
Room

•	 Runs in own building/hall/room that is clean, 
bright, properly ventilated and has its compound 
with adequate space.

•	 Runs in own building/hall/room/ that is clean, 
bright and ventilated.

•	 Runs in a public or rented room that is clean, 
bright and ventilated.

•	 Runs in a room/hall/building below the 
minimum standard.

3
2
1
0

2 Management
of compound
area

•	 Has safe and clean, open and free space enough 
for playing ball for all children with swing, 
Slide, Seesaw and with gardening.

•	 Has safe and clean, open and free space enough 
for playing for children.

•	 Has safe and clean open space enough to line 
up all children

•	 Has no such space and compound area.

3
2
1
0

3 Management
of Room/ Hall

•	 Availability of per child 2 square meter space 
inside room with 8 feet height.

•	 Availability of per child 1.5 square meter space 
inside room with 8 feet height.

•	 Availability of a room with enough space to sit 
20 children at a time.

•	 Availability of room to sit 20 children together.

3
2
1
0

4 Management
of learning
and play
materials in 
classroom

•	 Availability of learning and play materials 
properly placed in access of all children along 
with the well display of materials created by 
children; a well decorated room with additional 
materials for play and creation for children. 
Also availability of sand, mud and water near 
to the classroom.

3
2
1
0
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S.N.
Management

Aspects
Indicators of standard

Rating 
points

•	 Availability of play and learning materials 
but not placed properly, children’s works are 
not displayed properly, limited availability of 
materials for play and creation.

•	 Limited play and learning materials and not 
managed them properly; children’s work are 
not displayed, lack space for display.

•	 Lacking play and learning materials of any 
kind, no space for managing them.

5 Seating
arrangement

•	 Has flexible seating arrangement in well-
furnished in chair/table or in bench/ desks of 
appropriate size or cushions/ mats for individual 
sitting in well-furnished floor that is appropriate 
for conducting learning activities in group or 
individually

•	 Has fixed seating arrangement in mats/wooden 
plank along with table, desk for individual sitting 
in well surfaced floor and that is appropriate 
for conducting learning activities in group or 
individually.

•	 Has low-level fixed seating arrangement in 
bench or floor that is not suitable for conducting 
learning activities

•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0

6 Availability
of learning
corner and
library

•	 Manages different learning corners for 
storytelling, mathematics, role play, creative 
science, puzzles and building blocks along with 
space for matching colors and shapes consisting 
children books, board like wall (at least 3×1.5) 
and in appropriate height for writing at children 
height.

•	 Limited learning corners, puzzles, children books 
having board like wall (at least 3×1.5) and in 
appropriate height for writing at children height.

3
2
1
0
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S.N.
Management

Aspects
Indicators of standard

Rating 
points

•	 Lacks learning corner, consist limited puzzles 
and building blocks and a writing board

•	 Low level than above standards.
7 Availability

of educational
and
instructional
materials

•	 Availability of children songs, national anthem, 
pictorials, daily activity schedules, posters, 
pictures, manuals or guides for at least one for 
children learning activity.

•	 Availability of children songs, national anthem, 
pictorials, daily activity schedules, posters, 
pictures, manuals or guides for at least four 
types for children learning activity.

•	 Availability of children songs, national anthem, 
pictorials, daily activity schedules, posters, 
pictures, manuals or guides for at least two 
types for children learning activity.

•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0

8 Decoration
of learning
activity
room/hall
e 

•	 Some parts of wall is printed/painted with 
alphabets/letters, numbers table, diagrams 
pictures, educational charts, tables and the like.

•	 Some parts of wall is painted/printed with 
alphabets/letters and number table and other 
limited learning contents.

•	 Some parts of wall is printed/painted with only 
number and alphabets/words with low level of 
decoration.

•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0

9 Play learning
materials

•	 Availability of all play learning materials in sets 
as mentioned in National Minimum Standards 
for ECD Centers 2067 and sufficient to play for 
each of group of five children.

•	 Availability of all play learning materials at least 
one-one set as mentioned in National Minimum 
Standards for ECD Centers 2067.

3
2
1
0
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S.N.
Management

Aspects
Indicators of standard

Rating 
points

•	 Availability of fifty percent play learning 
materials mentioned in National Minimum 
Standards for ECD Centers 2067.

•	 Low level than above standards.
10 L e a r n i n g 

management
•	 Development of annual plan and daily lesson 

plan on the basis of curriculum and its fully 
implementation on classroom.

•	 Development of annual plan and daily lesson 
plan on the basis of curriculum and its partially 
implementation on classroom.

•	 Development of annual plan and daily lesson 
plan on the basis of curriculum but not used on 
classroom.

•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0

11 Health service 
provision

•	 Availability of first aid box with useful aids 
and provides trimester general health checkup 
services (Height, weight, temperature or etc.).

•	 Availability of first aid box with useful aids and 
provides half-yearly general health checkup 
services (Height, weight, temperature or etc.).

•	 Availability of first aid box with useful aids and 
provides health checkup services in the case of 
illness (Height, weight, temperature or etc.).

•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0

12 Drinking
water and
sanitation

•	 Availability of clean drinking water in individual 
bottle/glass for each; has clean rest room with 
soap and adequate water.

•	 Availability of sufficient clean drinking water; 
has clean rest room with adequate water.

•	 Availability of limited drinking water and rest 
room.

•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0
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S.N.
Management

Aspects
Indicators of standard

Rating 
points

13 Day
meal/tiffin

•	 Availability of day meal/tiffi n for all from the 
center with or without contribution of parents.

•	 Availability of day meal/tiffin for all by parents 
or children themselves.

•	 Availability of day meal/tiffin for only some 
children.

•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0

14 Regularity •	 Runs regularly at least 4;30 hours a day except 
leave day and opens 220 days in a year.

•	 Runs regularly at least 4;30 hours a day except 
leave day and opens 200 days in a year.

•	 Runs regularly at least 4;30 hours a day except 
leave day and opens 180 days in a year.

•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0

15 Facilitators •	 Grade 10 passed facilitator having basic level 
training for up to 25 children and provision of 
regular class by alternative facilitation in the 
case of absence of main facilitator.

•	 Grade 10 passed facilitator having basic level 
training for up to 25 children 

•	 Grade 10 passed but untrained facilitator.
•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0

16 Record
management

•	 Has updated individual record of each child’s 
enrollment, daily attendance, progress on 
learning and development along with activities 
of center and its demonstration.

•	 Has updated individual record of each child’s 
enrollment, daily attendance, and general 
records of ECD center’s.

•	 Has updated individual record of each child’s 
enrollment and daily attendance.

•	 Low level than above standards.	

3
2
1
0
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S.N.
Management

Aspects
Indicators of standard

Rating 
points

17 Formation of
Management 
committee
and its
functioning

•	 Has formed a full-fledged management 
committee and holds monthly meeting.

•	 Has formed a full-fledged management 
committee and holds at least six meeting in a 
year.

•	 Has formed a full-fledged management 
committee and holds at least one meeting in a 
year.

•	 Low level than above standards.

3
2
1
0

18 E n r o l l m e n t 
in Grade one 
with ECD 
experience

•	 Children more or equal to 90 percent in grade 
one

•	 Children more or equal to 80 percent in grade 
one

•	 Children more or equal to 70 percent in grade 
one

•	 Children less than 70 percent in grade one
•	 (with experience of ECD center)

3
2
1
0

19 Satisfaction of
facilitators on
management
of center

•	 Completely satisfied
•	 Generally satisfied
•	 Little satisfied
•	 Not satisfied

3
2
1
0

20 Parent
satisfaction

•	 Completely satisfied
•	 Generally satisfied
•	 Little satisfied
•	 Not satisfied

3
2
1
0
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Appendix 4. Performance Level Description of ELDS development 
categories

Development Category Performance Level Description 
Cognitive domain

On track Children can demonstrate basic life and science 
knowledge, imagination and creativity. They can 
recognize and classify shapes and colors, recognize and 
write basic numbers, differentiate and compare length and 
size of objects. 

Progressing Children can demonstrate limited life and science 
knowledge, imagination and creativity. They can 
recognize and classify shapes and colors, recognize and 
write basic numbers, differentiate and compare length and 
size of objects with a few mistakes. 

Struggling Children have difficulties in demonstrating life and science 
knowledge, imagination and creativity, recognizing and 
classifying shapes and colors, recognizing and writing 
basic numbers, differentiating and comparing length and 
size of objects. 

Language domain
On track Children can listen to and respond properly to familiar 

language, speak simple short sentences and communicate 
with others, and demonstrate pre-reading and pre-writing 
skills. 

Progressing Children can listen to and respond to familiar language 
with a few mistakes, speak very short sentences and 
communicate with others, and demonstrate limited pre-
reading and pre-writing skills. 

Struggling Children have difficulties in listening to and responding 
to familiar language, speaking simple sentences and 
communicating with others, and demonstrating pre-
reading and pre-writing skills. 
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Physical domain
On track Children can demonstrate coordination of large muscles 

for whole body movement and small muscles including 
hand-eye coordination. They can demonstrate health and 
hygiene practices. 

Progressing Children can demonstrate limited coordination of large 
muscles for whole body movement and small muscles 
including hand-eye coordination. They can demonstrate 
limited health and hygiene practices. 

Struggling Children have difficulties in demonstrating coordination 
of large muscles and small muscles including hand-
eye coordination and demonstrating health and hygiene 
practices. 

Social emotional domain
On track Children can interact with peers and adults to build 

and maintain relationships, demonstrate sense of self, 
recognize and express emotions of self and others, respect 
and follow values of family, community, and nation. 

Progressing Children can occasionally interact with peers and adults 
to build and maintain relationships, demonstrate limited 
sense of self, recognize and express emotions of self and 
others with an occasional difficulty, and show limited 
respect to values of family, community, and nation. 

Struggling Children have difficulties in interacting with peers and 
adults to build and maintain relationships, demonstrating 
sense of self, and recognizing and expressing emotions of 
self and others. They show minimal respect to values of 
family, community, and nation. 
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Appendix 5. ELDS Assessment Cut-Score with Confidence Intervals 
Table 1 provides the confidence intervals (CIs) of final recommended cut-scores 

at 95% confidence level, computed based on the SEs in the panelists’ item rating from 
the first round.

Table 1. Final recommended cut-scores and their confidence intervals. 
Development 

domain
Final recommended cut-scores [Confidence interval]
Minimally on track Minimally progressing

Cognitive 78.0 [71.4, 84.8] 59.3 [51.2, 67.4]
Language 75.7 [70.8, 80.6] 57.7 [50.1, 65.3]
Physical 72.9 [67.7, 78.1] 54.3 [46.6, 62.0]
SE/Cultural 78.4 [74.2, 82.6] 60.6 [53.4, 67.8]

Note: Confidence intervals (CI) are calculated as follows: , where CS is computed 
cut-scores, z is a z-score at the 95% of confidence level (i.e., 1.96), and SE is Standard 
errors from the first round of item rating. 

As you can see in Graph 1, although the CIs of cut-scores at two borderlines do not 
overlap each other, SEs are large (i.e., cut-scores not reliable) in a sense that the range 
of CIs are so wide that the consequential proportion of children in each development 
category may substantially vary. For instance, when we apply the upper bound of the 
CI for the minimally on track cut-score of the cognitive domain (the red dot line in 
Graph 1), the computed proportion of on track children is 23.0%. When moving this 
cut-score to the lower bound of the CI (the red dash line in Graph 1), the computed 
proportion of on track children changed to 48.7% (the difference of a 25.7 percentage 
point). Similarly, when we move the cut-score for the minimally progressing borderline 
from the upper bound of the CI (the blue dot line in Graph 1) to the lower bound of the 
CI (the blue dash line in Graph 1), the proportion of struggling children changes from 
41.3% to 16.6% (the difference of a 24.7 percentage point). 
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Graph 1. The cognitive domain scores with cut-scores and confidential intervals. 

Note: The blue lines and red lines indicate the cut-scores for minimally on track and 
minimally progressing borderlines, respectively. Solid lines are final recommended 
cut-scores for the cognitive domain while the dash lines and dot lines are lower bound 
and upper bound of the confidence interval at 95%, respectively.
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