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Executive Summary

1. Agreement between Center for Policy Research & Consultancy (CPReC) and Department of
Education (DOE) was signed on 13" November 2007 to launch Social Mobilization for
participation in “Community Managed School Program (CMSP)”: Identification of community
characteristics on project take-up; Development of a best-practice handbook, peer-to-peer
networking and school report card system”. This program was launched in January 1, 2008 for
the period of six months.

2. The main objective of the program was to promote community management of schools
through advocacy, identification of community characteristics, documentation of best practices
and capacity building of stakeholders. The specific objectives were to;
e conduct community managed school (CMS) advocacy workshops at 40 districts and 40
resource centers (component 1);
e conduct qualitative study on community characteristics and document the findings in
the form of summary sheet (component 2);
e collect and document 100 case studies of community managed schools (component 3);
e develop school report cards of 100 community managed schools and collect feedbacks
from 25 schools (component 4); and
e create and facilitate a peer-to-peer network among schools through exposure visits in
15 districts (component 5)

3. The implementation methodology consisted of activities like Resource materials
development, Orientation to District Coordinators (DCs), District level advocacy workshops
(DLAW), Resource Center Level Advocacy Workshops (RCLAW), Data collection and analysis,
Testing, Exposure visits and Documentation and report writing.

4. This program was carried out with some unique implementation features which include
coordination with DOE and DEO, mobilization of RPs and DEO staffs, inclusion of piloting
innovations, mobilization of resource persons from DOE, DEO, RED, SMC, HT etc and
partnership with NGOs. The program covered more than 50 districts through out the country and
contributed significantly in achieving national goal in terms of number of CMS.

5. The achievements of the program can be divided in to outputs and outcomes. The outputs of
the program are as follows:
¢ Nine different resource materials/ manuals were developed.
e A separate orientation program was organized for orienting program personnel.
o District level advocacy workshops were organized in 40 districts with participation of
1697 participants including 353 resource persons.
e Among 353 Resource Persons present in the district level advocacy workshops, 296
prepared RP action plan.
e Resource center level advocacy workshops were organized in 40 RCs with participation
of 1334 participants.
e CMS related issues were clarified and advocacy programs were even conducted through
local media.
¢ Community characteristics of 100 schools were identified which indicates than internal
factors of school are more influencing than external factors while taking decision
regarding CMS.
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Best practices of community managed schools were identified based on the case studies
of schools.

100 school report cards were developed together with orientation to Head Teacher,
Teachers and SMC etc.

Exposure visits were organized in 16 districts involving 458 participants together with
identification and encouragement to model schools.

6. Key outcomes of the program are

Q) The number of CMS in the piloted districts increased by 736 and the number is
estimated to increase by 4400 up till December, 2008.

(i) The advocacy package and its sequence were tested and thus, the package can be
replicated in other districts in future.

(iii)  The program contributed in the capacity building of various people including
resource persons, experts, DOE officials, field coordinators, RPs, DEO officials,
SMC/ PTA, journalists and others.

7. The lessons learned during implementation of the program are as follows:

8.

To make CMS advocacy effective, it is necessary to follow the following sequence; (i)
conduct district level advocacy workshops with the involvement of designated
stakeholders and with facilitation of CMS experts favorably freelance or from DOE, (ii)
preparation of action plan by Resource Persons and submission of action plan to DEO,
(iii) conduction of Resource Center level advocacy workshop, (iv) conduction of school
level advocacy, and (v) organization exposure Visits.

Outsourcing of expert services to mobilize DEO and RPs in advocacy programs is
effective to communicate correct message regarding CMS to all stakeholders

Primary stakeholders of community managed schools with best practices can play
effective role in CMS advocacy.

RPs with adequate and updated materials can conduct effective advocacy at school level
and provide correct messages about CMS.

SPRC helps to keep parents well informed about school performance and mobilize
parents support

Stakeholders are convinced and motivated to take school management responsibility for
improving school quality, if they get opportunity to have real information from peer
stakeholders.

The recommendations of the program are as follows:

DOE should

Prepare a comprehensive advocacy program covering (i) preparation of resource
materials, (ii) mobilization of relevant organizations, (iii) orientation of experts and DEO
officials, (iii) organization of DLAW, (iv) organization of RCLAW, (v) conduction of
school level advocacy, (vi) implementation of SPRC, (vii) exposure visits, (viii)
preparation and publication of best practices, and (ix) mobilization of local media.
Expand the comprehensive advocacy programs to all 75 districts

Print and distribute district workshop reports and document every CMS advocacy
activities in the district regularly

Carry out follow up district level, RC level activities along with RP plan of actions
Review the RP recruitment process as well as roles and responsibilities and introduce a
new system in view of the role to be given to local elected bodies

Introduce a evaluation system for RP and DEO based on the performance
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e Approve SPRC guideline and implement in a sequential order
o Collect, compile, publish and distribute case studies of community school with best
practices

DEO should
¢ Include district, RC and school level advocacy program in district education plan
o Approve RC level plan and facilitate its implementation
¢ Implement the advocacy program taking help from DOE and relevant organizations

RP should
e Prepare and implement annual CMSs action plan, getting approval from DEO

School should
e Participate in the RC level advocacy program
Organize school level advocacy program with RP support
Implement SPRC
Prepare case study and submit to RP
Establish a program of sharing information's with neighboring schools
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Chapter - |
Background
1.1 Context

1.  Agreement between Center for Policy Research & Consultancy (CPReC) and Department
of Education (DOE) was signed on 13" November 2007 to launch Social Mobilization for
participation in “Community Managed School Program (CMSP)”: ldentification of community
characteristics on project take-up; Development of a best-practice handbook, peer-to-peer
networking and school report card system”. This program was launched in January 1, 2008 for
the period of six months. The Terms of Reference (TOR) of the project is attached in Annex — 1.
The actual implementation milestones are given in Table 1. (See fact sheet for details).

Table 1: Implementation milestones

Activities Date of completion
Program start January 1, 2008
Inception report submission January 7, 2008
Interim report submission February 28, 2008
Draft Report Submission May 15, 2008
Completion of implementation June 25, 2008

Final report submission June 30, 2008

2. Based on the agreed TOR, the inception report (IR) of the program was prepared and
submitted in January 7, 2008. The approved' IR proposed the sequence of activities to be
conducted. The IR also included the implementation progress of the program. These include (i)
Office set up, (ii) mobilization of staff and expert team, and (iii) list of agreed districts.

3. As per agreement, Interim Report was prepared and submitted on February 28, 2008. The
approved Interim report provided the progress of implementation including (i) development of
resource materials, (ii) identification, orientation and mobilization of district coordinators (DCs)
and (iii) initiation of field level programs.

4.  The draft report was submitted on May 15, 2008. The approved draft report highlighted the
progress made in the areas including (i) organization of district level advocacy workshops
(DLAW), (ii) organization of resource central level advocacy workshops (RCLAW), (iii)
collection of information for case study and community characteristics study, and (iv)
development of school report card and implementation of peer to peer networking activities. The
list of the participants in discussion on draft report is attached in Annex — I1.

5. All activities were completed in designated time (see Annex — IllI). Team meetings and
discussions were organized at regular basis. CPReC also shared progresses of program with DOE
at regular interval. Moreover, the reports of the projects were submitted on timely interval basis.
Inception Report, Interim Report and Draft Report were submitted followed by intensive
discussion on those reports. The suggestions from DOE were noted and incorporated.

1 |R was discussed with DOE officials on January 14, 2008
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6.  This implementation completion report (ICR) is submitted to fulfill the agreement
requirements. It represents final draft report of the program and summarizes objectives,
methodology, overall activities conducted, outputs, outcomes, lessons learned and
recommendations. The project framework consisting of the objectives, achievement and remarks
is given in Annex — IV.

1.2 Objectives of the Program

7. The main objective of the program was to promote community management of schools
through advocacy, identification of community characteristics, documentation of best practices
and capacity building of stakeholders. The specific objectives were to;
e conduct community managed school (CMS) advocacy workshops at 40 districts and 40
resource centers (component 1);
e conduct qualitative study on community characteristics and document the findings in
the form of summary sheet (component 2);
e collect and document 100 case studies of community managed schools (component 3);
o develop school report cards of 100 community managed schools and collect feedbacks
from 25 schools (component 4); and
e create and facilitate a peer-to-peer network among schools through exposure visits in
15 districts (component 5)

1.3 Methodology

8.  The implementation methodology consisted of following activities:
Resource materials development

Orientation to District Coordinators (DCs)

District level advocacy workshops (DLAW)

Resource Center Level Advocacy Workshops (RCLAW)

Data collection and analysis

Testing

Exposure visits

Documentation and report writing

9.  Resource materials development: CPReC developed various resource materials based on
previous experiences and document review. The framework was developed through team
discussion and it was finalized after discussion with specific section of DOE. The list of resource
materials is given in Annex — V.

10. Orientation to District Coordinators: Potential district coordinators were identified and
oriented in all program components.

11. DLAW conduction: DOE issued letter to DEO requesting for support to CPReC and DEO
played role of organizer in all DLAWSs. DEO fixed venues, dates and invited the participants in
coordination with District Coordinator. The resource persons from DOE and CPReC facilitated
the advocacy program. The first session of DLAW included presentation by DEO official about
status of CMS in district, CPReC resource person about CMS approach and practices and DOE
officials about policy measures regarding CMS. Actual stakeholders from CMS also shared their
experiences in some districts. Second session of DLAW was focused on resource persons.
Discussion was conducted regarding the role of resource person on CMS advocacy and they were
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requested to prepare CMS advocacy action plan. Various resource materials were distributed to
the participants.

12. RCLAW: Resource center level workshops were conducted with facilitation of Resource
Persons in participation of school level stakeholders including SMC, HT, PTA, Teachers, and
Parents etc. RCLAW was organized as per the RP action plans prepared during DLAW.

13. Data collection and analysis: Field Coordinators were also mobilized to selected schools
for collection of necessary information for characteristics study and case study. Field coordinators
were even mobilized to each school for facilitating the school report card system development.
The data were collected based on checklists, interview, focus group discussion etc. The collected
data were then analyzed for specific components.

14. Testing: During the implementation, school report card, qualitative study of community
characteristics and school case study were piloted in some nearby schools.

15. Exposure visits: Under peer to peer networking, exposure visits were organized in 16
districts in coordination with DEO of respective districts. DEO selected the participants,
identified the best practiced schools to be visited, communicated with another DEO and then
organized exposure visit. After end of exposure visit, all participants were asked to develop plan
of actions for bringing specific changes in their working areas.

16. Documentation and report writing: The overall progresses of the program were
documented and reports were submitted to DOE at regular interval. Separate documentation
arrangements were made for each project component.

17. Progress Review: The activities conducted in all the district, resource centers and schools
were documented in the form of handbook adding remarks from specialist and DEO. The reports
were then sent to respective districts for finalization of handbooks and review of progress.
District Education Offices were provided with 3 copies of district report for editing. DEO edited
the handbooks and incorporated the necessary information on review form.

1.4 Limitations
18.  The following were the limitations that affected program implementation:

e Conduction of district level and RC level workshops required frequent change in program
schedule leading to increased time and resources due to factors including (i) SLC
examination in March 2008, (ii) Constituent Assembly election in April 2008, (iii) series
of hurdles and banda including indefinite Terai banda organized by various conflicting
terai groups from February 13, 2008 lasting to February 28, 2008.

e The end of education sessions followed after examinations in schools delayed the
collection of information for qualitative study on community characteristics and case
study of schools with best practices.

e Due to short program duration, it was not possible to analyze the full impact of the
advocacy activities during the program period. Therefore, this ICR presents achievements
in terms of outputs and initial impact during program implementation.
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1.5 Organization of the report

19.  Since the program was focused on implementation of advocacy activities and piloting, this
report intends to document implementation of the activities and initial findings of pilot activities.

Completion  reports
have  also  been
prepared.(see Box 1
for list of
components) for the
following  program
components;

20. This report is
divided in to three
chapters. First chapter
includes the context,
introduction,
objectives,
methodologies  and
limitations of project

Component 1

Component 2
Component 3

Component 4

Component 5

Box 1: List of components

Community Managed School Advocacy (consisting
of 40 district level workshop and Resource Center
level workshops)

Qualitative Study on Community Characteristics
(consisting of 100 schools of four categories)

Case studies collection from 100 community
managed schools

School Performance Report Card system
development (piloted in 100 community managed
schools)

Peer — to — peer networking activities in 15 districts

whereas second chapter summarizes the implementation features, outputs and outcomes related
with the program. The last chapter summarizes the lessons learned and recommendations.

Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC)
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Chapter - 11
Implementation Features, Outputs and Outcomes

2.1. Implementation Features
21. Some key implementation features of the program are described below;

22. Implementation in coordination with DOE and DEO: The program was
implemented in close coordination with DOE and DEO. DOE provided necessary supports
including resource persons for advocacy workshops, letters to DEO and Regional Directorates
etc. DOE also provided valuable feedbacks and suggestions during implementation period. The
coordination was established with respective sections of DOE for each component. CPReC
carried out all district and school level activities in coordination with respective DEO. DEO
played the role of organizer in all district level workshops and participated in RC level workshop
as facilitator. DEO even provided focal person for the program.

23. Contribution to national goal: Government has been setting up CMS related quantitative
targets right from Tenth Plan (2002-2007) and such effort was given continuation by budget
speech of FY 2064/2065. The target of tenth plan was to encourage community in taking
management responsibility of 8000 schools and the target set by budget speech of FY2064/65 is
2500 school level. The CMS advocacy program contributed much in achieving those national

goals. Some of the contributions are:
ﬂzox- 2: Features of the prog ran\

e True messages related to government
policies, legal provisions and priority
programs were disseminated at district and

24.

community level;

The advocacy campaign contributed to meet
the national CMS target of 2500 schools
level in F/Y 2064/065;

School level stakeholders were empowered
for effective school management through
their involvement in advocacy programs
which ultimately contributed to better
school environment

CMS is one of the priority areas of

government, there are also quantitative targets set
out by government as interpreted in table — 2.

0 Implementation in coordination
with DOE and DEO

o Contribution to national goal

o Coverage of more than 50
districts

0 Mobilization of RPs and DEO
staffs

0 Includes piloting innovations

0 NGOs partnership

Table — 2: Targets and achievements of government

Targets/ Target for FY Achievement by Achievement by end
Achievements 2064/2065 December, 2007 of May, 2008
Number of CMS 2500 896* 2288*

*based on unpublished source of DOE (primary section)

25. Coverage of more than 50 districts: The project was implemented in 52 districts from
through out the country covering more than 80 resource centers and around 450 different schools.
CMS Advocacy program was conducted in 40 districts, case studies were collected from 100
schools, qualitative study was conducted in 100 schools, School Report Cards were developed in
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100 schools and 203 schools were included in exposure visits. A table illustrating total coverage
of program is attached in Annex — V1.

26. Mobilization of RPs and DEO staffs: District level advocacy programs contributed to
capacity building of resource persons, school supervisors and DEO staffs regarding CMS
advocacy. Resource persons were highly encouraged by the resource materials regarding CMS
distributed in program. RPs prepared action plan so as to take advocacy initiatives to school level.
In some districts, school supervisors also prepared their action plan.

27. Includes piloting innovations: The project included piloting innovations like school
report card and CMS case study. School report card was piloted in 100 schools and the findings
of the piloting will be beneficial for government to take school report card concept to all
community schools. The community school case study is also new area and it also required
various innovative efforts for collection and documentation. Findings of all these piloting works
including DLAW and RCLAW will be beneficial for government in designing further programs.

28. Partnership approach: CPReC has been implementing various programs towards
supporting the government interventions through empowering community and preparing the
school management committee (SMC) for taking the management responsibility of school with
the help of programs like Community based Primary Education Action Research program (2005-
2007), Right to Primary Education (RIPE) (2006-2009) etc. It has been integrating the
Community Managed School (CMS) advocacy as one of the components in each and every
program with the aim of creating better school management environment. However, the intensive
approach of reaching schools and conveying correct information about CMS started
systematically while implementing Community School Management Advocacy program, 2006
(Advocacy - 1) in 40 piloted schools of 6 districts with financial support of The World Bank. This
intensive program was followed by research based advocacy program titled Community School
Advocacy and Impact Evaluation, 2007 (Advocacy — I1) implemented in 155 schools from 16
districts. The objective of both programs was to reach the school and conduct advocacy
campaigns about CMS in coordination with DOE and DEO. After completion of both programs,
more than 90 schools (out of 195 schools) signed agreement with DEO for taking management
responsibility of the school. The advocacy program identified the necessity of the flow of correct
information about CMS to schools through institutional mechanism like DEO, Resource Persons
and School Supervisors etc. for multiplying the success of CMS movement and conveying the
correct information to larger mass together with specific capacity building programs for
sustaining the best practice shown by CMS. The large network of relationships developed with
individuals, institutions, NGOs, CBOs, schools etc. during implementation of previous programs
contributed in implementation of district level workshops.

2.2. Outputs of the program
29. The key outputs of the program by components is presented below:

30. Component 1- Community school management Advocacy: The key outputs under this
components are (i) nine types Resource material identified and developed, (ii) orientation training
of program personals conducted, (iii) 40 DLAW organized with 1,697 participants, (iv) 296 RCs
action plan prepared, (v) 40 RCLAW organized with 1,332 participants, (vi) CMS related issues
clarified, (vii) local media mobilized, (viii) 40 district report prepared, (ixX) program
implementation reviewed.
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31. Nine resource materials identified and developed: There are various resource materials
developed with in this program including the resource materials related to the advocacy process,
CMS related concept and provisions, school report card development etc. These handbooks were
not only prepared but were also piloted, tested and finalized. All these materials were developed
based on review of previous studies for the use during advocacy programs in district and RC
level. Besides this, the handbooks focusing on HT, SMC, PTA, Social Audit, SIP, NGO etc were

also used in some instances. These

materials were liked by the / Box- 3: Workshop outputs \
participants and also  highly

informative as well. Number of DLAW 40

32. Orientation training  of # of participants 1,697

program personnel conducted:

Two day orientation program was # of RPs participated 353

organized involving possible field

coordinators, CPReC personnel, # of RPs plan of action 296

DOE personnel, Specialists etc. so \ /
as to orient all participants and to

make future plans. The orientation workshop was also targeted towards participatory planning.
More than 40 participants were oriented and trained. The workshop also created fine platform for
the implementation of program.

33. 40 DLAW organized with 1,697 participants: DLAW were conducted in 40 selected
districts in coordination with DOE and DEO. Total 1,697 stakeholders participated in the
workshop. The workshop was a mix group of people including RPs, DEO officials, SMC
members, NGOs, Journalists etc. In the total participants 21% were RPs, 23% were HTs and
Teachers, 21% were DEO officials, 18% SMC and PTA and 17% were journalists, educationists
and elites. In the program RPs were asked various questions regarding CMS advocacy (see Box 3
for workshop outputs). The analysis of perception of RPs is attached in Annex — VII. The detail
categorization of the participants in 40 district level workshops and their percentage is presented
in Chart — 1.

ORP
HT/Teacher
O DEO

H SMC/PTA
B Others

Chart — 1: Distribution of DLAW participants

Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC) June, 2008 7



34. 296 RPs action plan prepared: After clarifications of the issues, the participants showed
their commitment towards CMS. Particularly during the second session of the district level
advocacy workshop, a closed session was organized with resource persons where they were asked
about their previous performance regarding CMS advocacy. Resource persons then prepared
follow up action plan. RP action plans included the target for next six months in terms of number
of CMS. RP Action plan demonstrates immediate commitment of RPs in taking CMS advocacy
initiatives to the school level. RP mobilization, being one of the aspects of this project, it is
necessary to evaluate those action plans.

35.  All resource persons present in the advocacy workshop of 32 districts prepared their action
plan except for those of Udaypur, Dailekh, Lamjung, Surkhet, Banke, Bardiya, Pyuthan and
Kanchanpur. Some RPs refused to prepare action plans and some were not present in the
advocacy workshops because of various reasons including leave, training etc. Table — 3
summarizes quantitative achievements of the program in terms of RP action plan.

Table — 3: Status of RP plan of action

Number of DLAW Number of | Number of RPs present in | Number of RP action
RPs the workshop plans
40 443 353 296

36. The RP action plans are provided to respective districts and DEOs have shown commitment
in including those action plans in district education plan.

37. 40 RCLAW organized with 1,332 participants: RCLAW were conducted in 40 resource
centers with facilitation of Resource Person. The workshop was focused on school stakeholders
including SMC,PTA, HTs,teachers, parents, local CBOs etc.

Box — 4: Community Radio highlighted

38. CMS related issues clarified: The .
Community Managed Schools

advocacy program acted as the ice breaking
event considering reluctance of both institutional
actors as well as other non-governmental actor
to discuss about CMS because of the prevailing
debate and contradictions in ideas and opening
among stakeholders. The issues raised and the
clarifications made are given in Annex — VIII.

Bageswori FM, Banke, live broadcast the
district level workshop organized in Banke
district in March 12, 2008. Almost 100,000
listeners directly benefited from that live
broadcast. Madhav Adhikari, RJ of the
FM, even interviewed the resource persons
of the program after completion of

39. Local media mobilized: Local media
workshops on the same day.

including community radios, FMs, newspapers,
local print media covered the news of district
level workshops in detail. Even national level
newspaper including Kantipur Daily published

Similarly, Gorkha FM, Gorkha broadcast
the news of district level advocacy

the news of some districts. The mobilization of
local media contributed in expanding the
dissemination of information to larger mass. (see
Box — 4)

40. 40 district report prepared in Nepali:

workshop followed by 1-hour intensive
interview of DEO regarding CMS. The
listeners  from  Tanahun, Dhading,
Lamjung, Chitwan, Manag benefited from
that program.

The activities conducted in all the district, resource centers and schools were documented in the
form of handbook adding remarks from specialist and DEO. The reports were sent to respective

Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC) June, 2008 8



districts for finalization of handbooks and review of progress. District Education Offices were
provided with 3 copies of district report for editing. DOE edited the handbooks and incorporated
the necessary information on review form. The perceptions, issues and suggestions made by
various stakeholders summarized from whole district reports are given in Annex — IX. The
district report of Dhankuta district is attached in Annex — X as a sample.

41. Component 2 : Community characteristics - The key outputs under this components are
(i) Community characteristics from 100 schools collected, and (ii) community characteristics
identified for CMS

42.  Community characteristics from 100 schools collected: District coordinators were
mobilized to 100 schools identified under specific criteria. DCs organized focus group discussion
and collected information based on checklist provided to them. The community characteristics of
all 100 schools were documented by preparing summary sheet for each school. Sample summary
sheet of Bihidin PS, Panchthar is attached in Annex — XI.

43. Community characteristic identified: Summary sheets of schools of all four categories
were analyzed. The analysis concluded that the internal factors to school basically role of Head
teacher and SMC has huge
impact over decision of school
in comparison to external

Box — 5: Party Agenda does not always matter

factors. External factors can
only influence or facilitate but
can not drive them through
process of management transfer.
Weak economic condition or
imbalanced teacher ratio (i.e.
demand for incentive grants and
rahat teacher quota) were found
to be only supplementary
factors. The role of SMC, its
activeness, formation and
capability to mobilize local
community seems to have more
impact over decision of school
than any other factors. The
activeness of SMC and HT
together with their coordination
was found to be Dbasic
community characteristics
necessary for CMS. The
advocacy programs can

CPReC district coordinators in Advocacy- Il visited
Chamunda PS (category-B school) of
Kavrepalanchowk in October, 2007 for advocacy
purpose. The SMC was helpful to school but used to
visit schools only when invited. The SMC chairperson
of the school was Maoist supporter. Before entering to
school, the team from CPReC was compelled to
explain the objectives of their visit. After long
discussion together with use of advocacy materials,
education acts and regulations, whole community was
ready to take up the management responsibility of
school.

The SMC Chairperson, knowing about the opposition
by Maoists decided to make positive decision. All SMC
members including the Head Teacher and local parents
were very much convinced about the program. In this
way, school immediately sianed agreement with DEO.

contribute in making SMC and HT active and mobilize parents for CMS.

44. The overall summary of community characteristics can be interpreted in matrix given in

Table - 4.
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Table — 4: Overall community characteristics matrix

Level

Promoting Factors

Opposing factors

School

(PTR)

Active SMC o
Strong HT Leadership

Weak economic conditions
Imbalanced pupil teacher ratio

Positive attitude of teachers

Uncooperative teachers

Community e Active

community in school
e Greater number of CMS in
respective VDC and district

involvement of | e Dispute or division in

community

Others .

Role of DEO e Pressure from teacher union
e Role of RP o Political pressure
e Role of NGO e Non-proactive RP
e Non-responsive DEO

45. The detailed description of community characteristics and summary sheet of all 100
schools is provided in Volume — 11 of final report.

46. Component 3: Case
study : The key outputs under
this components are (i) best
practice of 100 CMS schools
collected, and (ii) 100 case
study documented

47. Best practices of 100
CMS  collected: During
collection and documentation of
case studies, various best
practices were observed in
schools. Major practices
observed in CMS were:
e Attractive classrooms
e Active parents and
parental institutions
e Leading Head teacher
and active teachers
e Adoption of English
medium
e School uniform with tie
e Good school physical
environment
Grade Teaching

Box — 6: School introduced student earning
program

Naba Jagriti Lower Secondary School, Ramihiti,
Boudhha runs classes in two sessions. The students
studying in morning sessions (from lower secondary
level) are provided with training to prepare liquid
soap with initiation of school.

School provided financial support for
students to buy necessary chemicals and instruments
to prepare liquid soap. Now students gather at 2:00
everyday and visit households up to 5:00 for selling
those products. Head Teacher Thakur khakurel
claims that this has not affected the study time,
moreover this has added to their learning through
social interactions. Students now earn some money
collectively to finance their study up to certain level.
PTA Coordinator, Pashang Tamang, reveals that this
step has even motivated parents. The students are
being more active and socialized.

e Conduction of pre-primary classes
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Partnership with NGOs

Computer education and use of computer

School transparency
Work division

Use of improved educational materials

Adequate student teacher
ratio

Regular examinations and
unit tests

Higher internal efficiency

Higher learning
achievement
Better performance in

extra curricular activities
Celebration of events
Eagerness to introduce
innovative ideas

Reward and punishment
mechanism

Remedial classes for
weaker students

credit

Box — 7: Parents arrange tiffin for students

Chitikhola PS, Purkot, Tanahun is a small
school operating classes from 0-3 class. The
school was one of the pioneer schools opting for
community management where still only 14
schools are community managed in tanahun.

Everyday parents come to school and prepare
tiffins for students in roll. Act. HT of that
school, Ganga Joshi, revealed that this system
has improved enrollement rate of children to

school and has also strengthened the
relationship between school and community.

e Saving and
accounts for parents
School publications
Social welfare programs

Development of code of conduct

Residential facilities for students and teachers

Use of physical facilities of school for community use

48. 100 case studies documented: The case studies collected from field level were
documented. Case studies were collected from both successful and not-so-successful community

managed school and their best practices as i
well as weak practices were documented. Case Box - 8: SPRC outputs
itL)JSII)I/ of Nabin PS, Kavre is attached in Annex NUTTRET o 100 schools
' school report
49. Component 4 : SPRC - The key cards
outputs under this component are (i) SPRC of SRC 100 schools
100 schools prepared and distributed (ii) Draft dissemination
SPRC format finalized, and (iii) draft SPRC Feedback 30 schools
implementation guideline prepared collection
No. of HT 100
50. SPRC of 100 schools prepared and oriented
distributed: School Performance Report cards

of 100 community managed schools were

developed. Field coordinators from CPReC visited school, sensitized school stakeholders
especially HT and Teachers about its importance, Head Teachers from each school prepared the
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report cards and such report cards were disseminated to parents. School report card of Shahid
Bhim Narayan PS, Jhapa is attached in Annex — XIII. (See Box — 8 for output summary)

51. Draft SPRC format finalized: The contents of SPRC were determined upon testing in
schools and in discussion with EMIS section of DOE. The simplicity of the contents and their
presentation was highlighted. The piloting also led to determination of probable school report
card development process. The contents and development process of school report card was
finalized even through collection of feedbacks from some schools.

52. Draft SPRC implementation guideline prepared: The SPRC team has developed the
SPRC guidelines to enforce the SPRC at school level. The main objective of the guidelines is to
make aware school stakeholders aware about SPRC. The SPRC guideline covers use and
distribution of SPRC, sources of information, roles, responsibilities of the organizations on the
development of SPRC, indicators on SPRC, time horizon on the development and distribution of
SPRC and feedback etc.

Component 5 : Peer to peer Networking - The key outputs under this component are (i) CMSs
schools with best practice identified and empowered, (ii) 16 exposure visits organized for 458
stakeholders from 203 schools, (iii) action plan prepared by participants , (iv) Networking
between schools established, (v) Identification and capacity building of facilitators, and (vi)
Attraction to CMS.

53. CMS with best practice identified and empowered: The clarification of issues and
reduction of misconceptions are contributing much to the capacity building of RPs, DEO officials

and participants. The program provided
updated information to the participants and
organized discussion for clarification of issues
by using various resource materials. This
resulted in to improved knowledge and
attitude together with commitments for
practice.

54.  The exposure visits not only
contributed in learning of visitors (guests) but
also empowered the visited schools (host
schools). The host schools had the opportunity
to learn many things from the visiting schools.
The school stakeholders from effective
schools got opportunity to show their
innovative approaches and describe their

Box- 9: Model school even learned
from visiting schools

After exposure visit of Jhapa team to
Sharada PS in Morang, the head teacher
of Sharada PS said that such type of visit
was unique. Previous group used to
observe and listen what we said. We
never had discussion like this. Because
of unique facilitation, we also got to
learn many things residing with our
school compound. The visit was
extremely beneficial

initiatives. Such activity boosted the morale of
school stakeholders and encouraged them to do more in future. The program also built the
capacity of host schools in accommodating the guests, making the interaction more interesting,
improving information delivery process, time management and CMS advocacy. List of host
schools are given in Annex — XIV.

55. 16 exposure visits organized for 458 stakeholders from 203 schools: Exposure visits
were organized in 16 districts with 458 participants from 203 schools. The districts selected for
the program were Jhapa, Sunsari, Chitwan, Lalitpur, Gorkha, Lamjung, Parsa,Gorkha, Tanahun,
Myagdi, Parbat, Baglung, Dailekh, Surkhet, Aacham and Baitadi. Field coordinators and experts
from CPReC as well as DOE and schools facilitated the activities with in exposure visits. The
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optimum duration of the exposure visit was up to 3 days. The exposure visits were conducted in 2
— 4 community managed schools. DEO of selected districts identified the potential participants.

56. The participants were basically selected from community schools (i.e. schools which are
not management by community). The participants ranged from school level stakeholders to
district level education stakeholders. The distribution of participants can be shown in Chart — 2.

6%

@HT

71 SMC

@ Teachers
0O RP/ DEO
0 Others

19% |

Chart - 2: Distribution of participants of PPN

57. The share of Head Teachers, SMC/ PTA and Teachers was high in proportion where as the
significant number of participants (11%) was also found to be DEO officials and RPs. SMC,
Head Teacher and teachers constitute more than 80% of the total participants. The variability in

) the type of participants itself indicates the
Box - 10: Targets and Achievements of variability in the learning, analysis and

Exposure visits pattern of discussion.

| Target | Achievements | 58. Commitment of participants for

Number of change: Almost all of the participants in
districts

the exposure visits prepared action plan
Number of

showing their commitment towards
taking the positive aspects and learning
of the visit in their working areas. The

participants

Number of
schools

15
. 450
150

commitment of the participants can be
analyzed based on the number of
participants who prepared the action plan
and agendas highlighted in action plans.
Among total participants, 78% prepared the action plan where as 22% did not prepared the action
plan. These 22% of the participants are from those districts where action plan format was not
used. Action plan format was prepared after piloting in few districts including Chitwan.
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59. The content of action plan and
its implementation is much more
important than the number of action
plans. The content of the action
plans prepared by the participants
can be summarized under few
indicators below:

o Decision for CMS

e Making class room
more attractive

e Physical facilities
improvement

e Parents Assembly

e Improving parent and
school relationship

e School Environment

Box — 11: SMC Chairpersons and HT became
effective facilitators

SMC Chairperson of Dibyajyoti Lower Secondary
School Chitwan, Mr. Ganesh Kumar Shrestha, SMC
Chairperson of Shringery LSS, Lalitpur, Mr Hira Paudel
and Head Teacher of Himali PS, Jhapa facilitated the
exposure visit program in six districts including Chitwan,
Lalitpur, Parsa, Gorkah, tanahun and Jhapa. They are also
the stakeholders of effective CMS. After visit, Mr.
Shrestha said “The responsibility also helped us in
bringing changes in our own schools”.

Improving teaching learning process
e School Information System development

60. Networking between schools established: The exposure visit included activities of school
level stakeholders from various community schools visiting model community schools. This
process resulted in interpersonal communication and informal communication between and
among the participants of exposure visits and also between the institutions they are linked with.
The participants of the visit exchanged their contact numbers as well as postal addresses for
continuing the sharing process even in future.

61. ldentification and capacity building of facilitators: The facilitators and field coordinator
for the program were selected from the real school level stakeholders. The SMC chairperson and

members, Head Teacher and teachers as
well as the parents were encouraged to
facilitate the program through their
initiatives. Not only were the school level
stakeholders, journalists also encouraged
to take up the role of facilitator.
Identification of such actors and their
capacity building during implementation
of the activities was one of the outputs of
this project. Because of the capacity
building of these facilitators, the
networking activities conducted at district
level caught attention of both national as
well as local level media (i.e. video media
and audio media).

2.3. Outcomes of the program:

Box — 12: Networking broadcasted in
Media

Mr. Madhav Adhikari of Bageshwori FM,
Nepalgunj live broadcasted the networking
activities including the interview of the
stakeholders from Dailekh and Surkhet
involved in exposure visits. Besides this,
Kantipur ~ Television interviewed the
participants of exposure visit from Jhapa and
Susari and broadcasted in it its popular news
episode called Janamat.

62. Key outcomes of the programs are (i) CMS agreements signed by schools, (ii) capacity of
stakeholders enhanced, and (iii) advocacy approaches developed and tested,
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63. CMS agreements signed by schools: As one of the major objectives of this project is to
promote management transfer to community, the number of community managed school after
implementation of the project in the piloted districts is major outcome of this project. There are
two sources of information used in finding number of CMS i.e. first, based on the information
system of DOE and second, based on the review report send by DEO. The basic assumption of
this proclamation is that the increase in the number of CMS is attributed to this specific advocacy
intervention. The increase in number of CMS was assessed in piloted districts. The overall
quantitative outcome in number of CMS at 40 districts is given in Table - 5.

Table — 5: Number of CMS in piloted districts

Total New addition (compared with
baseline)
Baseline (December,2007) 2,080
May, 2008 2,816 736
July,2008 3,922 1,842*
December,2008 6,504 4,424*

* estimated

64. Table 5 indicates that the number of CMS in the piloted districts have been increased by
736 making a total of 2,816 in May 2008. It is estimated that by July, the total number of schools
will reached to 3,922 with new addition of 1,842 by July, 2008. It is estimated that the ultimate
impact of the advocacy will come in another six month. The advocacy team has estimated that the
total number of CMS schools in the piloted districts will be around 6,504 making a new addition
of 4,424 in the baseline. This estimate is based on the assumption that the present CMS policy
will continue, there will be no constrains of the budget in each DEO offices in the coming fiscal
year and DEO will monitor and facilitate the Plan of Action (POA) prepared by RPs.

65. Capacity of stakeholders enhanced: The clarification of issues and reduction of
misconceptions are contributing much to the capacity building of RPs, DEO officials and
participants. The program provided updated information to the participants and organized
discussion for clarification of issues by using various resource materials. This resulted in to
improved knowledge and changed attitude together with commitments for practice.

66. Various range of resource persons were used in facilitating the district level workshops
from the local level to national level so as to cater wide experiences and knowledge in making the
program much more effective. The Secretary from the MOES, Director General of DOE and
Director of DOE facilitated the advocacy workshops in both district and RC level workshops in
Parbat district. From the local level, SMC Chairperson, Head Teachers and Journalists also
facilitated the program in some districts including Chitwan, Tanahun, Dhading, Kathmandu etc.
Besides this, designated experts from CPReC and the experienced officials from DOE and RED
also facilitated the program. Utilization of Resource Persons even from school and community
level contributed especially in their capacity building in CMS related advocacy. The list of the
Resource Persons is given in Annex — XVI.

67. Advocacy approaches developed and tested: Various resource materials were developed
with in this program including the resource materials related to the advocacy process, community
managed schools, community school components etc. These handbooks were not only prepared
but were also piloted, tested and finalized. The resource materials include information like the
incentives that CMS receives, some characterteristicts of CMS school, how quality can be
improved, experience of SMC members and some best practices etc. The approaches used in the
advocacy program include pre-testing on CMS knowledge and perception, some exercises

Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC) June, 2008 15




including FAQ and experts presentations of CMS practices, questions answers specially on the
role of RPs and DEO officials. Besides these RPs special sessions was another important
component of the program where each RP was asked about his/her role played so far.

68. Not only the conduction of the advocacy workshops and the participants but also the
process in its own is also important and plays major role. The sequences, steps, dynamics of each
activities, expert presentations and actions are also tested outputs. The modality of advocacy
program changed from districts to districts based on lessons learned. The sequence of the pram
also added value to the advocacy.
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Chapter - 111
Lessons Learned and Recommendations

3.1 Lessons Learned

To make CMS advocacy effective, it is necessary to follow the following sequence; (i)
conduct district level advocacy workshops with the involvement of designated
stakeholders and with facilitation of CMS experts favorably freelance or from DOE, (ii)
preparation of action plan by Resource Persons and submission of action plan to DEO,
(iii) conduction of Resource Center level advocacy workshop, (iv) conduction of school
level advocacy, and (V) organization exposure Visits.

Outsourcing of expert services to mobilize DEO and RPs in advocacy programs is
effective to communicate correct message regarding CMS to all stakeholders

Primary stakeholders of community managed schools with best practices can play
effective role in CMS advocacy.

RPs with adequate and updated materials can conduct effective advocacy at school level
and provide correct messages about CMS.

SPRC helps to keep parents well informed about school performance and mobilize
parents support

Stakeholders are convinced and motivated to take school management responsibility for
improving school quality, if they get opportunity to have real information from peer
stakeholders.

3.2 Recommendations

DOE should

Prepare a comprehensive advocacy program covering (i) preparation of resource
materials, (ii) mobilization of relevant organizations, (iii) orientation of experts and DEO
officials, (iii) organization of DLAW, (iv) organization of RCLAW, (v) conduction of
school level advocacy, (vi) implementation of SPRC, (vii) exposure visits, (viii)
preparation and publication of best practices, and (ix) mobilization of local media.
Expand the comprehensive advocacy programs to all 75 districts

Print and distribute district workshop reports and document every CMS advocacy
activities in the district regularly

Carry out follow up district level, RC level activities along with RP plan of actions
Review the RP recruitment process as well as roles and responsibilities and introduce a
new system in view of the role to be given to local elected bodies

Introduce a evaluation system for RP and DEO based on the performance

Approve SPRC guideline and implement in a sequential order

Collect, compile, publish and distribute case studies of community school with best
practices

DEO should

Include district, RC and school level advocacy program in district education plan
Approve RC level plan and facilitate its implementation
Implement the advocacy program taking help from DOE and relevant organizations

RP should

Prepare and implement annual CMSs action plan, getting approval from DEO
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School should
e Participate in the RC level advocacy program
Organize school level advocacy program with RP support
Implement SPRC
Prepare case study and submit to RP
Establish a program of sharing information's with neighboring schools
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Annex I: Terms of Reference (TOR)

Social Mobilization for participation in the Community Managed School Project:
Identification of community characteristics on project take-up; Development of a
best-practice handbook, peer-to-peer networking and school report card system.

1.

GON signed an agreement with International Development Association (IDA) in
2006 with and objective of developing a knowledge bas needed for successful transfer
of responsibility for management of government funded community schools to local
communities. The study is supported by the Japan Policy and Human Resources
Development Fund (PHRD) — a partnership between the government of Japan and the
World Bank.

2. Objectives

2.

The primary objectives of the assignment are the followings:

e Promote community transfer of school management

e ldentify socio-cultural factors that encourage or hinder participation in the
community managed school support program (CMS).

e Prepare case-study report on successful cases of schools that have been part of
the community school management program; create and facilitate a peer-to-peer
network support among neighboring community managed schools; and
introduce a system of feedback of information of school performance ("School
report cards™) to communities.

3. Scope of Services

3.

NGO/Consulting firm, in collaboration with DOE, DEO and CSNN, will organize
advocacy for community management of schools in 40 districts. RPS, school
supervisors, school management committee members, parents, teachers, journalists,
student leaders, political leaders, civil society and educationists will be the target
group for advocacy. The district list will be provided by DOE and the World Bank.
The advocacy strategy shall include a series of interaction programs (at the start of the
advocacy campaign and towards the end of the campaign) with relevant stakeholders
at the district level and the resource centers (1).

NGO/Consulting firm will undertake and in-depth qualitative study to identify
community characteristics that determine the likelihood of school participation in the
community managed school program. The study shall be based on a sample of 100
schools from 25 districts (4 schools per district). The 4 schools list per district shall
consist of the following school transfer types: a) school that was transferred easily
and completely voluntarily, b) school that was transferred relatively easily but only
when approached by advocacy group or some other promotional program, c) school
that was transferred with some degree of difficulty, d) school that chose not to
transfer. The list of 25 districts (out of the same 40 in larger advocacy program in (1)
above) shall be provided by DOE and the World Bank. The list of 4 schools pr district
will be selected by the consulting firm/NGO. (1)
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o

NGO/Consulting firm will prepare a collection of case-studies that feature successful
and unsuccessful cases of community school transfers. The "Success” or "not-so-
success" story study shall be based on a sample of 100 community managed schools
from 25 districts (4 schools per district). The list of 25 districts (out of the same 40 in
larger advocacy program in (I) above) shall be provided by DOE and the World
Bank. The list of 4 schools per district will be selected by the consulting firm/NGO.
The 4 school list per district shall consist of 3 "Success" stories and 1 not-so-success
story. (I11)

NGO/Consulting firm will facilitate peer-toper networking in 15 districts (out of the
same 40 districts in (1). Networking visits shall include teachers and school
management committee members visiting other schools in the same districts or other
districts.(1V)

NGO/Consulting firm will develop school report cards (SPRC) system to provide
feedback to communities on school performance indicators. A sample of 100 schools
from 25 districts (4 schools per district) will be selected by the NGO/Consulting firm
for piloting the SPRC system. Piloting SPRC system includes design and preparation
of school report cards and dissemination at the school level. The list of 25 districts
(out of the same 40 in larger advocacy program in (I) above) shall be provided by
DOE and the World Bank. This 25 district list will be same in (1), (111) and (V).

. Expected Outputs

e Detailed description of methodology and strategy for above activities.

e Detailed documentation on the implementation of these activities.

e A Study report on socio-economic and cultural determinants of community
managed school project participation.

e A handbook report on case-study of 100 "Success" stories.

¢ A handbook collection of 100 school report cards.

e The consultant will have to submit the inception, interim, draft and final report.
The inception, the interim and the draft report must be 5 (five) copies and the final
report must be in both electronic and hard copy. The number of hard copy of final
report should be 15 (Fifteen).
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Annex Il: List of participants in Draft Report Discussion

Date: May 23, 2008 (Friday)
Time: 3:00 — 5:00 evening
Venue: Meeting Hall, DOE

List of participants

S.N Name of participant Designation Organization

1. Janardan Nepal Director General DOE

2. Mahashram Sharma Director DOE

3. Prakash Raj Pandey Director DOE

4, Hari Lamsal Deputy Director DOE

5. Baburam Paudel Deputy Director DOE

6. Devina Pradhananga Deputy Director DOE

7. Ambika Prasad Regmi Deputy Director ECO

8. Tek Narayan Pandey Deputy Director DOE

9. Prem Bhattarai Section Officer NFEC

10. | Badri Nath Timalsina Section Officer DOE

11. | Ramesh Prasad Rimal Section Officer DOE

12. | Ramakant Sharma Section Officer RED

13. | Kumar Bhattarai Section Officer DOE

14. | Divya Dawadi Section Officer DOE

15. | Yam Bahadur Khadka Section Officer DOE

16. Khaga Raj Paudel Section Officer DOE

17. | Dev Kumari Gautam Section Officer DOE

18. | Bharat Tripathee Section Officer DOE

19. Uddhav Bhandari Consultant The World Bank,
Nepal  Country
office

20. | Tri Bikram Panday Executive Director CPReC

21. | Uttam Prasad Upadhyay Team Leader CPReC

22. Binod Kumar Guragain Consultant CPReC

23. Hem Raj Lekhak Consultant CPReC

24. | Gyaneswor Amatya Consultant CPReC

25. | Jeevan Raj Lohani Research Officer CPReC
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Annex Il : Time schedule by task

Activities

January

February

March

April

May

June

July

Central Level

Task 1 - Office Set up

Completed

Task 2 - Consultant and
Staff mobilization

Completed

Task 3 - Formation of
Expert Team

Completed

Task 4 — Selection of
Districts

Completed

Task 5 - Identification of
District Coordinators

Completed

Task 6 - Orientation of
District Coordinators and
DOE officials

Completed

Task 7 - Preparation of
handbooks and materials

Completed

Task 8 — Sharing meeting

Completed

Task 9 - Report sharing
with central level
stakeholders

Field level

Task 10 - Initial
workshop

Completed

Task 11 - Selection of
Schools

Completed

Task 12 — Progress
review

Completed

Task 13 — Resource
Center (RC) level
workshop

Completed

Task 14 - Identification
of community
characteristics/ qualitative
study

Completed

Task 15 - School case
studies

Completed

Task 16 - School Report
Card System
development

Completed

Task 17 - Peer-to-Peer
Networking

Completed

* to be completed
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Annex IV : Project Framework

Description

Targets

Outputs/ outcomes

REMES

Goal

To promote quality of
education in community
school through community
management and capacity
building

Objectives

To promote management
transfer of schools to
community

2000 schools estimated to sign
agreement by July 30

Capacity building of specialists,
DOE officials, DEO, RPs and
field coordinators

Budgetary
constraints
resulted in to
many schools
remaining at
process of
application
submission

The program

Component 1 To conduct CMS advocacy 40 district level | o Resource materials development
workshops workshops o 40 DLAW organized implementation
40 RC level e 40 RCLAW organized was affected by
workshops o Ice Breaking strikes and
bandas and
causing to
change the date
of workshop
many times.
Component 2 To conduct qualitative Identify o Community characteristics of Time to be
study on community community 100 schools of 4 categories were | spend on each
characteristics characteristics identified school was
Prepare o Summary sheet indicating limited.
summary sheet community characteristics of
of each school each districts identified.
Component 3 To collect case studies of Collect case e Best practices of 100
community managed studies of 100 community managed schools are
successful schools community documented
managed e CMS with best practices were
schools identified
Component 4 To develop school report To prepare and | e 100 report cards prepared
card system distributed e 100 report cards distributed to
school report parents
cards of 100 o Feedbacks collected from 30
schools schools
o Head Teachers and Teachers
oriented
Component 5 To develop peer to peer To conduct e EXxposure visits conducted in 16
networking exposure Visits districts involving 458
in 15 districts participants
involving 450 o CMS with best practices were
participants identified
o Action plans of all participants
prepared declaring their
commitment
o Capacity building of host
schools and facilitators
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Annex V: List of resource materials used

S.N | Project Components Resource materials Remarks
1. CMS Advocacy e Community Managed School Advocacy | All the materials
Brochure have been
e Handbook 101: Community Managed developed and
School Advocacy distributed in
e Handbook 301: Community Managed district as well as
School, Yesterday, today and tomorrow | RC level
e Handbook 2: School Management workshops.
Committee for effective community
schools
e Community Managed School: Collection
of frequently asked questions (FAQ)
Brochure
e Community Managed School (CMS)
advocacy program implementation
guidelines
o District level feedback collection
guestionnaires
e Resource person’s feedback collection
guestionnaires
e SMC Calender
e Head Teacher Calender
2. CMS case study e Handbook 302: community managed Both materials
collection school case study collection have been
e School case study preparation developed and
questionnaires are being used.
3. Qualitative study of | ¢ Handbook 303: community characteristics | All materials
community study have been
characteristics e Community characteristics study developed and
questionnaires are being used.
e Guidelines for conducting focus group
discussion
4. School  report  card | e Handbook 304: school report card system | Both materials
system development development have been
e Back up data collection format developed and
piloted.
5. Peer-to-peer e Handbook 305: Peer—to-peer networking | All materials
networking functions have been

o Participation feedback collection form
e Participant Action plan

developed and
are being used.
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Annex VI : Coverage of program

S.N.

Districts

Region

CMS Advocacy

Qualitative
study

Case Study

School
Report
Card

Peer - peer networking

Dhankuta

EH

Date of DLAW= February 14,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 40
# of participants in RCLW= 46

4 schools

3 schools

3 schools

Terhathum

EH

Date of DLAW= may 12,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 37
# of participants in RCLW= 24

Sankhuwasabha

EH

Date of DLAW= Feburary 22,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 36
# of participants in RCLW= 30

Udaypur

EH

Date of DLAW= January 25,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 35
# of participants in RCLW= 45

Jhapa

ET

Date of DLAW= Feburary 12,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 43
# of participants in RCLW= 30

3 schools

4 schools

56 participants taken to
Sharada PS and Hansa
Bahini PS, Morang
Date : 065-2-12

Sunsari

ET

Date of DLAW= March 14,2009
# of participants in DLAW= 36
# of participants in RCLW= 37

4 schools

5 schools

41 Participants taken to
Himali, Kanchanjanga and
Bhirkuti schools

Date: 065-2-10

Dolakha

CM

Date of DLAW= Feburary 6,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 61
# of participants in RCLW= 55

3 schools

4 schools

4 schools

Sindhupalchowk

CM

Date of DLAW= Feburary 14,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 39
# of participants in RCLW= 26

3 schools

4 schools

Rasuwa

CM

Date of DLAW= March 13,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 28
# of participants in RCLW= 43

10.

Sindhuli

CH

Date of DLAW= March 14,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 47
# of participants in RCLW= 64

6 schools

4 schools

11.

Nuwakot

CH

Date of DLAW= Feburary 27,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 31
# of participants in RCLW= 37

12.

Dhading

CH

Date of DLAW= Feburry 21,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 54
# of participants in RCLW= 27

3 schools

4 schools

13.

Makwanpur

CH

Date of DLAW= March 16,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 61
# of participants in RCLW= 20

2 schools

8 schools

4 schools

3 schools hosted exposure
visit from Parsa

14.

Dhanusha

CT

Date of DLAW= March 12,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 42
# of participants in RCLW= 50

4 schools

15.

Parsa

CT

Date of DLAW= March 26,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 52
# of participants in RCLW= 52

41 participants taken to 3
schools of Makwanpur

16.

Nawalparasi

CT

Date of DLAW= April 30,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 32
# of participants in RCLW= 50

6 schools

4 schools

4 schools

1 school hosted team from
Gorkha, Tanahun and
Lamjung

17.

Chitwan

CT

Date of DLAW= Feburary 22,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 45
# of participants in RCLW= 40

1 school

4 schools

O 48 participants taken
to Nabin Audhogik
SS, Rupandehi

0  1school hosted visit
team from Gorkha,
Lamjung and
Tanahun

18.

Kathmandu

Valley

Date of DLAW= June 3, 2008
# of participants in DLAW= 53
# of participants in RCLW= 33

6 schools

8 schools

3 schools

19.

Lalitpur

Valley

Date of DLAW= May 15,2008
# of participants in DLAW= 64
# of participants in RCLW= 34

6 schools

3 schools

4 schools

33 participants taken to
Nabin PS, Kavre and
Saraswoti SS
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20. Bhaktapur Date of DLAW= June 6,2008 4 schools 6 schools
Valley # of participants in DLAW= 34
# of participants in RCLW= 33
21. Mustang Date of DLAW= June 8,2008
WM # of participants in DLAW= 30
# of participants in RCLW= 30
22. Gorkha Date of DLAW= Feburary 15,2008 32 participants taken to
WH # of participants in DLAW= 38 Dibyajyoti School,
# of participants in RCLW= 35 Chitwan and Shahid Smriti
SS, Nawalparasi
23. Lamjung Date of DLAW= Feburary 27,2008 2 schools 4 schools 20 participants from
WH # of participants in DLAW= 35 Lamnung were taken to
# of participants in RCLW= 19 Dibyajyoti LSS, Chitwan
24. Tanahun Date of DLAW= March 14,2008 2 schools 4 schools 19 participants from
WH # of participants in DLAW= 42 Tanahun taken to
# of participants in RCLW= 40 Dibyajyoti LSS, Chitwan
25. Syangja Date of DLAW= Feburary 13,2008 2 schools 4 schools 24 participants taken to
WH # of participants in DLAW= 51 Nabin Audhogik SS,
# of participants in RCLW= 40 Rupandehi
26. Myagdi Date of DLAW= March 6,2008 2 schools 2 schools 7 participants taken to
WH # of participants in DLAW= 58 Nabin Audhogik SS and
# of participants in RCLW= 30 Tenuhawa SS, Rupanehi
27. Parbat Date of DLAW= March 4, 2008 25 participants taken to
WH # of participants in DLAW= 88 Nabin Audhogik SS and
# of participants in RCLW= 60 Tenuhawa SS, Rupanehi
28. Argakhanchi Date of DLAW= Feburary 28,2008
WH # of participants in DLAW= 42
# of participants in RCLW= 33
29. Dolpa Date of DLAW= April 29,2008
MWM # of participants in DLAW= 42
# of participants in RCLW= 37
30. Jumla Date of DLAW= March 13,2008
MWM # of participants in DLAW= 35
# of participants in RCLW= 25
31. Mugu Date of DLAW= March 10,2008
MWM # of participants in DLAW= 31
# of participants in RCLW= 25
32. Pyuthan Date of DLAW= March 16,2008 2 schools
MWH # of participants in DLAW= 47
# of participants in RCLW= 21
33. Surkhet Date of DLAW= March 5,2008 5 schools 39 Participants taken to
MWH # of participants in DLAW= 46 Banke schools
# of participants in RCLW= 10
34. Dailekh Date of DLAW= March 9,2008 3 schools 21 participants taken to
MWH # of participants in DLAW= 33 Surkhet schools
# of participants in RCLW= 14
35. Banke Date of DLAW= March 12,2008 2 schools 4 schools 4 schools
MWT # of participants in DLAW= 42
# of participants in RCLW= 29
36. Bardiya Date of DLAW= March 13,2008 2 schools 3 schools 4 schools
MWT # of participants in DLAW= 34
# of participants in RCLW= 29
37. Bajura Date of DLAW= March 4,2008
FWM # of participants in DLAW= 23
# of participants in RCLW= 23
38. Achham Date of DLAW= March 2,2008 20 participants taken to 2
FWH # of participants in DLAW= 31 schools of Doti
# of participants in RCLW= 22
39. Doti Date of DLAW= Feburary 29, 2008 2 schools 2 schools 2 schools of Doti hosted
FWH # of participants in DLAW= 37 visitors from Achham
# of participants in RCLW= 18
40. Kanchanpur Date of DLAW= March 3,2008 2 schools 2 schools 4 schools
FWT # of participants in DLAW= 42
# of participants in RCLW= 16
41. Kavrepalanchowk NA 8 schools 6 schools 1 school 2 schools hosted exposure
visit team from Lalitpur
42. Kaski NA 8 schools 2 schools 2 schools hosted
participants from Baitadi
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43. Baglung NA 7 schools 6 schools 5 schools 9 participants taken to
Nabin Audhogik SS and
Tenuhawa SS Rupandehi

44, Rupandehi NA 3 schools 2 schools 2 schools hosted visitors
from Syangja, Baglung,
Myagdi and Parbat

45, Kapilbastu NA 4 schools

46. Kailali NA 7 schools

47. Baitadi NA 8 schools 10 participants from
Baitadi visited Sitala LSS
from Kaski

48. Bajhang NA 6 schools

49. Morang NA 8 schools 5 schools 5 schools 2 schools hosted visitors
from Jhapa

50. Panchthar NA 6 schools

51. Saptari NA 4 schools

52. Sarlahi NA 6 schools
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Annex VII: Analysis of RPs perception regarding CMSs

69. Do RPs have knowledge about CMS? This was a very common question asked to all RPs.
The responses were that 18 percent say they have well knowledge about the community managed
school, 67 say a fair knowledge, 15 percent say a bit knowledge and non were found that they
have no knowledge at all. These figures indicate that many RPs need a full fledged updated
knowledge and information about the program. (before workshop)

70. RPs should know about advocacy techniques, answer of frequently asked questions, issues
to be focused during school level discussion etc. Thus, dissemination of information alone is
not0020sufficient for RPs, there should be specific capacity building program targeted to RP
motivation and mobilization towards CMS. The feedbacks of RPs regarding their knowledge of
CMS are shown in Chart — 3.

No
knowledge Full
Little 0% knowledge
knowledge @@ 18%

B Full knowledge
m Fair Knowledge
& Little knowledge
O No knowledge

Fair
Knowledge
67%

Chart - 3: RPs knowledge level on CMS

71. Perceptions of RPs about the community managed schools: During the program, nine
statements regarding CMS were provided to RPs so as to get their view regarding their agreement
and disagreement over these statements. The statements provided were as follows:

Q-1
Q-2
Q-3:
Q-4
Q-5:
Q-6:
Q-7:
Q-8:

CMS increases community participation

Government can withdraw the responsibility over schools.
CMS related policy is good policy.

There is no clarity of terms and conditions for teachers.
CMS promotes relationship between community and school.
CMS increases teacher regularity.

CMS contributes in improving quality of education.

School receives rahat quota based on PTA after being CMS
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Q-9: School receives per level Rs 100,000/ after being CMS

72.  In order to see how the RPs have perception about nine questions, almost all believe that
CMS increase the participation of community in school. Many have doubt that government can
withdraw the responsibility over community schools. Another question was about the policy of
CMS. Is CMS policy is good policy? Almost 90 percent agree on this opinion. Another question
was relating to the teacher’s issues on policies. The question was “there is no clarity of terms and
conditions for teachers” 70 percent shows their agreement on it while 30 percent expressed that
the terms and conditions about teacher are clearly stated.

73.  “CMS promotes relationship between community and school” was another question posed
to all RPs, almost 95 percent had a positive belief on this opinion. ” CMS increases teacher
regularity” was another affirmative statement where almost 82 percent belief on this view leaving
18 percent not believing to increase the regularity of teachers.

74.  About the quality improvement 85 percent believe that CMS can improve the quality of
education. Another two questions were about Rahat teacher quota and Rs. 100,000/-incentives.78
precept of RP believe that School receives rahat quota based on PTA after being CMS and 22 do
not believe on getting the Rahat quotas. About the incentive grant almost 97 percent believes that
school receives per level Rs. 100000/- one time grant after being CMS. This perception analysis
shows that still all RP has not accepted the CMS concept as a very good concept and still there is
long way to internalize it. All these perception analysis is presented in the Chart -4.

Q-9 7

Q-8 %
o7

Q-6 %)
] B Disagree
Q-5 e
7 |E Agree

Questions

Q-4 7

Q-3 2

Q-2

Q-1 7

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00

Percentage of RPs

Chart - 4: Perception of RPs about CMS in nine questions
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Who should finance and manage school education? This was the question raised so as to get the
idea of participants regarding their views on responsibility division and clarification of roles for
improvement of school education. The opinion of RPs regarding financing and management of
school education is shown in Chart — 5.

Who should be responsible for management, monitoring
and supervision of community school? Who should finance the school education?
Government

5%

R

E Government

'1.35, 2%33?

\ Government

O government
and community

] 0 Community

Community
95%

Chart — 5: RPs opinion on the management CMS and financing source.

75. Even if some RPs opposed the idea of community managed school, 95 percent of
responding RPs believed that community can manage school effectively rather than the
government. However in case of financing school education, 55 percent believed that both
government and community should finance school education where as 45% said that government
should do the job of financing school education. None of the RPs said that community can and
should finance school education.

76. What is the condition of schools after being CMS? This question was also posed to the
RPs in order to know the status of CMS in their working areas. Larger volume of RPs (32%)
revealed that such schools are improving where as 29% of them said that there is not much
difference in school before and after signing agreement with DOE for management transfer to
community. Some RPs (13%) even revealed that SMC are confused about the management of
community school after being CMS.

77. It means that SMCs, even after taking management of school, do not know about their
roles and responsibilities clearly. The number of RPs itself suggests the probable number of CMS
falling under these criteria as one RP looks after different schools than others. The change in
community schools after management transfer to community, as perceived by RPs, is shown in
Chart — 6.

Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC) June, 2008 31



Worsened

Not much 1%
differences 5 Improving

29% T _ 32%

SMC is
confused Increase in
13% SMC
activeness
25%

Chart - 6: Perception of RPs about condition of community managed schools
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Annex VIII: Issues regarding CMSs

78. The key issues raised and the clarifications made in CMS Advocacy related program are
given below:

A. Role of Resource Persons and DEO

79. The role of RP is very important for delivering the true message to school. On the other
hand they are the government officials who communicate and bridge the message to DEO to
school and school to DEO. SMC and teachers are also expecting new sources of information and
knowledge from the respective RPs. In many schools RP and DEOs were considered as the
advisor of school. Every decision they make depends upon the information and advices given by
the RPs.

80. During the workshop their role was identified in depth and answered the issued they have
raised. This has highly encouraged them to work in the field. It was found that resource persons
are not well informed and updated about CMS systems and practices. There is necessity of
empowering community stakeholders so as to promote CMS. There is need of clear policy
documents and additional resource materials and extensive distribution of those materials so that
even school level stakeholders have access over those materials. The workshop was very useful
for the RP as all issued were clarified by DOE officials, experts, DEOs and experienced CMS
person and provided the resource materials including CMS guidelines, CMS handbooks, bruser,
best practices, acts and regulations etc. Their knowledge level has been enriched with materials
and handbooks.

B. Operational Modality of DEO

81. The structure and operation of government mechanism is based on old traditional system
where it was found that the CMS responsibility was the responsibility of department of education
only. This program is solely taken as the duty as well as responsibility of DOE. There is no
enough support from other educational institutions including CDC, NCED etc. targeted to CMS.
It has not been properly shared even by district education officials. This has created long
autocratic process for signing the contract, releasing the grants etc. Whole CMS system is based
on adhoc mechanism. This is the reason in some school, DEO has provided the incentives when
the application registered and sign the contracts where as in some district it take long time to
release the incentives as DEO need to ask DOE to send the incentive budget. This process need to
be corrected making the system more effective by incorporating planning, programming and
budgeting system in a systematic way so that all stake holder will be more attractive toward the
program and share the responsibility by all level.

C. Supply based delivery rather than demand based

82. DOE release the budget to the district based on its availability not based on the need of the
district. This supply based system is incapable to meet the demand of schools and many schools
are discouraged because of time lag. The delivery mechanism is not targeted to CMS (NCED is
not prepared for fulfilling demands of SMC)

D. Teacher related issues

83. Many teachers have not accepted and internalized the program raising issues about their job

security and career prospect. Their argument is that community is not capable to manage the
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teachers. During the discussion, participants were asked to study the resource materials.
Experienced HT and teachers from community managed school facilitated the program and
shared their views as well as experiences. This is only the issue of teacher union but not the issue
of single teacher. We found teachers opposing CMS just because of the agitation by teacher union
though they accepted the wide perspective of CMS. As there is no provision affecting the
permanent teachers and new teachers are appointed after being CMS, this is not the issues of
teachers but is the issue of teacher union.

E. Sustainability of School Report Card

84. The involvement of school level education managers (head teachers and SMC/PTA
members), teachers and students in the process of preparation of SRC helps develop common
understanding contributing to its ownership and sustainability. The school report card is produced
with collective efforts involving a very little amount compared to the benefits that it yields to
school development and community at large. The decision regarding the distribution of SRC to
local stakeholders can be made considering its resources. In this context, the average number of
children in a primary school is 151 and the school is required to spend NRs. 3-5 per SRC
depending on its contents. The model being suggested contains 4 pages. If the school distributes
SRC to all parents, each school should spend about Rs 453 -755 per annum. .
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Annex IX : Perception, issues and suggestions made by stakeholders

Stakeholder

Positive perceptions

Issued raised

Suggestions

Common . Lack of knowledge and Provide advocacy at all level with
Issues a_nd . Lumpsum grant information about CMS updated materials.
perceptions of Rs
1,00,000/=(
Incentives
. Per capita
funding
RPs . RP are catalyst . Dual accountability Make accountable either to DEO
and their role is . Lower motivation level or RCs
important to e  Lessinternalization of CMS concept CMS should be as a target to RPs
facilitate CMS e Incentive better utilized through RP Further advocacy campaign
and improve e Inadequate knowledge and skill with RP should go putting RPs in the
quality for advocacy centre.
. Inadequate support from govt and paty The infrastructure of RC should
level be upgraded to make strong
support to their schools.
Provide RP enough knowledge
with enough updated materials
Instead of Management transfer
or management responsibility, put
the words like empowering
community in school
management or Community
participation in community
management etc
HTsTs . School e Act/regulations etc not clear and enough Make automatic salary payment
autonomy for the security of teachers plan to teacher’s account directly
. Strong relation e  Salary and other grants not received in time
between parents and need frequent visit by the HT Make the HT more accountable to
and teachers e Teachers have not own the program academic performance.
. Good program . Non-democratic practices and activities
for good teacher
. Good program
for poor and
rural schools
DEOs . Liaison between | e External pressure: Pressure from Unions Delegate the authority
DEO and RPs . Lack of awareness among community
. Power authority | e Limited financial and technical support to
CMS
e Reluctant nature of RPs
SMCs . School . Need further technical support for CMS Provide technical support for poor
Autonomy and rural school so they used to

e Accountability

of teachers

. Participation in

school decision
making

in the system

SMC are more effective and
sutainable in urban areas rathe
than rural areas.

Teacher Unions

. School can not

operate with out
community
participation

National level consensus required for CMS
Consider teacher recruitment process

Make a high level commission for
dialogue with teachers

Others

. Parents

consciousness
on their right to
education

. Improvement in

school
governance

. Decision at

school level

Parents and journalists have appreciated
the program.

Need further advocacy for parents
and journalists

Clear definition of parents and
SMC election process
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Annex X : District review report
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Annex Xl : Sample school profile of community characteristics
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Annex XII : Sample case study
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Annex XIII: Sample SPRC
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Annex X1V : List of host schools of exposure visit

District Best practiced schools
Morang 1. Hansha Bhaini PS, Karsiya
Morang 2. Saradha PS. Sorabhag,

Jhapa 3. Himali PS Charpane

Jhapa 4. Kanchanjanga PS Kakadbhitta
Jhapa 5. Bhirkuti SS Durgapur

Jhapa 6. Bhirkuti SS Durgapur

Rupendahi 7. Navin Youdhogik, Butwal, Rupandehi
Kavrepalanchowk | g Navin Primary School Khanalthok
Chitawan 9. Dibya Jyoti PS Harnari
Nawalparasi 10. 2. Shahid Smriti SS Kawasoti
Banke 11. Sarswati PS Kohalpur

Surkhet 12. Kakre Bihar PS,

Kaski 13. Sitala LSS

Syangiga 14. Mahindra Janasahayog LSS
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Annex XV : Estimation Projected CMS level by September,2008

S.N | Name of District May- | New Jul- | New
Dec-07 08 | add 08 | add Dec-08 | New add
1 | Dhankuta 145 189 44 | 9233 88 300 155
2 | Terhathum 98 133 35| 168 70 200 102
3 | Udayapur 114 201 87 288 174 325 211
4 | Jhapa 140 162 22 206 66 300 160
5 | Sunsari 127 133 6| 150 23 210 83
6 | Dolakha 49 201 152 225 176 310 261
7 | Shakhuwasava 43 55 12 80 37 130 87
8 | Sindhupalchok 59 107 48 | 197 138 367 308
9 | Rasuwa 2 2 0 10 8 50 48
10 | Sindhuli 135 166 31| 226 91 346 211
11 | Nuwakot 75 109 34| 179 104 380 305
12 | Dhading 40 40 0 50 10 80 40
13 | Makwanpur 106 118 12| 142 36 212 106
14 | Dhanusha 50 51 1 60 10 90 40
15 | Parsa 38 47 9 65 27 119 81
16 | Chitawan 34 41 7 55 21 97 63
17 | Kathmandu 71 77 6 107 36 175 104
18 | Lalitpur 12 22 10 35 23 85 73
19 | Bhaktapur 20 22 2 30 10 50 30
20 | Mustang 28 28 0 33 5 45 17
21 | Gorkha 21 35 14 63 42 153 132
22 | Lamjung 65 66 1 72 7 101 36
23 | Tanahu 14 14 0 50 36 125 111
24 | Syangja 105 118 13 144 39 224 119
25 | Myagdi 148 159 11 180 32 244 96
26 | Parbat 43 78 35| 125 82 280 237
27 | Arghakhanchi 22 22 0 30 8 50 28
28 | Nawalparasi 20 20 0 60 40 140 120
29 | Dolpa 1 10 9 30 29 60 59
30 | Jumla 0 1 1 10 10 30 30
31 | Mugu 0 12 12 25 25 45 45
32 | Pyuthan 37 37 0 45 8 66 29
33 | Surkhet 55 67 12 91 36 160 105
34 | Dailekh 29 31 2 40 11 65 36
35 | Banke 38 38 0 45 7 60 22
36 | Bardiya 32 59 27 103 71 200 168
37 | Bajura 15 47 32 111 96 200 185
38 | Achham 19 29 10 49 30 200 181
39 | Doti 27 64 37 100 73 200 173
40 | Kanchanpur 3 5 2 10 7 30 27
Total 2080 2816 736 3922 1842 6504 4424
Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC) June, 2008 56




Annex XVI: Resource persons, Experts,district coordinators and staffs involved in the
program

Name Organisation and position
1. Balananda Paudel Secretary, MOES
2. Janardan Nepal Director General, DOE
3. Mahashram Sharma Director
4. Prakash Raj Pandey Director
5. Hari Lamsal Deputy Director, DOE
6. Babu Ram Paudel Deputy Director, DOE
7. Neeva Raj Joshi Deputy Director, DOE
8. Yam Bahadur Khadka Section Officer, DOE
9. Dhruba Regmi Section Officer, DOE
10. Yogendra Baral Section Officer, DOE
11. Narayan Bhatta Section Officer, DOE
12. Khim Bdr Bhugel Section Officer, DOE
13. Om Sharma Focal Person,CMSs section DOE
14. Dr. Shiva Raj Lohani Technical coordinator, CPReC
15. Tri Bikram Pandey Executive Director, CPReC
16. Uttam Prasad Upadhyay Team Leader, CMSP, CPReC
17. Binod Kumar Guragain Community mobilisation Specialist, CSMP, CPReC
18. Hem Raj Lekhak Qualitative Study Specialist, CSMP,CPReC
19. Gyaneshwor Amatya School Report Card Specialist, CSMP,CPReC
20. Ram Balak Singh Resource Person
21. Jeevan Raj Lohani Research Officer, CPReC
22. Pankaj Raj Joshi District coordinator
23. Ramesh Thapa District coordinator
24. Prasanta Sharma District coordinator
25. Narendra Awasti District coordinator
26. Mohan Pokharal District coordinator
27. Sitaram Niraula District coordinator
28. BishwoRaj Kadariya District coordinator
29. Tilak Kunwar District coordinator
30. Padam Raj Joshi District coordinator
31. Shyam Karki District coordinator
32. Ganesh Shrestha District coordinator
33. BishowBandu Poudel District coordinator
34. Heera Poudel District coordinator
35. Roshan Dhakal District coordinator
36. RamHari Panta District coordinator
37. HarishChandra Yadhab District coordinator
38. Laxmi Narayan Neupane District coordinator
39. Pesh Nath Neupane District coordinator
40. Mahendra Prakash Giri District coordinator
41. Keshab Kandel District coordinator
42. Rudra Prasad Pathak District coordinator
43. Ram Chandra Subedi District coordinator
44. Bharat Rokaya District coordinator
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45. Bhagawoti Prasad Bhatta District coordinator
46. Kishor Acharya District coordinator
47. Germa Nepali District coordinator
48. Bharat Bdr Rokaya District coordinator
49. Gagendra bdr Singh District coordinator
50. Rehanindra Guragain District coordinator
51. Keshav Ojha District coordinator
52. Madhav Aryal District coordinator
53. Thakur Khakural District coordinator
54. Bhawan Shah District coordinator
55. Bed pd Naupane District coordinator
56. Chinta Mani Poudel District coordinator
57. Yuva Raj Parajuli District coordinator
58. Prem Poudel District coordinator
59. Dambar Datt Oasthi District coordinator
60. Prabin Karki District coordinator
61. Ram Chandra Subedi District coordinator
62. Navin Badal District coordinator
63. Narendra Pandey District coordinator
64. Radha Devkota District coordinator
65. Dhurba Pant District coordinator
66. Mohan Pokheral District coordinator
67. Nim Bahadur Rigal District coordinator
68. Man Bahadur Air District coordinator

69.

Yogesh Poudel

District coordinator
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