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Executive Summary 

 
1. Agreement between Center for Policy Research & Consultancy (CPReC) and Department of 
Education (DOE) was signed on 13th 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; 

• conduct community managed school (CMS) advocacy workshops at 40 districts and 40 
resource centers (component 1); 

• conduct qualitative study on community characteristics and document the findings in 
the form of summary sheet (component 2); 

• collect and document 100 case studies of community managed schools (component 3); 
• develop school report cards of 100 community managed schools and collect feedbacks 

from 25 schools (component 4); and 
• 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. 
• A separate orientation program was organized for orienting program personnel. 
• District level advocacy workshops were organized in 40 districts with participation of 

1697 participants including 353 resource persons. 
• Among 353 Resource Persons present in the district level advocacy workshops, 296 

prepared RP action plan. 
• Resource center level advocacy workshops were organized in 40 RCs with participation 

of 1334 participants. 
• 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  

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

(ii) 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: 

• 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.  

 
8. 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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• 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 
 
School should 

• 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  
 

 
 



Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC)                        June, 2008   1

Chapter - I 
Background 

1.1 Context 
 
1. Agreement between Center for Policy Research & Consultancy (CPReC) and Department 
of Education (DOE) was signed on 13th 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. The Terms of Reference (TOR) of the project is attached in Annex – I. 
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 approved1 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 – II. 
  
5. All activities were completed in designated time (see Annex – III). 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 IR was discussed with DOE officials on January 14, 2008 



Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC)                        June, 2008   2

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; 

• conduct community managed school (CMS) advocacy workshops at 40 districts and 40 
resource centers (component 1); 

• conduct qualitative study on community characteristics and document the findings in 
the form of summary sheet (component 2); 

• collect and document 100 case studies of community managed schools (component 3); 
• develop school report cards of 100 community managed schools and collect feedbacks 

from 25 schools (component 4); and 
• 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 DLAWs. 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: 
 

• 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. 

• 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.  

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

 
  

 Box 1: List of components 
 

Component 1 Community Managed School Advocacy (consisting 
of 40 district level workshop and Resource Center 
level workshops) 

Component  2 Qualitative Study on Community Characteristics 
(consisting of 100 schools of four categories) 

Component 3 Case studies collection from 100 community 
managed schools 

Component 4  School Performance Report Card system 
development (piloted in 100 community managed 
schools) 

Component 5 Peer – to – peer networking activities in 15 districts 
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Chapter - II 
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: 
• True messages related to government 

policies, legal provisions and priority 
programs were disseminated at district and 
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 

 
24. CMS is one of the priority areas of 
government, there are also quantitative targets set 
out by government as interpreted in table – 2. 

 
Table – 2: Targets and achievements of government 

 
Targets/ 

Achievements 
Target for FY 

2064/2065 
Achievement by 
December, 2007 

Achievement by end 
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 

Box- 2: Features of the program 
 

o Implementation in coordination 
with DOE and DEO 

o Contribution to national goal 
o Coverage of more than 50 

districts 
o Mobilization of RPs and DEO 

staffs 
o Includes piloting innovations 
o NGOs partnership  
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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 – VI. 
 
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 - I) 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 – II) 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, (ix) program 
implementation reviewed. 
 



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

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 
participants and also highly 
informative as well.  
 
32. Orientation training of 
program personnel conducted: 
Two day orientation program was 
organized involving possible field 
coordinators, CPReC personnel, 
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.  
 

RP
21%

HT/Teacher
23%

DEO
21%

SMC/PTA
18%

Others
17%

RP
HT/Teacher
DEO
SMC/PTA
Others

c

 
 

Chart – 1: Distribution of DLAW participants 

Box- 3: Workshop outputs 
 

Number of DLAW 40 

# of participants  1,697 

# of RPs participated 353 

# of RPs plan of action  296 
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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 
RPs  

Number of RPs present in 
the workshop 

Number of RP action 
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. 
 
38. CMS related issues clarified: The 
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. 
 
39. Local media mobilized: Local media 
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 
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: 
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 

Box – 4: Community Radio highlighted 
Community Managed Schools 

 
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 
workshops on the same day. 
 
Similarly, Gorkha FM, Gorkha broadcast 
the news of district level advocacy 
workshop followed by 1-hour intensive 
interview of DEO regarding CMS. The 
listeners from Tanahun, Dhading, 
Lamjung, Chitwan, Manag benefited from 
that program. 
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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 
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 basic 
community characteristics 
necessary for CMS. The 
advocacy programs can 
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. 
 

 
 
 
 

Box – 5: Party Agenda does not always matter 
 

CPReC district coordinators in Advocacy- II 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 signed agreement with DEO.
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Table – 4: Overall community characteristics matrix 
 

Level Promoting Factors Opposing factors 
School • Active SMC 

• Strong HT Leadership 
• Weak economic conditions 
• Imbalanced pupil teacher ratio 

(PTR) 
• Positive attitude of teachers 

• Uncooperative teachers 

Community • Active involvement of 
community in school 

• Greater number of CMS in 
respective VDC and district 

• Dispute or division in 
community 

Others • Role of DEO 
• Role of RP 
• Role of NGO 

• Pressure from teacher union 
• Political pressure 
• Non-proactive RP 
• Non-responsive DEO 

 
45. The detailed description of community characteristics and summary sheet of all 100 
schools is provided in Volume – II 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: 

• Attractive classrooms 
• Active parents and 

parental institutions 
• Leading Head teacher 

and active teachers 
• Adoption of English 

medium 
• School uniform with tie 
• Good school physical 

environment 
• Grade Teaching 
• Conduction of pre-primary classes 

Box – 6: School introduced student earning 
program 

 
Naba Jagriti Lower Secondary School, Ramhiti, 
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.
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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 
• Saving and credit 

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 
well as weak practices were documented. Case 
study of Nabin PS, Kavre is attached in Annex 
– XII. 
 
49. Component 4 : SPRC -  The key 
outputs under this component are (i) SPRC of 
100 schools prepared and distributed (ii) Draft 
SPRC format finalized, and (iii) draft SPRC 
implementation guideline prepared  
 
50. SPRC of 100 schools prepared and 
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 

Box – 8: SPRC outputs 
 

Number of 
school report 
cards 

100 schools 

SRC 
dissemination 

100 schools 

Feedback 
collection 

30 schools 

No. of HT 
oriented 

100 

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. 
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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 
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 

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 
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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. 
 

42%

22%

19%

11%

6%

HT
SMC
Teachers
RP/ DEO
Others

 
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 
variability in the learning, analysis and 
pattern of discussion.  
 
58. Commitment of participants for 
change: Almost all of the participants in 
the exposure visits prepared action plan 
showing their commitment towards 
taking the positive aspects and learning 
of the visit in their working areas. The 
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.  

Box - 10: Targets and Achievements of 
Exposure visits 

 
 Target Achievements
Number of 
districts 15 16 

Number of 
participants 450 458 

Number of 
schools 150 203 
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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: 
 

• Decision for CMS 
• Making class room 

more attractive 
• Physical facilities 

improvement 
• Parents Assembly 
• Improving parent and 

school relationship 
• School Environment 
• Improving teaching learning process 
• 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. Identification 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: 
 

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,  
 

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. 

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”. 
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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 
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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 – III 
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 
• 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: 

• Promote community transfer of school management 
• Identify socio-cultural factors that encourage or hinder participation in the 

community managed school support program (CMS). 
• 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 (I). 

 
4. 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 (I) 
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. (II) 
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5. 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. (III) 

 
6. NGO/Consulting firm will facilitate peer-toper networking in 15 districts (out of the 

same 40 districts in (I). Networking visits shall include teachers and school 
management committee members visiting other schools in the same districts or other 
districts.(IV) 

 
7. 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 (II), (III) and (V).  

 
4. Expected Outputs 

• Detailed description of methodology and strategy for above activities. 
• Detailed documentation on the implementation of these activities. 
• A Study report on socio-economic and cultural determinants of community 

managed school project participation. 
• A handbook report on case-study of 100 "Success" stories. 
• A handbook collection of 100 school report cards. 
• 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 II: 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 III : 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 Remarks 

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 

Component 1 To conduct CMS advocacy 
workshops 

• 40 district level 
workshops  

• 40 RC level 
workshops 

• Resource materials development 
• 40 DLAW organized 
• 40 RCLAW organized 
• Ice Breaking 

The program 
implementation 
was affected by 
strikes and 
bandas and 
causing to 
change the date 
of workshop 
many times. 

Component 2 To conduct qualitative 
study on community 
characteristics 

• Identify 
community 
characteristics  

• Prepare 
summary sheet 
of each school 

• Community characteristics of 
100 schools of 4 categories were 
identified 

• Summary sheet indicating 
community characteristics of 
each districts identified. 

Time to be 
spend on each 
school was 
limited. 

Component 3 To collect case studies of 
community managed  
successful schools 

• Collect case 
studies of 100 
community 
managed 
schools 

• Best practices of 100 
community managed schools are 
documented 

• CMS with best practices were 
identified 

 

Component 4 To develop school report 
card system 

• To prepare and 
distributed 
school report 
cards of 100 
schools 

• 100 report cards prepared 
• 100 report cards distributed to 

parents 
• Feedbacks collected from 30 

schools 
• Head Teachers and Teachers  

oriented 

 

Component 5 To develop peer to peer 
networking  

• To conduct 
exposure visits 
in 15 districts 
involving 450 
participants 

• Exposure visits conducted in 16 
districts involving 458 
participants 

• CMS with best practices were 
identified 

• Action plans of all participants 
prepared declaring their 
commitment 

• 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 • Community Managed School Advocacy 

Brochure 
• Handbook 101: Community Managed 

School Advocacy 
• Handbook 301: Community Managed 

School, Yesterday, today and tomorrow 
• Handbook 2: School Management 

Committee for effective community 
schools 

• Community Managed School: Collection 
of frequently asked questions (FAQ) 
Brochure 

• Community Managed School (CMS) 
advocacy program implementation 
guidelines 

• District level feedback collection 
questionnaires 

• Resource person’s feedback collection 
questionnaires 

• SMC Calender 
• Head Teacher Calender 

All the materials 
have been 
developed and 
distributed in 
district as well as 
RC level 
workshops. 

2.  CMS case study 
collection 

• Handbook 302: community managed 
school case study collection 

• School case study preparation 
questionnaires 

Both materials 
have been 
developed and 
are being used. 

3.  Qualitative study of 
community 
characteristics 

• Handbook 303: community characteristics 
study  

• Community characteristics study 
questionnaires 

• Guidelines for conducting focus group 
discussion 

All materials 
have been 
developed and 
are being used. 

4.  School report card 
system development 

• Handbook 304: school report card system 
development 

• Back up data collection format  

Both materials 
have been 
developed and 
piloted. 

5.  Peer-to-peer 
networking  

• Handbook 305: Peer–to-peer networking 
functions 

• Participation feedback collection form 
• Participant Action plan 

All materials 
have been 
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 

1.  Dhankuta 
EH 

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

4 schools 
 

3 schools 3 schools  

2.  Terhathum 
EH 

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

    

3.  Sankhuwasabha 
EH 

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

    

4.  Udaypur 
EH 

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

    

5.  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 

6.  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  

7.  Dolakha 
CM 

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

3 schools 4 schools 4 schools  

8.  Sindhupalchowk 
CM 

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

 3 schools 4 schools  

9.  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 

o 1 school 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 
Valley 

Date of DLAW= June 6,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 34 
# of participants in RCLW= 33 

 4 schools 6 schools  

21.  Mustang 
WM 

Date of DLAW= June 8,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 30 
# of participants in RCLW=  30 

    

22.  Gorkha 

WH 

Date of DLAW= Feburary 15,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 38 
# of participants in RCLW= 35 

   32 participants taken to 
Dibyajyoti School, 
Chitwan and Shahid Smriti 
SS, Nawalparasi 

23.  Lamjung 
WH 

Date of DLAW= Feburary 27,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 35 
# of participants in RCLW= 19 

 2 schools 4 schools 20 participants from 
Lamnung were taken to 
Dibyajyoti LSS, Chitwan 

24.  Tanahun 
WH 

Date of DLAW= March 14,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 42 
# of participants in RCLW= 40 

 2 schools 4 schools 19 participants from 
Tanahun taken to 
Dibyajyoti LSS, Chitwan 

25.  Syangja 
WH 

Date of DLAW= Feburary 13,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 51 
# of participants in RCLW= 40 

 2 schools 4 schools 24 participants taken to 
Nabin Audhogik SS, 
Rupandehi 

26.  Myagdi 
WH 

Date of DLAW= March 6,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 58 
# of participants in RCLW= 30 

 2 schools 2 schools 7 participants taken to 
Nabin Audhogik SS and 
Tenuhawa SS, Rupanehi 

27.  Parbat 
WH 

Date of DLAW= March 4, 2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 88 
# of participants in RCLW= 60 

   25 participants taken to 
Nabin Audhogik SS and 
Tenuhawa SS, Rupanehi 

28.  Argakhanchi 
WH 

Date of DLAW= Feburary 28,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 42 
# of participants in RCLW= 33 

    

29.  Dolpa 
MWM 

Date of DLAW= April 29,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 42 
# of participants in RCLW= 37 

    

30.  Jumla 
MWM 

Date of DLAW= March 13,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 35 
# of participants in RCLW= 25 

    

31.  Mugu 
MWM 

Date of DLAW= March 10,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 31 
# of participants in RCLW= 25 

    

32.  Pyuthan 
MWH 

Date of DLAW= March 16,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 47 
# of participants in RCLW= 21 

 2 schools   

33.  Surkhet 
MWH 

Date of DLAW= March 5,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 46 
# of participants in RCLW= 10 

 5 schools  39 Participants taken to 
Banke schools 

34.  Dailekh 
MWH 

Date of DLAW= March 9,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 33 
# of participants in RCLW= 14 

 3 schools  21 participants taken to 
Surkhet schools 

35.  Banke 
MWT 

Date of DLAW= March 12,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 42 
# of participants in RCLW= 29 

2 schools 4 schools 4 schools  

36.  Bardiya 
MWT 

Date of DLAW= March 13,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 34 
# of participants in RCLW= 29 

2 schools 3 schools 4 schools  

37.  Bajura 
FWM 

Date of DLAW= March 4,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 23 
# of participants in RCLW= 23 

    

38.  Achham 
FWH 

Date of DLAW= March 2,2008 
# of participants in DLAW=  31 
# of participants in RCLW= 22 

   20 participants taken to 2 
schools of Doti 

39.  Doti 
FWH 

Date of DLAW= Feburary 29, 2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 37 
# of participants in RCLW= 18 

 2 schools 2 schools 2 schools of Doti hosted 
visitors from Achham 

40.  Kanchanpur 
FWT 

Date of DLAW= March 3,2008 
# of participants in DLAW= 42 
# of participants in RCLW= 16 

2 schools 2 schools 4 schools  

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. 
 

Full 
knowledge

18%

Fair  
Knowledge

67%

Little 
knowledge

15%

No 
knowledge

0%

Full knowledge
Fair  Knowledge
Little knowledge
No knowledge

 
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:  CMS increases community participation 

Q-2:  Government can withdraw the responsibility over schools. 

Q-3:  CMS related policy is good policy. 

Q-4:  There is no clarity of terms and conditions for teachers. 

Q-5:  CMS promotes relationship between community and school. 

Q-6:  CMS increases teacher regularity. 

Q-7:  CMS contributes in improving quality of education. 

Q-8:  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. 
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Chart - 4: Perception of RPs about CMS in nine questions 
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Who should be responsible for management, monitoring 
and supervision of  community school?

Government
5%

Community
95%

Government

Community

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 finance the school education?

45%

55%

Government

government
and community

  
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. 
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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  
Issues and 
perceptions 

• Lumpsum grant 
of Rs 
1,00,000/=( 
Incentives 

• Per capita 
funding 

 

• Lack of  knowledge and 
information about CMS 

• Provide advocacy at all level with 
updated materials. 

RPs • RP are catalyst 
and their role is 
important to 
facilitate CMS 
and improve 
quality 
 

• Dual accountability 
• Lower motivation level 
• Less internalization of CMS concept 
• Incentive better utilized through RP 
• Inadequate knowledge and skill with RP 

for advocacy 
• Inadequate support from govt and paty 

level 

• Make accountable either to DEO 
or RCs 

• CMS should be as a target to RPs 
• Further advocacy campaign 

should go putting RPs in the 
centre. 

• The infrastructure of RC should 
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 
autonomy 

• Strong relation 
between parents 
and teachers 

• Good program 
for good teacher 

• Good program 
for poor and 
rural schools 

• Act/regulations etc not clear and enough 
for the security of teachers 

• Salary and other grants not received in time 
and need frequent visit by the HT 

• Teachers have not own the program 
• Non-democratic practices and activities 

• Make automatic salary payment 
plan to teacher’s account directly 

 
• Make the HT more accountable to 

academic performance. 

DEOs • Liaison between 
DEO and RPs 

• Power authority 

• External pressure: Pressure from Unions 
• Lack of awareness among community 
• Limited financial and technical support to 

CMS 
• Reluctant nature of RPs 

• Delegate the authority  

SMCs • School 
Autonomy 

• Accountability 
of teachers 

• Participation in 
school decision 
making 

• Need further technical support for CMS • Provide technical support for poor 
and rural school  so they used to 
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 
;d'bfoåf/f ljBfno Joj:yfkg ;r]tgf sfo{qmd 

wgs'6f 
lhNnfsf] ;du| k|ult k|ltj]bg 2 

 
v08 ! M e"ldsf 

 
1. wgs'6f lhNnf k'jf{~rn ljsf; If]q cGtu{t d]rL c~rndf cjl:yt 5 . o; lhNnfdf & lgjf{rg If]q, #^ uflj; 

/ ! gu/kflnsf /x]sf] 5 eg] @)%* ;fnsf] hgu0fgf cg';f/  !,^^,$&( hg;+Vof /x]sf] 5 . of] lhNnfsf hDdf 
!% j6f ;|f]ts]Gb| cGt{ut @#( Kf|flj,  &) lgdflj / $! dflj ul/ s"n #%)  ;fd'bflos ljBfnox? kb{5g\ . of] 
lhNnf ;d'bfon] ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L lnPsf ljBfnox?sf] ;+Vofsf] cfwf/df cu|:yfgdf kg]{ lhNnfx? 
dWo] Ps xf] . @)^$ d+l;/ d;fGt ;Dd !$% ljBfno txsf] Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L ;d'bfon] lnPsf 5g\ .  

tflnsf ! M z}lIfs l:ylt 
 @)^$ d+l;/ d;fGt @)^% d+l;/ d;fGt 
 k|flj lgdflj dflj k|flj lgdflj dflj 
s= hDdf ljBfno ;+Vof       
    ;fd'bflos @#( &) $!    
    lghL  !^ * *    
v=;d'bfo4f/f Joj:yfkg ul/Psf 
ljBfno ;+Vof  

!)% @& !#    

 
2. gLltut cg';Gwfg k/fdz{ s]Gb| -l;k|]s_ 4f/f  lzIff ljefu;Fusf] ;xsfo{df ;g\ @))* hgj/L dlxgf b]lv 

;fd'bflos ljBfno Joj:yfkg ;r]tgf sfo{qmd nfu" eO o; lhNNfdf lgDgfg';f/ sfo{qmd ;~rfng ePsf] lyof] 
.   

• lhNnf:t/Lo ;r]tgf sfo{qmd  
• ;|f]ts]Gb|:t/Lo ;r]tgf sfo{qmd  
• ljBfno 36gf cWoog  
• ljBfno l/kf]6{ sf8{ k|0ffnL  

  
3. o; k|ltj]bgsf] p2]Zo lhNnfdf ;~rflnt ;r]tgf ;DjGwL sfo{qmdjf/] ;/f]sf/fjfnx?nfO{  hfgsf/L u/fO{ 

k'g/fjnf]sg u/fpg ;xof]u k'/\ofpg' /x]sf] 5  . o;jf6 ;fd'bflos ljBfno ;r]tgf sfo{qmdsf cg'eax? 
cfbfg k|bfg x'g'sf ;fy} lhlzsf dfkm{t xfn ;Ddsf] k|ult cBfjlws x'g]5 / lhNnf tyf If]q:t/sf cg'ej / 
cEof;x? s]Gb|:t/df ul/g] gLlt lgdf{0f ug{df ;xof]u k'Ug] ck]Iff ul/Psf] 5 .   

 
v08 @ M lhNnf:t/Lo kl/rofTds uf]i7L 

 
4. kl/roM kmf]g dfkm{t lhNnf lzIff clwsf/L / zfvf clws[t Pj+ cGo ;DalGwt JolQm;Fu 5nkmn eP cg';f/ 

wgs'6f lhNnfdf ;|f]tJolQmnfO{ ljz]if nIo u/L @)^$ df3 @( ut]sf lbg lhNnf:t/Lo sfo{qmdsf] cfof]hgf to 
ul/of] . zf=c= >L /d]z bfxfn, ;|f]tJolQm l/oGb| k|;fb u'/fufO{Fsf] k|ToIf ;lqmotfdf ;xefuL h'6fpg] / 
sfo{zfnfsf cGo Joj:yfksLo sfo{ s'zntfk"j{s ;DkGg ePsf] lyof] . k|fl/Des a}7s lhNnf lzIff clwsf/Lsf] 
sfo{sIfdf a;L ;DalGwt sd{rf/Lx?sf] 5nkmnn] sfo{qmd s;/L ug]{ / cufdL lbgdf o;nfO{ ;Dks{ JolQmsf 
?kdf cGo sfo{qmd s:n] ug]{ eGg] lg0f{o ul/Psf] lyof] . ;s];Dd ;j} ;|f]tJolQm sfo{qmddf ;xefuL u/fpg] 
nIo /x]klg ef}uf]lns tyf cGo sf/0fn] ubf{ ;j} ;|f]tJolQm pkl:yt x'g g;s]klg clwsf+z ;|f]tJolQm, lj=lg=, 
If]qLo lzIffsf zf=c=, lj=Jo=;= kbflwsf/L, kqsf/, Pjd\ cGo ;xefuL u/L hDdf $% hgfsf] ;xeflutfdf 
sfo{qmd ;DkGg ePsf] lyof]  -;xeflux?sf] pkl:ylt cg';"rL ! df ;+nUg ul/Psf] 5._  

 
5. pQm uf]i7Lsf] k|d'v cfltYo If]qLo lzIff lgb]{zs >L dxd"b cfnd vfF n] ug'{ePsf] lyof] eg] cWoIftf u|x0f 

lhNnf lzIff clwsf/Ln] ug'{ePsf] lyof] . sfo{qmdsf] ;~rfng zf=c= /d]z bfxfnn] ug'{ePsf] lyof] . 

                                                 
2of] k|ltj]bg lzIff ljefusf kmf]sn k;{g >L cf]d zdf{ n] tof/ u/]sf] k|ltj]bgsf cfwf/df agfOPsf] xf] .  
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;xefuLx?sf] kl/roaf6 ;'?ePsf] o; sfo{qmddf :jfut dGtJo Zff=c= k'ik/fh a/fnaf6 ePsf]  lyof] . 
sfo{qmdsf] cf}lrTodfly k|sfz kfb}{ lzIff ljefusf kmf]sn k;{g >L cf]d zdf{n] sfo{qmdsf jf/]df k|:t'lts/0f 
ug'{ ePsf] lyof].   

 
6. 5nkmn  M ;xeflux?;Fusf] 5nkmnsf qmddf lgDg adf]lhd lh1f;f / wf/0ff k|fKt ePsf] lyof] .   
• k|=c=x? -a9L lh1f;f /fVg] k|=c= OZj/L k|;fb clwsf/L, lqj]0fL df=lj= wgs'6f_M of] sfo{qmd eg]sf] gofF xf]Og 

k'/fg} xf] . ;d'bfodf uP/ /fxt sf]6f t kfOof] t/ xfdLn] dfq xf]Og ;j}n] kfPsf5g\ . clvn g]kfn lzIfs 
;+37g qmflGtsf/Laf6 o;sf] rsf]{ lj/f]w /x]sf] 5 / wDsL klg cfPsf] 5 . ;/f]sf/jfnfx?sf nflu Ifdtf 
clej[l4sf sfo{qmd rflxof] . yk ;xof]u ePg eg] g/fd|f]df dfq ;Lldt /xG5 . cGtdf ;j}sf] rf;f] 
afnaflnsfsf] lzIff /fd|f] xf] . o;df ;j}sf] rf;f] x'g' :jefljs 5 . ;d'bfodf uPsf / guPsf ljBfnox?df 
vf;} km/s kfOPsf] 5}g . ;d'bfodf uPsfdf lzIfs lgo'lQm / cGo s'/fdf w]/} ljjfb ePsf] klg kfOof] . 
ef}lts ;'ljwf, tnj eQf / lzIfs tflndafx]s c? ;d'bfon] ug{;S5 . klxn] ;d'bfodf hfg] sd lyP . xfdL 
lgs} ljjfb eo / qf;df ;d'bfodf uof}F . @)@* ;fn klxn]sf] cj:yfdf kmls{G5 eGg] nfUb}g . Ifdtf clej[l4 
ljBfno txdf x'g'k¥of] . klxnf] jif{ s]xL x]/]h:tf] ug]{ clg kms]{/ gx]g]{ u/]sf] klg kfOof] . ljBfno Joj:yfkg 
;ldltsf] clwsf/sf] leGgtf vf;} cfPg . ;'?df uOof] t/ ;'ljwfaf6 jlGrt u/fOPsf]n] ufx|f] k/]sf]5 . cfly{s 
;xof]usf sf/0f ejg lgdf{0f ug{sf nflu uOof] .  sltkon] !@ sIff vf]Ng w/f}6L /sdsf nflu klg nu] . 
Joj:yfkg ;ldltnfO{ a9L ;lqmo gagfP o;sf] s'g} cy{ /xFb}g .  

 
• ;|f]tJolQm -lh1f;fdf a9L ;xefuL ;|f]tJolQm >L l/oGb|k|;fb u'/fufO{F_ M lj/f]w ePklg ;'?df /fd|f] ;Gb]z uof] . 

cfkm\gf dfG5] hflu/ v'jfpg t5fF8 d5fF8 ug]{ ul/of] . Ifdtf clej[l4sf sfo{qmd klg ePgg\ . k|=c= / 
lzIfsx?Aff6 ePsf] lj/f]wnfO{ s]Gb| txdf ldnfOlbPdf sfo{ ug{ ;lhnf] x'GYof] .  Joj:yfkg ;ldltsf] 
clwsf/sf jf/]df klg vf;} :ki6tf 5}g .  u'0f:t/ s;/L dfkg ug]{ < gLlt lgoddf eP u/]sf kl/jt{gsf] 
;dodf g} hfgsf/L gx'g] ePsf]n] ;f|]t ;fdu|L k|To]s  ;|f]ts]Gb|df pknAw x'g' kb{5 .  

 
• lj=Jo=;= kbflwsf/L -lh1f;fdf a9L ;xefuL M cWoIf lj/]Gb| s'df/ >]i7 uf]=af=p=df=lj= / /fd df=lj=sf cWoIf 

>L l8s axfb'/ k'/L_M s] sfd s;/L ug]{ eGg xfdLnfO{ yfxf 5}g . Ps nfvsf] Jofhaf6 lzIfs /flvPsf] 5 yf]/} 
/ w]/} tnj vfg] lzIfs ePsfn] s]xL ufx|f] k¥of] . lghL ;|f]tsf lzIfsn] /fd|f] u/]sf 5g\ t/ ;/sf/Ln] ub}{gg\ . 
 klxn]sf] lgb]{lzsfsf] e/df Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L lnOof] t/ yk clwsf/ / cGo Joj:yf jf/] hfgsf/L 
pknAw x'g' k/\of] . lzIff sfof{non] klg clgoldttf u¥of] .  a9'jf eP/ uPsf] lzIfssf] 7fpFdf lh=lz=sf=n] 
hj/h:tL u¥of] . k'/fgf] lh=lz=c= n] @$ 306] k'hL{ sf6L b/jGbL sfl6lbP, xfn ;jf]{rdf d'4f rn]sf] 5 . 
lh=lz=sf=n] dgk/L u/]sf] cj:yf 5 . ;d'bfodf  uPsf ljBfnonfO{ yk ;'ljwfx? cfjZos 5 .  

 
• kqsf/ M -a9L ;xefuL vu]Gb| l3ld/] kqsf/ dxf;+3, wgs'6f_ M ;d'bfodf hfg] / ghfg] ljBfnodf vf;} km/s 

b]lvPsf] 5}g . /fhg}lts cf:tfsf cfwf/df /  lzIf0f cg'dlt kq glnPsf klg lzIfs lgo'lQm ul/Psf5g\ . 
 lzIfs / ljBfyL{sf] cg'kftdf lzIfs ldnfg 5}g / ljifout lzIfs gePdf u'0f:t/ sfod x'g ;Sb}g . 
ljBfno Joj:yfkg ;ldltnfO{ cfkm\gf] xs clwsfjf/] kof{Kt hfgsf/L 5}g .  ljBfnosf] ;'wf/sf nflu cg'ud  
;+oGq alnof] x'g'k¥of] . ;d'bfodf n}hfg] / hfg] s'/fsf] a9L rrf{ / lj/f]w cj/f]w 5 . o;df ;/sf/n] :ki6 
wf/0ff /fVg'k5{ .  

 
7. If]qLo lzIff lgb]{zfgfno sf zf=c= >L hgfb{g g]kfnn] clwsf+z ljBfnox? Kf|f]T;fxg /sd kfOg] cfzfn] uPsf / 

;/sf/sf] gLlt c:ki6 /x]sf] atfpFb}  lgodfjnLdf ePsf] Joj:yf sfof{Gjog ug'{ kg]{ jtfpg' eof] . o;} ul/ 
If]qLo lzIff lgb]{zgfnosf zf=c= >L b'uf{ v/]nn] sfo{qmdsf] gLlt lgod jf/] k"0f{ hfgsf/L If]qLo lzIffdf klg 
g/x]sf] atfpFb} cfjZos ;|f]t ;fdu|L ;dodf g} If]q / lhNnfdf pknAw u/fPsf] eP xfdLnfO{ yk hfgsf/L x'g] 
lyof] eGg' eof] . sfo{qmd /fd|f] ePsf] t/ ;d'bfodf yk ;r]tgf hufpg' kg]{ vfFrf] /x]sf] >L v/]nn] atfpg' eof] 
.  lh=lz=c= >L bfdf]b/ bfxfnn] b/jGbL afF8\g g;lsPsf], ckf+u sf]6fsf] tnj gcfPsf], lg=df=lj= / df=lj= sf] 
sf]6f jfWofTds tl/sfn] cfPsf]  atfpFb} ;d'bfodf uPsf / guPsf jLr leGgtf x'g' kg]{ h:tf s'/fx? :ki6 
ePdf o; lhNnfdf tTsfn  !)) eGbf a9L ljBfno ;d'bfodf hfg ;Sg] atfpg' eof] . pxfFn] o; lsl;dsf] 
uf]i7L ljBfno txdf ul/of] eg] w]/} k|efjsf/L x'g] .  If]lqo lzIff lgb]{zgfnosf If]qLo lgb]{zs >L dxd"b cfnd 
vfFn n] lj=;+= @)%( ;fndf pxfFs}] ;lqmotfdf sf:sLdf w]/} ljBfno ;d'bfodf nluPsf] / tL ljBfnox?n] 
ef}lts ;'ljwf lj:tf/ nufot cGo kIfdf lgs} kl/jt{g u/]sf s'/f atfpFb} ljBfnodf lzIfsx?sf] tnj km/s 
/x]sf] / tnj km/s km/s vfg] lzIfsn] ubf{ ufx|f] k/]sf]5 eGb} lzIfs lgo'lQm, ;?jf, a9'jf, ;]jf zt{ cflb 
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s'/fx?df ;xh} ls6fgsf ;fy sfg"gdf cfPdf j]z x'g] jtfpg' eof] . s]Gb|df a:g]x?n] ;f]r]/ sfd gufgf{n] 
lhNnf / If]qdf sfo{ ug{] s'/f ufx|f] ePsf] u'gf;f] klg kf]Vg' eof] .  

8. ;xefuLx?sf lh1f;f kl5 s]lGb|o txsf sfo{qmd / gLlt lgoddf eP u/]sf Joj:yfsf jf/]df :ki6 kfg]{ sfd 
ePsf] lyof] . o; qmddf df]/ªaf6 cfPsf >L zf/bf k|f=lj= sl;{ofsf k|=c= >L /jL /fha+zLn] s/Lj #) ldg]6sf] 
;dodf cfk"mn] ef]u]sf / u/]sf s'/fsf] hfgsf/Lsf ;fy ;/f]sf/jfnfx?sf] lh1f;f ;/f]sf/jfnfx?s} 
k|ltlglwTjaf6 x'g] u/L ;+af]wg ug'{ePsf] lyof] . o;sf d"Vo a"Fbf  afs; ! df /flvPsf] 5 .   

 
 
 

afs; ! M >L zf/bf k|f=lj= sl;{ofsf k|=c= >L /jL /fha+zLsf] cg'ej k|:t'tL 
 
xfdL clw/fHoe/Ld} ;j}eGbf klxn] ;d'bfodf hfg] sfd u/]sf lyof}F . Tolt a]nf klg xfdL cfly{s k|nf]eg jf cGo 
cfzfsf e/df uPsf lyPg} . Tolt a]nf t hDdf !) xhf/ lbg] Joj:yf lyof] . xfdL a'em]/ / gLlt lgodx?df s] 
s:tf Joj:yf 5g\ ltgLx?sf] cWoog u/]/g} uPsf xf}F . d Ps k|=c= ePsfn] lzIfsx?nfO{ g} cf3ft k'Ug] s'g} 
To:tf] gLlt ePsf] eP d hfg] lyOg  xf]nf . of] ljBfno ?kfGt/0fsf] k|of; xf] . xfdL xfd|f] ljBfno eGg] efjgf 
lsg /fVg ;Sb}gf}+ < ljBfno cfkm\gf] xf] / o;sf] ;j} :oxf/ ;';f/ ;~rfng xfdL cyf{t ;d'bfon] ug'{k5{ eGg] 
clek|fo o;df /x]sfn] xfdL ;d'bfodf uPsf xf}F . ;fd'bflos ljBfno eg]sf] ;d'bfosf] xf] t/ lzIff /fHosf] 
bfloTj ePsfn] To; ljBfno dfkm{t k'¥ofOg] ;]jfdf ;/sf/sf] ;xof]u Uof/]G6L x'g'k5{ . lzIffnfO{ sfg"gn] g} 
clwsf/sf ?kdf JofVof u/]sfn] o;nfO{ s;}n] x/0f ug{ ;Sb}g . /x\of] lzIfsx?sf] ;]jf zt{ / ;'ljwfsf s'/,  
;]jf zt{ / ;'ljwf eGg] s'/f t ljBfno /x] eg] / ljBfyL{ /x] eg] dfq cfpg] s'/f x'g\ . ljgf ljBfno / ljBfyL{ 
of] ;'ljwf ufpFdf cfpFb}gg\ . xfdL xfd|f] dfq x]5f}{ t/ vf; d'Vo s'/f t ljBfyL{ clg ltgLx?nfO{ k|bfg u/fpg] 
lzIff g} xf] . =d]/f] klg k'/fgf] cg'ejdf lzIfssf] ;]jf zt{ / ;'ljwfdf ;/sf/ klG5g vf]h]sf] xf] jf cfly{s 
bfloTjaf6 efUg vf]h]sf] eGg] h'g s'/f 5 Tof] x}g / d}n] ef]u]sf] klg 5}g . Tof] x'g} ;Sb}g s'g} lgod jf sfg"g 
klg 5}g . xfdL olt ;xh / yk ;]jf z'ljwf k|fKt u/]sf 5f}F h;n] ubf{ ljBfnpsf] ?k /+u g} abNg ;Sof}F . 
If]lzlg >L vfF klxnf df]/ªsf] lh=lz=c= x'Fbf d]/f] ljBfnodf hfg' ePsf] lyof] . olb jxfFnfO{ df}sf ldN5 / cj 
d]/f] ljBfno cfpg ;Sg'x'G5 eg] ljBfno lrGg' x'Gg To;sf] ;j} ?k /+u ablnPsf] 5 . Tof] dfq} ;d'bfosf] 
;lqmotf / ;/sf/sf] ;xof]uaf6 ;Dej ePsf] xf] . df]/ªdf cj ax'dt ;+Vof ;d'bfodf hfgsf] eO;Sof] . 
xfdLx?sf] ;femf k|of; ljBfno ;'wf/df s]lGb|t 5 . w]/} ;xof]u klg cfof] / ljBfnon] k|ult klg u/]sf 5g\ . 
df]/ªdf ;d'bfodf uPsf] / guPsf] ljBfno cj aflx/}af6 5'l6\g ;S5 . oxfF d}n] ;'g] lh=lz=sf= / If]qLo 
sd{rf/Ldf d} klg w]/} cGof}Ntf /x]5 . t/ o:tf] gx'g' kg]{  xf] . d Ps k|=c= eP/ w]/} s'/fdf k|i6 5' / cufl8 
a9L/x]sf] 5' eg] sd{rf/L g} k|i6 gx'g' /fd|f] xf] h:tf] dnfO{ nfUb}g . ;/x?n] eg]h:t] P]g lgod untg} 5} To;sf] 
JofVof / k|of]u unt x'g ;S5 .  P]g lgod agfpg] blv w]/} sfo{qmddf d ;xefuL ePsf sf/0f d cfTd 
ljZjf;sf ;fy eGg ;S5' ;d'bfodf hfg' afx]s csf]{ ljsNk 5}g . d]/f] ljBfnodf ljut @–# jif{df ljleGg 
lhNnfsf ;of}F ljBfnox?sf ;/f]sf/jfnfx? e|d0fsf nflu cfP . w]/} s'/f l;s]/ klg uPsf 5g= . xfdLn] w]/} 
kljt{g ug{ ;kmn ePsf 5f}+ To;sf] cg';/0f xfn clw/fHoe/ eO/x]sf5g\ . 

9. lzIff ljefusf kmf]sn k;{g >L cf]d zdf{n] ;xefuLx?nfO{ ljleGg If]q;Fu ufF;]/ pgLx?sf] ;femf lj1f;fnfO{ 
a"Fbfut ?kdf atfpg' ePsf] lyof] . pxfFn] atfpg' ePsf a'Fbfx? cg';"rL # df /flvPsf] 5 .  

 
10. sfo{of]hgf lgdf{0f M lh1f;fsf] ;dfwfg ug]{ sfd ;lsPkl5 ;d"xdf ;femf ;xdtsf a"Fbf to ug]{ sfo{ ePsf] 

lyof] . ;fd'lxs ?kdf 5nkmn u/]kl5 ;j} ;|f]tJolQm / s]xL k|c=x?n] cfufdL lbgdf ;d'bfodf hfg] ls ghfg] 
eg]/ s;}n] k|Zg u5{ eg] cj 9'Ss;fy ;d'bfodf uP x'G5 s]xL km/s kg]{ /x]g5 eGg] s'/fdf ;femf ;xdt ePsf 
lyP . ;d'bfodf uO;s]sf ljBfnox?n] cfufdL lbgdf yk ;xof]u lng] sfo{qmdf a9L ;lqmotf b]vfpg' kg]{ / 
s]xL g s]xL k|ult u/]/ b]vfpg] k|ltj4tf klg hfx]/ u/]sf lyP . sfo{qmddf ;xefuL ;|f]tJolQmx?;Fu 5nkmn 
ul/ ;d'bfo4f/f ljBfnosf] Joj:Yffkgsf] nflu cf cfkm\gf If]qdf k|efjsf/L 9+Ën] ;r]tgf cleofg ;~rfng ug]{ 
df}lvs k|ltj4tf k|fKt eP klg lnlvt sfo{of]hgf eg] jgfOPsf] lyPg .  
 

11. sfo{qmdsf] ;dfkg M  sfo{qmdsf] clGtd ;qdf dGtJosf] qmddf qLj]0fL df=lj=sf= k|=c= >L OZj/L clwsf/Ln] 
 b/jGbL cefj /x]sfn] o;sf] ;dfwfg x'g' kg]{,  ;d'bfodf uPkl5 yk k|f]T;fxg cg'bfg / yk ;xof]u 
cfpg' kg]{ atfpFb} o; lsl;dsf] sfo{qmd ;j} ;|f]ts]Gb| / ljBfno txdf ;~rfng ul/g' kg]{ atfpg' eof] . If]qLo 
lgb]{zs  >L dxd"b cfnd vfFn] ;d'bfo s]lGb|t sfo{qmd ;kmn ePsf] pbfx/0f lbFb} cleefjs ;lqmo agfpg] 
vfnsf sfo{qmd NofOg' kg]{ jtfpg' eof] . lh=lz=c= >L bfdf]b/ bfxfnn] ;d'bfo cfkm} ;lqmo eP/ Joj:yfkg 



Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC)                        June, 2008   39

lhDd]jf/L lnPsf /  yk ;xof]usf sfo{qmd ePdf lgs} /fd|f] x'g] atfpFb} s]Gb|df lzIfs o'lgog;Fu s'/f 
ldn]df o; lhNnfdf t'?Gt} ;j} ljBfno ;d'bfodf hfg] jtfpg' eof] .  

 
12. pknlAw M o; sfo{qmdaf6 k|fKt lgDg adf]lhd pknlAwx? k|fKt ePsf] lyof] .   
!=  wgs'6f lh=lz=sf=sf] cfof]hgfdf o; lsl;dsf] sfo{qmd klxnf] k6s ePsfn] ;j}n]o;nfO} lgs} dxTjk"0f{ 

sfo{qmdsf] ?kdf lnO{ cfufdL lbgdf k|fyldstfsf ;fy cufl8 a9\g] u/L cGof}ntf x6fOPsf],  
@= ;|f]TfolQmx?nfO{ gLltut / lzIfsx?sf lj/f]wsf jf/]df k|i6 kf/L cfufdL lbgdf ljBfnodf hfFbf 

;/f]sf/jfnfx?;dIf ;femf ;xdtsf ;fy cufl8 a9\g] u/L k|]/0ff ldn]sf] / Ifdtfdf klg j[l4 ePsf],  
#= lzIfs, cleefjs, kqsf/ / ;DalGwt sd{rf/Lx?sf] ;j}sf] lh1f;f ;d]6L 7f]; lgisif{ lg:s]sf]n] cfufdL 

lbgdf cfOkg]{ jf /flvg] lh1f;f ;lhn} d]6fpg ;j} If]qsf JolQmTjx?sf] Ifdtfdf j[l4 ePsf],  
$= cfufdL lbgdf ;|f]ts]Gb|:t/Lo / ljBfno :t/Lo Ifdt clej[l4 ug]{ sfo{df ;xof]u ug{ lhNnf ;+of]hssf] rog 

o;sf nflu ;|f]tJolQm >L l/oGb| k|;fb u'/fufO{nfO{ tf]lsPsf] .  
 
13. lgisif{ M o; lhNnfsf] of] sfo{qmdsf] ;du| d"Nofª\sg ubf{ lgs} kmnbfoL / pkof]uLd"ns l;4 ePsf] dxz'if ug{ 

;lsG5 . zf=c= / s]xL lj=lg= Pjd= ;|f]tJolQmx? o; sfo{qmd k|lt ;sf/fTds ePklg ljljw sf/0fn] ubf{ 
;lqmo?kdf nfUg ;s]sf] kfOPg . If]qLo lzIffdf sfo{/t zf=c= hgfb{g g]kfnn] ;/f]sf/jfnfx?s} cufl8 o;sf] 
cf}lrTo g/x]sf] / unt sfo{qmd /x]sf] h:tf k|ltlqmof JolQm ug'{ cfkm}df b'vbfoL s'/f /x]sf], pgs} lh1f;fdf 
;+af]wg u/L ;/f]sf/jfnfx?s} /f]xj/df gLltut :ki6tf / ;/f]sf/jfnfx?n] rfx}s} sfg"g / sfof{Gjogsf jf/]df 
oyfy{ hfgsf/L lbPkl5 plg cfkm}df kl5 kZrftfksf] dxz'; u/]sf] kfOof] . Pslbg] sfo{qmd kZrft s]xL 
;|f]tJolQmx? lgs} pT;flxtsf ;fy cj ;fd'bflos clefogfdf k'g M nfUg] c7f]6sf ;fy cufl8 a9\g] s'/f JoQm .  

 
14. ;'emfj M sfo{qmdsf jf/]df ;xeflux?af6 sfo{qmdsf] nflu lgDg ;'emfjx? k|fKt ePsf] lyof]. 

 
1. sfo{qmdsf] ;dofjlw sd ePsf] .   
2. ;xefuL cln a9L agfpg' kg]{ xf] sL eGg] klg nfUof] . ;xefuLdf lh=lz=sf=sf sd{rf/L / ;|f]tJolQm nufot 

:yfgLo txsf sfo{/t u}/;/sf/L ;+:yfsf k|ltlglw, gful/s ;dfhsf k|ltlglw / lzIff a'l4lhjL ;d]t /fv]df 
k|efjsf/L x'g] .  

3. sfo{qmd lhNnf lzIff sfof{nosf] ejgdf ug'{ pko'Qm gx'g] / ;s];dDd s]xL 6f8f g} ubf{ /fd|f] x'g] lsg eg] 
lh=lz=sf=sf sd{rf/L / k"0f{ ;do lbg ;s'g\,  

4. sfo{qmdsf] cfof]hgf lh=lz=sf=4f/f g} ePdf /fd|f] x'g] . cGo u}/ ;/sf/L jf ;+3 ;+:yfsf] eg]kl5 cln km/s 
b[li6sf]0f /flvg] x'gfn] cfof]hs lh=lz=sf= g} x'Fbf /fd|f] x'g] .  

5. sfo{qmddf kf]Vt ;/f]sf/jfnfx?dWo}s} lj1nfO{ ;dfj]z ul/of] eg] w]/} k|efjsf/L x'g] b]lvof] . cGoq klg sfo{qmd 
cfof]hgf ubf{ ;d'bfodf Joj:yfkgsf] lhDdf lnO{ cfTdljZjf; a9L ePsf k|=c= jf cWoIfnfO{ ;+nUg u/fO{ 
lh1f;f d]6fpgdf ;l/s u/fOPdf lgs} k|efjsf/L x'g] b]lvof] . emfkfdf s]zj cf]emf / /jL /fhj+zL / wgs'6fdf 
/jL /fha+zLsf] cg'ej ;j}nfO{ k'Ug]u/L lyof] .  

6. s'g}klg lhNnfsf o;vfn] sfo{qmd ;~rfng ubf{ ;~rf/sf dfWodnfO{ a9L kl/rfng ug]{ / pgLx?nfO{ 5'6[} Ps 
306fhlt gLltut cGof}ntfsf jf/]df / oyfy{ s'/fsf] ;xL sfuhL k|df0f ;lxt hfgsf/ u/fOof] eg] To;sf] 
;sf/fTds ;Gb]z ;j}df k'Ug] x'gfn] sfo{qmdn] Jofkstf kfpg] b]lvof] . h:t} o; lhNnfdf ;j}h;f] klqsfn] 
ljleGg zLif{sdf ;sf/fTds ;Gb]z k|jfx u/L cfd hgdfg;df oyfy{ ;"rgf k|jfx ePsf] lyof] . To;}n] ;~rf/sf 
dfWodnfO{ ;xefuLs}?kdf pkl:yt u/fpg' kg]{ b]lvG5 .  
   

v08 # M  lhNnfdf ;~rfng ul/Psf cGo sfo{qmdx? 
 
15.  ;|f]ts]Gb| :t/Lo sfo{zfnf M  ;|f]tJolQmsf] ;+of]hsTjdf @)^$ kmfu'g !) ut] r'ªjfË,  kmfu'g !! ut] j]nfxf/f 

/ !@ ut] cfFlv ;Nnf uflj; cGt{utsf ljleGg #) ljBfnosf ljJo; kbflwsf/L, k|cx  ul/ $@ 
hgf ;xeflux ? jLr ljBfnosf] Joj:Yffg lhDd]jf/L ;+jlGwt ljBfno Joj:yfkg ;ldltn] lhDdf lng] ;DjGwdf 
5nkmn a}7s cfof]hgf ul/Psf] lyof] . pQm a}7sdf P]g, lgoddf ePsf Joj:yf, b]ze/ Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L 
lnPsf ljBfno jf/] hfgsf/L lbOPsf] lyof] . o;} ul/ ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L lnFbf / glnFbfsf kmfObf, 
j]kmfObfx? jf/] 5nkmn ePsf] lyof] . 5nkmnsf qmddf ;xefuLx?af6 lgDg kmfObf / ;'wf/ug'{ kg]{ kIfx? JoQm 
ul/Psf] lyof] .  

  
kmfObf ;'wf/ ug'{ kg]{ KfIf 



Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC)                        June, 2008   40

• ef}lts ;'wf/df d2t ePsf] • /fxt b/jGbLnfO{ :yfoL 
b/jGbLdf ?kfGt/0f ug'{ kg]{  

• /fxt b/jGbL k|fKt ePsf]  • /fxt b/jGbLsf lzIfssf] kfl/>lds j[l4 
ul/g' kg]{  

• Joj:yfkg ;ldltdf s]xL lhDd]jf/L jxg x'g yfn]sf] • yk ;xof]usf] nflu /sd cg'bfg Joj:yf 
ug'{ kg]{  

• cleefjsx?df s]xL cu|;/tfdf j[l4 ePsf] • hgr]tgfsf sfo{qmd /fVg kg]{  

• ljBfyL{ lgoldttfdf s]xL ;'wf/ ePsf] • gLlt lgoddf :yfoLTj x'g' kg]{  
 

dfuL ;|f]ts]Gb| cGt{utsf #) ljBfnox? dWo] !! ljBfnox?sf] Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L ;d'bfon] lnO ;s]sf] / 
jfFsL !( ljBfnox? o; sfo{qmddf pT;flxt eO{ lng OR5's /x]sf 5g\ . 
  

16. 36gf cWoog M o; lhNNffdf ;d'bfofo4f/f Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L lnPsf lgDg ljBfnox?sf] 36gf cWoog ePsf] 
lyof]  . 

  
qm=;+= ljBfno sf]8 g+= ljBfnosf] gfd 7]ufgf  
!  7fs'/b]jL k|flj   
@  uf]s'08]Zj/ pdflj   
#  ;/:jtL k|flj   

  
 
17. ljBfno l/kf]6{ sf8{ k|0ffnL M  o; lhNNffsf lgDg ljBfnox?sf] ljBfno l/kf]6{ sf8{ lgdf{0f ePsf] 5 .  

qm=;+= ljBfno sf]8 g+= ljBfnosf] gfd 7]ufgf  
! )&)!%))!^ uf]s'08]Zj/L pdflj  wgs'6f g=kf= 
@  7fs'/b]jL k|flj   
#  ;/:jtL k|flj   

 
v08 $ M lhlzsfsf] k'g/fjnf]sg 

 
18. lhlzsf jf6 =========== ldlt ;Dd ePsf sfo{x?sf] ;ldIff Pjd\ k'g/fjnf]sg ul/of] .  ;d'bfo4f/f ljBfnosf] 

Joj:yfkg ;r]tgf sfo{qmdsf] k|ult tflnsf @ df lgDgfg';f/ /x]sf] 5 .  
Tfflnsf @ M ljBfno k|ult ljj/0f 

 
 lhlzsfdf ;Demf}tfsf nlfu  lgj]bg k|fKt 

ljBfno tx ;+Vof 
;Demf}tf ePsf 
ljBfno tx ;+Vof

cg'bfg k|fKt ljBfno 
tx ;+Vof  

@)^$ d+l;/ 
d;fGt ;Dd 

   

  kf}if     
  Dff3    
  kmfu'g    
  r}q    
a}zfv @)^%    
h]7 @)^%    
c;f/ @)^%  
-cg'dflgt_  

   

hDdf     
  
19. ;fd'bflos ljBfno ;r]tgf uf]i7L, sfo{of]hgf lgdf{0f / ;f] sf] sfof{Gjog k|efjsf/L eP, gePsf] jf/] sf/0f 

;lxtsf] ;ldIff . -cfwf k]hdf pNn]v ug]{ jf gk'u eP j]Un} ;+nUg ug'{xf];\ _ 
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v08 % M lhNnf:t/Lo k'g/fjnf]sg k|ltj]bgsf] ;f/f+z  
lhNnf      M wgs'6f  k'g/fjnf]sg ldlt M  
lhNnf:t/Lo sfo{zfnf ldlt   M @)^$.!).@( ;xeflu ;+Vof  M #% 
;|f]ts]Gb|:t/Lo sfo{zfnf ldlt M @)^$.!!.!), !! / !@ ;xeflu ;+Vof M !%,!*,!#  
 
;/f]sf/jfnfx? ;sf/fTds kIf d'2fx? ;'emfj 
ljJo;÷clz;+ • ljBfnonfO{ yk ;'ljwf 

/ ;xof]usf] k|fKtL  
• ljBfyL{sf] lgoldttfdf 

;'wf/ cfPsf]  
 

• ljJo; nfO{ 
cfk\mgf] xs, 
clwsf/ jf/] 
k|of{Kt hfgsf/L 
gePsf]  

• ;/f]sf/jfnfx?sf] Ifdtf clje[l4sf] 
nflu yk sfo{qmd ;~rfng ul/g' 
kg]{  

k|c • k|csf] g]t[TjbfoL 
e"ldsf  

 • ljBfnosf] ljsf;sf nflu 
;d'bfodf hfg' afx]s csf]{ ljsNk 
gePsf]  

lzIfs÷lzIfs 
o'lgog 

• lzIfs /fxt sf]6f 
kfOPsf] 

• gLlh ;|f]taf6 /flvPsf 
lzIfsx?n] /fd|f] ;Fu 
k7gkf7g u/fpg] 
u/]sf]  

• clvn g]kfn 
lzIfs ;++3g6 
qmflGtsf/Laf6 
rsf]{ lj/f]w / 
wDsL k|fKt 

• ;d'bfosf uPsf 
ljBfnosf 
lzIfssf] lgo'lQm 
/ a9'jf cflb 
k|lqmofdf ljjfb  

• /fhgLlts 
cf:yfdf / lzIfs 
cg'dlt 
gePsfnfO{ klg 
lgo'lQm ul/Psf]  

• lzIfs / 
ljBfyL{sf] 
cg'kftdf lzIfs 
b/jGbL gePsf]  

• k|c / lzIfsaf6 ePsf] lj/f]wnfO{ 
s]Gb| txdf g} ;xdltdf NofOg' kg]{  

• lzIfssf] ;]jf, zt{ / ;'ljwf 
;DjlGw s'/fx? ;xh} ls6fgsf ;fy 
P]g lgodfjnLdf Joj:yf ul/g' kg]{  

• /fxt b/jGbLnfO{ :yfoL b/jGbLdf 
?kfGt/0f ul/g' kg]{  

;|f]tJolQm  • lj/f]w ePklg hfgsf/L 
k|i6 ;Fu lbg ;lsPsf]  

• cfk\mg]f If]qdf ;r]tgf 
sfo{qmdnfO{ k|efjsf/L 
9+un] ;~rfng ug]{ 
df}lvs k|lta4tf k|fKt 
ePsf]  

• gLlt lgoddf 
u/]sf kl/jt{gjf/] 
;dodf g} 
hfgsf/L gx'g'  

• ;|f]tJolQmaf6 
lnlvt?kdf 
sfo{of]hgf tof/ 
gul/g'  

• lzIff ;Fu ;DjlGwt ;|f]t ;fdfu|L / 
hfgsf/L ;|f]ts]Gb|df pknAw 
u/fOg' kg]]{  

lhlzsf  • lhlzsfaf6 
clgoldttf 
ePsf] -a9jf eP/ 
uPsf] lzIfssf] 
7fpFdf lhlzsfn] 
hj/h:tL ul/ @$ 
306] k'lh{ sf6L 
b/jGbL sfl6Psf]_ 

 

cGo   • ;d'bfodf hfg] / • ljBfnosf] ;'wf/sf nflu cg'udg 
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ghfg] ljBfnodf 
vf;} km/s 
gb]lvPsf] 

;+oGq alnof] agfOg' kg]{  
• ;~rf/ dfWoddfkm{t ;"rgf, 

hfgsf/Lx?sf] ;j} ;/f]sf/jfnf 
;dIf k'/\ofOg' kg]{  

• lzIff gLlt / lgoddf :yfloTj x'g' 
kg]{  
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^ M l;k|]ssf ljz]if1sf] k'g/fjnf]sg 
 

lhNnfdf ;~rflnt sfo{qmdsf] ;dli7ut d'Nof+sg 
lhNnf M  

ultljlw Hofb} 
;kmn 

;kmn l7s} sdhf]/ c;fGble{s 

1. lhNnf:t/Lo ;r]tgf sfo{zfnf       

2. ;|f]ts]Gb|:t/Lo ;r]tgf sfo{zfnf       

3. lhlzsfsf] e"ldsf      

4. ;|f]tJolQmsf] e"ldsf      

5. k|ltj]bg tof/L      

6. lhlzsfsf] k'g/fjnf]sg       

7. ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkgsf] lhDd]jf/L ;d'bfon] lng] ;DjGWfL 
pknlAw   

     

8. lzIff ljefusf] ;xeflutf      

9. l;k|]ssf] sf] l6djs{       

10. ljBfno l/kf]6{ sf8{ k|0ffnL       

11. ljBfno g]6jls{Ë      

12. 36gf cWoog      

13. ljBfnosf] ljz]iftf cWoog       
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cg';"rLx? 
 
cg';"rL !M lhNnf :t/Lo kl/rofTds uf]i7Lsf ;xeflux?sf] gfdfjnL  
 
qm=;+ ;xeflusf] gfd kb ;+:yf 

1.  dxd"b cfnd vfF If]lqo lzIff lgb]{zs If]lzlg, k"jf{~rn 

2.  bfdf]b/ bfxfn  lhlzc lhlzsf, wgs'6f 

3.  b'uf{ k|;fb v/]n  zf=c= If]lzlg, wgs'6f  

4.  df]xg s[i0f >]i7 k|frfo{ uf]=jf= p=df=lj= 

5.  lj/]Gb| s'df/ >]i7 sf=jf cWoIf uf]=jf= p=df=lj 

6.  u'? k|;fb clwsf/L k|c ;=k|f=lj= 

7.  ph'/l;+x lnDj" ;|f]tJolQm r'nfr'nL ;|f]ts]Gb| 

8.  ljGb's'df/ nfjtL ;|f]tJolQm lhtk'/ ;|f]ts]Gb| 

9.  uf]kfn e6\6/fO{ k|c Hfnkf/]8L pdflj 

10.  xl/k|;fb l3ld/] k|c Effiff pdflj  

11.  uf]kfn e08f/L  lzIfs ;ftf7"n] dflj  

12.  uf]ljGbk|;fb bfxfn  k|f=;= lhlzsf  

13.  l8saxfb'/ k'/L cWoIf /fd lgdflj 

14.  e"kb]j /fO{ ;|f]tJolQm lqj]0fL ;|f]tJolQm 

15.  df]xgk|;fb zfxL k|c /fd lgdflj  

16.  O{Zj/Lk|;fb clwsf/L k|c lqj]0fL dflj 

17.  xl/k|;fb lnDj' cWoIf /fd dflj  

18.  vu]Gb| k|= cfrfo{ ;|f]tJolQm Kflv|jf; ;|f]ts]Gb| 

19.  dxfgGb e6\6/fO{ ;|f]tJolQm s'?n] t]g'kf ;|f]ts]Gb| 

20.  lblnk s'df/ s6\6]n  ;|f]tJolQm 8fF8fahf/ ;|f]ts]Gb| 

21.  u0f]z k|;fb clwsf/L  lj=lg= lhlzsf 

22.  k'ik/fh a/fn  ljlg lhlzsf 

23.  l/oGb|k|;fb u'/fufFO{ ;|f]tJolQm lhlzsf 

24.  u0f]z u'/fufFO{ ;|f]tJolQm lhlzsf  

25.  /lj /fhj+zL k|c Zff/bf k|flj  

26.  O{Zj/Lk|;fb cf]emf  k|f=;=  lhlzsf  

27.  hgfb{g g]kfn  zf=c= If]lzlg, k"jf{~rn 

28.  lzjk|;fb l3ld/]  k|f=;= lhlzsf 

29.  dxfgGb kf]v/]n  k|c Uff]s'08]Zj/ pdflj 

30.  /d]zaxfb'/ bfxfn  zf=c= lhlzsf  

31.  lg/fhg /fO{ kqsf/ hgljZjf;  

32.  c~hgf tfDnL kqsf/ g]kfn ! 

33.  vu]Gb| l3ld/]  kqsf/ kqsf/ dxf;+3 

34.  gu]Gb| /fO{ kqsf/ B wgs'6f x/fN8 

35.  /fh]z jfx kqsf/ gofF klqsf b}lgs 

36.  b]jL k|;fb ;'j]bL  k|f=;= lhlzsf  

37.  /fdk|;fb >]i7 j=k|= z}=tf=s]=;'g;/L 
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38.  cf]d zdf{ ;Dks{JolQm lzIff ljefu  

39.  b]jLdfof kf]v/]n  ;xof]uL  lhlzsf  

40.  xl/k|;fb ltlDnl;gf  ;xof]uL lhlzsf 

 
 
cg';"rL @ M ;d'bfo4f/f ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg lxhf], cfh / ef]nL ;DjGWfL sfo{kq   
 
;fd'bflos ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg lhDdf lng] eg]sf] ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkgdf ljBfno Joj:yfkg ;ldlt / 
;/f]sf/jfnfx¿sf] ;xeflutf / ;+nUgtf a[l4 ug'{ xf] .  
lzIffsf] ljsf; Pp6f ultzLn k|lqmof xf] . lzIffsf] z'¿jft kl/jf/jf6 g} x'g] ub{5. o;} u/L jfnjflnsfsf] l;sfO{ 
klg kl/jf/jf6 ;d'bfo x'Fb} ljBfno ;Dd k'u]/ Jojl:yt x'g] ub{5 . g]kfnsf] z}lIfs ljsf;qmdnfO{ lgofn]/ x]bf{ lgDg 
36gfqmd nfO{  lgofNg ;lsG5 .  

  
xfn lzIff P]g -lzIff tyf v]ns'b ;DaGwL s]xL g]kfn P]g ;+zf]wg ug{ ag]sf] P]g_, @)^# sf] bkmf !! -y_ df 
;fd'bflos ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L lbg ;lsg] Joj:yf ul/Psf] 5 . o; Joj:yf cg';f/ ljBfnonfO{ yk 
cg'bfg a9fFpb} n}hfg] pNn]v ul/Psf] 5 . ;d'bfonfO{ ;zlQms/0f ug{ d4t k'Ug] ck]Iff u/L ljBfno Joj:yfkg 
;ldltsf] calw @ aif{af6 j9fO{ # aif{ agfOPsf] 5 . 

 
 

;fd'bflos ljBfnosf] ljsf;sf nflu ;/f]sf/jfnfx¿nfO{ sfd, st{Jo / clwsf/ tyf ljBdfg gLlt lgod jf/] 
hfgsf/L u/fO{ ;d'bfo4f/f ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L lng pTk|]l/t ug]{ p2]Zon] ;fd'bflos ljBfno 
;r]tgf sfo{qmd ;~rfng ePsf] 5 . klxnf] ;r]tgf sfo{qmddf ;Kt/L, ef]hk'/, u'lNd, ¿kGb]xL, 88]nw'/f / 
aemfË lhNnfsf $) j6f ;fd'bflos ljBfno / bf]>f] sfo{qmddf tfKn]h'Ë, kfFry/, df]/Ë, vf]6fË, ;nf{xL, /fd]5fk, 
sfe|], af/f, sf:sL, afUn'ª, slknj:t', ;Nofg, bfª, hfh/sf]6, s}nfnL / a}t8L u/L !^ lhNnfsf !%% ;fd'bflos 
ljBfnodf ;r]tgf sfo{qmd ;~rfng ul/Psf] lyof] . 

 
xfn lzIff ljefu / l;k|]sjf6 hgj/L @))& b]lv h'g ;Ddsf nflu b]zsf $) j6f lhNnfx?df ;fd'bflos 
ljBfno ;r]tgf sfo{qmd ;~rfng ePsf] 5 . o; sfo{qmdsf] p2]Zo lgDgfg';f/ /x]sf] 5 .  
• ;d'bfon] ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L lng] ;DjGwdf ;/f]sf/jfnfx¿df ;r]tgf clea[l4 ug]{ .  
• ;d'bfosf] Ifdtf clea[l4 u/L ;d'bfonfO{ ljBfnosf] s'zn Joj:yfkg ug{sf nflu ;xof]u k'¥ofpg] . 
• ;fd'bflos ljBfnosf] Joj:yfksLo lhDd]jf/L ;d'bfonfO{ lbgsf] nfuL  cfjZos ;|f]t, ;fwg / hgzlQmsf] 

kl/rfng ug]{ .  
• ;d'bfoåf/f ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg lnPsf ljBfnosf] 36gf cWoog ug]{ . 
• ljBfno k|ltj]bg sf8{ k|0ffnLsf] ljsf; u/L nfu" ug]{ . 
• ;fd'bflos ljBfno / ;d'bfoåf/f Joj:yfkg lhDdf lnPsf ljBfnojLr ;DjGw j9fpg] . 

ljBfno Joj:yfkgsf] lhDdf ;d'bfon] lnPkl5 ljBfnonfO{    k|fKt x'g] yk 
;xof]u M 

!= Psd'i6 k|f]T;fxg cg'bfg -Ps k6ssf nflu k|lt tx ? ! nfv_ 
@= lzIfs ljBfyL{ cg'kftsf] cfwf/df yk /fxt b/jGbL lbg] Joj:yf  
#= ljleGGf sfo{qmdx?df k|fyldstfdg ;fy yk ;xof]u pknAw x'g] Joj:yf   

;d'bfodf cfwfl/tf ljBfno Joj:yfkgsf] ljsf; qmd 
 

lj=;+=@))& ;Dd s]xL ;/sf/L ljBfnox?sf] :yfkgf  
lj=;+ @))& b]lv @)@* 
;Dd  

;fd'bflos ljBfnox?sf] :yfkgfdf j[l4 -s/Lj $)))_, ljBfnosf] ;~rfng 
vr{ :j?Kf @)–@% k|ltzt ;/sf/L ;xof]u  

lj=;+= @)@* b]lv @)%*  ;fd'bflos ljBfnox?sf] /fli6«os/0f, lzIff ljefunfO{ lzIff dGqfnodf 
ufleof] 

lj=;+ @)%* :j]lR5s?kdf ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L ;d'bfonfO{ lbg] gLlt 
lj=;+= @)%( b]lv )^$ 
df3 ;Dd 

hDdf @#,))) ljBfnox? dWo] $,#)) eGbf a9L ;fd'bflos ljBfnox?sf] 
Joj:yfkg ;d'bfoaf6 ePsf]   
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cg';"rL # M ;xefluaf6 p7fOPsf lh1f;fsf] ;dfwfgsf nflu JoQm a'Fbfx?   
 
• k|c tyf lzIfsx?sf] lh1f;fsf jf/]df M lzIfs ju{nfO{ pk]Iff u/]/ ;/sf/ ljBfno ?kfGt/0fdf ;kmn x'G5' eGg 

vf]Hg' d'v{tf xf] / o:tf] ;f]rfO jf u/fO klg /x]sf] 5}g . /fi6«df /fhg}lts kl/jt{g t ug{ ;Sg] lzIfsx?sf] 7"nf] 
ju{n] z}lIfs lgod / sfg"g unt ePdf Tof] l5ge/df kl/jt{g ug{ ;S5g\ . xfdL a9] n]v]sf / af}l4s ju{df kg]{ 
xf}F . o; sfo{qmdsf jf/]df ljBdfg gLlt lgodfdf sxfF g]/ s'g a"Fbfdf /x]sf] sfg"gn] lzIfsnfO{ s] s:tf] ufx|f] 
;f/f] kf/]sf] 5 To;nfO{ ls6fg u/L ;'emfj lbg' lzIfssf] bfloTj klg xf] . lzIfs o'lgogn] o; sfo{qmdsf] lj/f]w 
u/]sf xf]Ogg\ pgLx?sf] ;xdt 5 dfq} s]xL a"Fbfx?df c;xdt dfq} /x]sf] xf] Tof] eg]sf] lzIfssf] lgo'lQm / 
a9'jfsf] clwsf/ lzIfs ;]jf cfof]udf jf s]GbLo txd} x'g'k5{ eGg] dfq} 5 .  lzIfs lgo'lQm ug]{ clwsf/ 
;d'bfodf /x] klg s] s:tf of]Uotfsf lzIfs s'g k|0ffnLaf6 lgo'lQm ug]{ eGg] jf/]df cem} klg lgb]{lzsf hf/L 
gePsfn] sfof{Gjogdf gcfO;s]sf] xf] / o; ;Gbe{df lzIfsx? 9'Ss eP x'G5 hfxfF h] h;/L /fv]klg lzIfx?sf] 
k]zf ;'/If0f / of]Uo lzIfs dfq k|j]z u/fpg] ljlwx? k|of]u kSs} x'g]5g\ . lzIfsx?sf] kf6f]af6 o; sfo{qmddf 
cj/f]w ug'{kg]{ s'g} gLltut sf/0f 5}g oxfFx? k|i6 eP x'G5 / /fd|/L cWoog ug'{xf]; / a'em]/ ;d'bfodf hfg'xf]; 
t/ uO;s]kl5 sD;] sd s'g} g s'g} If]qdf k|ult ug]{u/L of]hgfj4 tl/sfn] cleefjssf] dglht]/ hfg'xf];\ . 
uO;s]sf lzIfsx?sf nflu d]/f] cg'/f]w 5 tkfOx?n] s]xL g s]xL kl/jt{g ug]{ vfnsf] of]hgf agfO{ cufl8 
a9\g'xf];\ kSs} klg ;/sf/n] ;d'bfodf uPsf ljBfnonfO{ klxnf] k|yldstfdf /flv ;xof]u lg/Gt/ lbg] 5 . 

 
• ;|f]tJolQmx?sf] lh1f;fsf jf/]df M ;d'bfodf /x]sf ;/f]sf/jfnfx?sf] k|ToIf?kdf ;Dks{ / ;+jfb x'g] JolQm g} 

;|f]tJolQm xf] . ljBfno lzIffsf] ;'wf/df w]/} dxTjk"0f{ e"ldsf lgjf{x ug]{ JolQm ePsfn] cfkm" :jod\nfO{ a9L 
hfgsf/ agfpg' clt cfjZos 5 .  ;fd'bflos ljBfno ;xof]u sfo{qmd cGtu{t kfpg] cg'bfgsf] 
sfo{k|0ffnL lgb]{lzsf cg'?k ljBfnox?nfO{ lgodfg';f/sf] k|lqmof k"/f u/fO{ /sd dfu ug{ nufpg' kg]{ lyof] Tof] 
c1fgtf a; egf} jf s] sf/0fn] ePg kSs} klg ;|f]tJolQmx?sf] sdhf]/L xf] . ;d'bfodf hfg kgf{sf sf/0f, 
ljBdfg gLlt lgod / lzIfsx?n] p7fPsf dfusf jf/]df s] s:tf] Joj:yf 5 lo cflb s'/fx?df ;|f]tJolQm 
hfgsf/L x'g' k5{ eg]/ g} o;vfn] sfo{qmd wgs'6fdf klg cfof]hgf ul/Psf] xf] . ;fdu|Lsf] /fd|/L cWoog ul/ 
;xL Pjd\ tYo ;"rgf ;d'bfodf k|bfg ug{ ;lsof];\ eGg] clekf|o o; sfo{qmdsf] /x]sf] xf] . ;d'bfodf hfg 
k|]/0ff lbg' tkfOx?sf] bfloTj xf] . ;d'bfodf uPkl5 s]xL g sxL km/s k|ult b]vfpg k|fljlws ;xof]u pknAw 
u/fpg' klg oxfFx?s} bfloTjleq kb{5 . ;/sf/sf] cflwsfl/s lgsfo ;|f]ts]Gb|nfO{ nIo u/L cfufdL lbgdf yk 
sfo{qmd klg cfpg]5g\ .  

 
• lh=lz=sf= / If]qLo :t/sf sd{rf/Lsf] lh1f;fsf jf/]dfM   lzIff P]g, lgoddf ePsf] Joj:yfsf jf/]df lh=lz=sf= 

/ If]qdf sfo{/t sd{rf/Lx?df k"0f{ hfgsf/L t x'g} kg]{ xf] . o; sfo{qmdsf] hlt rrf{ / lj/f]w cj/f]w cfPsf] 
;'lgof] To;df ljBdfg sfg"gdf ePsf] s'/fsf jf/]df cfkm" :ki6 eO{ jfsfnt ug{ ;Sg] rfxL x'g}k5{ .  /fxft 
sf]6f / lzIfs b/jGbLsf] s'/fdf /fxt eg]sf] oxfFx?nfO{ yfxfg} 5 ;/sf/n] b/jGbL pknAw u/fpg g;s]sf] 
cj:yfdf j}slNks pkfo dfkm{t /fxt sf]6f cyf{t /fxft b/jGbLdfkm{t k"lt{ u/]sf] xf] . o;n] :jefljs ?kdf w]/} 
lsl;dsf tnj vfg] lzIfs eP t/ ljBfyL{sf] k9fOnfO{ dsf{ kfg{ t ePg eg]/ j}lsNks dfu{ vf]lhPsf] xf] t/ 
cflv/ ljBfyL{ ;+Vofsf] cfwf/df g} sfod x'g] ePsfn] o;nfO{ ljz]if Wofg eg] lbg'k5{ . lj/f]w cj/f]w / wDsL 
klg cfpg] jf/] rrf{ ubf{ df]/ªdf  lzIfs ;+3sf] cWoIfsf] ljBfno ;j}eGbf klxn] ;d'bfodf uof] . b;/sf/ 
lzIffsf] bfloTjaf6 klG5g ;Sb}g / o;df gLltut q'6L t 5}g t/ Jojxf/df st} ufx|f] x'G5 sL eGg xf] :yfgLo 
;d'bfonfO{ lbg nfu]sf] clwsf/ glng] s'/f cfpFb}g . lh=lz=sfdf ;DalGwt sfo{qmd x]g]{ / ;j} sd{rf/L o;sf] 
;xL / TYok/s?kdf hfgsf/ x'g' h?/L 5 / ;f]xL cg'';f/ jfsfnt ug'{kg]{ bfloTj klg xf] .  

 
• Joj:yfkg ;ldltsf kbflwsf/Lx?sf] lh1f;fsf jf/]df M  ;d'bfodf uPsf ljBfnox?nfO{ ;/sf/af6 

pknAw u/fpg] ljBfno:t/Lo ;j}vfn] cg'bfg / cGo ;of]udf klxnf] k|fyldstfdf /fvL ;'ljwf pknAw u/fpFb} 
cfPsf] 5 . ejg lgdf{0f, lzIfs /fxt sf]6f, Doflrª km08 h:tf sfo{qmdx?df ;d'bfodf uPsf ljBfnonfO{ dfq 
eg]/ ls6fg u/L k7fpg] ul/Psf] o;df oxfFx?n] klg ;f]wL vf]hL u/L cfkm\gf] ljBfnodf hlt;Sbf] a9L ;xof]u 
pknAw u/fpg] k|of;df nfUg' k¥of] . lzIfs / ljBfyL{x?sf] lgoldttf / ljBfnosf] b}lgs sfo{;rfngdf 
Joj:yfkg ;ldltsf kbflwsf/L / cleefjssf] k|d'v e"ldsf /xg k¥of] eGg] o; sfo{qmdsf] d"n dd{ xf] . lzIff 
dGqfnon] Pp6f k|ltj4tf hfx]/ ul/;s]sf] 5 Joj:yfkgsf] bfloTj ;d'bfosf] / cfly{s bfloTj ;/sf/sf] eGg] 
s'/fdf To;}n] oxfFx? 9'Ss x'g'xf]; ;/sf/ s'g} tl/sfn] klg cfly{s / k|fljlws bfloTjaf6 6f8f /xg ;Sb}g . 
sltko s'/f lh=lz=sf= / ;|f]tJolQmdf klg yfxf gkfP/ oxfFx? yk ;xof]uaf6 alGrt x'g' k/]sf] /x]5 cj Tof] 
/xFb}g . oyfy{ s'/f ;/f]sf/jfnfx? ;dIf hfgsf/L lbg] / sfof{Gjog ug]{ bfloTj cj ;|f]tJolQmdf klg a9\g] 5 .  



Center for policy Research and Consultancy (CPReC)                        June, 2008   48

 
• kqsf/x?sf] lh1f;fsf jf/]df M  ;d'bfodf uPsf / guPsf ljBfnosf] vf;} kl/jt{g b]lvPg eGg] 

;Gbe{df o; lhNnfdf kl/jt{g gb]lvPsf] x'g ;S5 t/ oxfFx?nfO{ hfgsf/L u/fpF d k"j{sf] Onfd b]lv 
klZrdsf] 88]nw'/f;Dd :jtGq kqsf/x?sf] 6f]nLnfO{ lnP/ 3'd]sf] 5', / ToxfFsf] cg'ej ljleGg ;~rf/ 
dfWodaf6 ;dfrf/sf dfWod / 8s'd]G6«Lsf dfWodaf6 klg k|;f/0f ul/Psf] lyof] . lgs} kl/jt{g cfPsf5g\ . 
cleefjsn] ljBfnodf ckgTjsf] efjgf a9fPsf 5g\ . lghL ljBfno 5f8] ;d'bfoåf/f Jojl:yt ljBfnodf 
5f]/f 5f]/L egf{ u/]sf5g\ . glhssf ;+:yfut ljBfno aGbg} x'g] u/L ljBfnon] u'0f:tl/otf sfod u/]sf 5g\ . 
c? s]xL geP klg Joj:yfkg ;ldltsf] a}7s / cleefjssf] e]nf lgoldt x'g] u/]sf] 5 . cfly{s kf/blz{tf 
clwsf+z ljBfnodf /x]sf] 5 . w]/} 6f9f xf]Og oxfFx?n] df]/ªsf kfos kg]{ ;d'bfoåf/f Jojl:yt ljBfnosf] 
:ynut e|d0f u/]dfq k'U5 . t/ of] ;j}sf nflu lzIfs, cleefjs / lj=Jo=;= kbflwsf/Lx?sf] ;femf ;xdlt 
/ ;femf k|of;af6 ;Dej x'G5 . x'g;S5 oxfF cleefjs / lj=Jo=;= kbflwsf/Lx?nfO{ cem} k|efjsf/L kl/rfng 
ug{ g;Sgfsf sf/0f kl/jt{g gcfPsf] xf]nfg cfufdL lbgdf ;|f]tJolQm dfkm{t / lh=lz=sf= dfkm{t kl/jt{gsf 
of]hgf th'{df x'g]5g\ . cg'udg k|0ffnL lkmtnf] eof] eGg] p7]sf] 5 . of] s6' ;To xf]. ljBfno:t/Lo cg'udg 
lgs}g} sdhf]/ lkmtnf] ePs} sf/0f cleefjsn] rfx] cg';f/sf] lzIff lbg ;ls/x]sf 5}gg\ . o;} sf/0f klg 
;fd'bflos cjwf/0ff plJhPsf] xf] . ;fd'lxs Joj:yf / cleefjssf] k|ToIf ;+nUgtfdf ljBfno ;~rfng x'g] 
xf] eg] ljBfnosf] cjnf]sg ug{ cleefjs g} k"0f{5g\ . lh=lz=sf= jf If]qLo txsf] cg'udg k|efjsf/L l;4 x'g 
;s]g To;} sf/0f ;DalGwt ljBfosf] cg'udg ug]{ sfo{ ;d'bfos} xf] . lzIfs ljBfyL{ lgoldt ug]{ s'/fdf dfq} 
cg'udg eof] eg] klg w]/} s'/f ;'lw|g ;S5 . To;}n] o; sfo{qmdsf] d"n dd{ a'lem oxfFx? h:tf kqsf/n] 
;"rgf ;+k|]i0f dfkm{t ;fd'bflos zlQms/0fsf] cleofg rnfOlbg' k¥of] . ;/sf/n] ;fd'bflos z;lQms/0f ug]{ 
cleofgdf ;~rf/ dfWodnfO{ k|d'v ;fem]bf/ ;+:yfsf ?kdf lnO{ cufl8 al9 /x]sf] 5 . :yfgLo tx;Dd oyfy{ 
/ ;xL ;"rgf k|jfx u/L z;lQms/0fdf ;xof]u k'¥ofpg] yk sfo{qmd cfufdL lbgdf klg /x]sf5g\ . lzIfs 
lgo'lQmdf cWoog cg'dlt kq glnPsf klg k|j]z u/] / /fhg}lts cf:tfdf lgo'lQm ul/of] eGg] h'g s'/f oxfFn] 
/fVg' eof] of] ;d:of oxfF dfq xf]Og hfxfF txL x'g ;S5 t/ o;df ;hu ;r]t u/fpg] lhDdf oxfFx?s] xf] . 
;d'bfo jf ljBfnodf dsf{ kg]{u/L s;}n] klg clgodt sfo{ ug{ 5'6 5}g To;nfO{ ;d'bfoaf6 g+ufOlbg' xf];\ 
Jofks?kdf To;sf] ;"rgf k|;f/0f ul/lbg'xf];= rfx] Tof] lj=Jo=;= kbflwsf/L jf k|=c= jf lh=lz=sf=sf sd{rf/L 
hf] eP klg clgoldttfsf lj?4 ;femf / oyfy{ ;"rgf ;d'bfodf lbO{ ;fdflhs alx:sf/ ug]{ k/Dk/f /flvlbg' 
eof] eg] cj:o klg o;df sdL cfpg] 5 / ;s];Dd o;vfn] lqmofsnfk aGb} klg x'g ;S5g\ . 

 
• ;d'bfodf Joj:yfksLo lhDd]jf/L lbg] ;Gbe{df d]/f] ljrf/df ;/sf/ k|i6 5 . ;j}egbf 7"nf] gLlt lgod xf] . 

gLlt lgoddf k|i6 ePs} h:tf] nfU5 t/ cem} klg s]xL cGof}ntf /x]sf eP oxfFx?n] p7fOlbg' k¥of] Tof] ;'lw|G5 . 
gLltut Joj:yfnfO{ cWoog u/L o; sfo{qmdsf jf/]df ;xL / tYo ;dfrf/ ;+k|\;0f u/L xfn lzIfsx?df /x]sf] 
c;xdtsf kf6fnfO{ klg d]6fpg oxfFx?sf] 7"nf] e"ldsf /xg]5 . 
 

cg';"rL $ M ;|f]ts]Gb|:t/Lo sfo{qmddf ;xeflux?sf] gfdfjNfL  
s_ ldlt M @)^$ kmfu'g !) ut]   :yfg M rf}/f;L b]jL k|flj  
 
;xeflusf] gfd kb ljBfno 
1. dgf]h cf]emf ljJo; cWoIf Rff}/f;Lb]JfL k|flj 

2. /d]z /Dt]n k|c Rff}/f;Lb]JfL k|flj 

3. Hff]gL /fO{  ljJo; cWoIf hgtf k|flj 

4. pQd e6\6/fO{  k|c hgtf k|flj 

5. kxndfg l3l;Ë ljJo; cWoIf jfnlzIff k|flj 

6. emd]nL ;Gt k|c jfnlzIff k|flj 

7. /f]d axfb'/ cfn] ljJo; cWoIf Hfgtf k|flj, dfltDj 

8. nIdL zdf{ k|c Hfgtf k|flj, dfltDj 

9. d+unl;+x lyª ljJo; cWoIf lqe'jg k|flj, rKn]6L 

10. x]ds'df/ wdnf  k|c lqe'jg k|flj, rKn]6L 

11. /fdaxfb'/ uLl/  ljJo; cWoIf ;/:jtL k|flj, bfd]8fF8f 

12. Hof]lt k|;fb kf]v/]n k|c ;/:jtL k|flj, bfd]8fF8f 

13. Nff]s]Gb| cfn] ljJo; cWoIf ef/tL dflj 
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14. 6+s /fO{ k|c ef/tL dflj 

15. l/oGb| k|;fb u'/fufO{  ;|f]tJolQm  dfuf{ ;|f]ts]Gb| 
 
v_ ldlt M @)^$ kmfu'g !! ut]   :yfg M b]p/fnL dflj  
 
;xeflusf] gfd kb ljBfno 
1. lbJo/fh kf]v/]n k|c b]p/fnL dflj 

2. /fhg /fO{ ljJo; cWoIf b]p/fnL dflj  

3. eLdk|;fb ;'j]bL k|c hgsNof0f dflj  

4. o1k|;fb bfxfn  k|c lgdflj kfl/kfTn] 

5. o1jxfb'/ bfxfn  k|c dfuf{ b]jL k|flj 

6. pdf >]i7 ljJo; cWoIf dfuf{ b]jL k|flj 

7. k|sfz ;'j]bL  k|c sf}lzsfb]jL k|flj 

8. x]drGb| e08f/L ljJo; cWoIf cd/Hof]lt k|flj 

9. tLy{ tf]nfËL ljJo; cWoIf hgsNof0f dflj 

10. k"0f{ jxfb'/ k|wfg ljJo; cWoIf jfnsNof0f k|flj 

11. hLJfw zfx  k|c jfnsNof0f k|flj 

12. eLdaxfb'/ Gof}kfg] ljJo; cWoIf sGofb]jL k|flj 

13. e'k]Gb| dxt k|c sGofb]jL k|flj 

14. kbdaxfb'/ k/fh'nL  ljJo; ;b:o l;4b]jL k|flj 

15. efg'eQm /fO{  k|c l;4b]jL k|flj 

16. n]v /fO{  k|c yftL k|flj 

17. emds s6'jfn k|c l;+xb]jL k|flj 

18. l/ob k|;fb u'/fufO{ ;|f]tJolQm dfuf{ ;|f]ts]Gb| 
 
 
 
u_ ldlt M @)^$ kmfu'g !@ ut]   :yfg M b]p/fnL dflj  
 
;xeflusf] gfd kb ljBfno 
1. /0faxfb'/ nf]ªjf/fO{  ljJo; cWoIf 7fs'/b]JfL pdflj 

2. uf]kfnk|;fb rfkfufO{  k|c 7fs'/b]jL pdflj 

3. vu]Gb| e08f/L  ljJo; ;b:o l;4b]jL lgdflj 

4. ;'jb]j /fO{ k|c /fhb]j k|flj 

5. /0faxfb'/ a'9fyf]sL lzIfs l;4b]jL lgdflj 

6. /fds'df/L a'9fyf]sL clz;+ ;+;f/L k|flj 

7. b'uf{dfg /fO{ k|c cfOtjf/] k|flj 

8. e'k]Gb| e08f/L lzIfs lgdflj pQ/kfgL 

9. ;'/]Gb| /fO{ ljJo; ;b:o a'9fxfË k|flj 

10. x:t kf}8]n  7fs'/b]JfL pdflj 

11. k+sh lji6  7fs'/b]jL pdflj 

12. l8saxfb'/ /fO{  kl/r/ 7fs'/b]jL pdflj 

13. l/oGb| k|;fb u'/fufO{  ;|f]tJolQm  dfuf{ ;|f]ts]Gb| 
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Annex XI : Sample school profile of community characteristics 
 

>L ljlxlbg k|flj, l;lbg (, kfFry/ 
sf]8 g+= @)#%)))*            

!= ljBfno ljj/0f   
        
1. ;r]tgf ;Demf}tf        

ldlt M @)^$.*.!& 
2. l:js[t tx M k|flj 
  ;~rflnt tx Mk|flj 

3. If]q     M kxf8÷ufpF 
cfly{s :f|f]t M ;/sf/L 
cg'bfg dfq  

4. k|csf] ljBfnodf  ;]jf 
cjlw      M !# 

    jfFsL ;]jf cjlw M @# 

5. ljJo;sf] of]UotfM ;fIf/ %, 
k|flj !, lgdflj !, P;Pn;L 
!, :gfts ! 

5gf}6 k|lqmof M r'gfj 

6. clz;+sf] 
of]Uotf M ;fIf/ ^, k|flj !, 
lgdflj @, P;Pn:fL !, 
:gfts ! 

7. ljBfnosf] 
Joj:yfkg lhDdflng] jf/] 
hfgsf/L M ;~rf/, lzIff 
lgsfo, u};;  

8. ;d'bfosf] cfDbfgL 
:f||f]tM s[lif, kz'kfng,Hofnf 
;"rgf cfbfgk|bfg dfWodM 
e]63f6, kqfrf/   

9. b'/L 
;b/d'sfd        M@& ls=ld=  
;|f]ts]Gb|          M * ls=ld=  
glhssf] ;8s    M @( ld=  
glhssf] ljBfno  M # ls=ld=  

10. HfDdf ljBfyL{M M@$^ 
Ol;l8        M@( 

    k|flj          M@!& 
lzIfs ljBfyL{ 
cg'kftM!)*  

11. lzIfs ljj/0f  
hDdf M %, dlxnf   M! 
:yfoL M @, c:yfoL  M) 
/fxt  M ), gLlh;|f]t M#  
of]UotfM P;Pn;L $, :gfts 
! 

12. 3/w'/L        M!^% 
afx'g If]qL    M@% 
hghflt      M()% 
blnt         M*% 

cfk|jf;L          M*% 
k|d'v /fhgLlt bn M  

 
@= ljBfnosf] ljz]iftf  
 
 ;sf/fTds k|efj kfg]{ tTjx?   cj/f]w kfg]{ tTjx? 

ljBfno  • k|csf] g]t[TjbfoL e"ldsf 
• ljJo;sf] ;xof]uL e"ldsf  
• cfly{s cj:yf sdhf]/  
• ;/sf/L b/jGbLsf] sld   

• lzIfs ;+3 ;+u7g lj/f]w / bjfj    

;d'bfo  • ;d'bfosf] pRr ;+nUgtf   

cGo  • lhlzsfsf] k|]/0ffbfoL e"ldsf  
• ;|f]tJolQmsf] k|]/0ffbfoL e"ldsf 

• /fhgLlts bnsf] bjfj  

 
#= cGo  
• cleefjsdf ljBfno xfd|f] xf] eGg] efjgf  
 
 
$= lgrf]8 M lzIfs ;+3 ;+u7g / /fhgLlts bnsf] lj/f]w / bjfj cfPklg cfˆgf] yk cfly{s ;|f]t ljgf g} yk # hgf 
lghL ;|f]tsf lzIfs4f/f k7gkf7g u/fpg] r]i6f u/]sf] o; ljBfnosf] k|csf] g]t[TjbfoL, ljJo;sf] ;xof]uL, lhlzsf / 
;|f]tJolQmsf] k|]/0ffbfoL e"ldsf af6 ljBfnosf] Joj:yfksLo lhDd]jf/L ;d'bfodf k'/\ofpg ;kmn ePsf] b]lvG5 .   
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Annex XII : Sample case study 
xfd|f] k|lt:kwf{ …af]l8{Ë… :s"n ;Fusf] xf] 

 
sfe|] lhNnfsf] ag]kf jlb{jf; ;8s v08sf] es'08]j];Laf6 lgdf{0ffwLg sRrL ;8s s/La cfwf lsnf]ld6/ psfnf] 
klZrd tkm{ pSn] kl5 k'luG5 gjLg k|fylds ljBfnodf . @)$! Dff3 !) ut] @)÷#) hgf ljBfyL{ lnP/ kLknsf] 
5xf/Ldf :yfkgf ePsf] / cfˆgf] :yfkgfsfnsf # jif{ csf{sf] 5fk|f]df ;+rflnt ePsf] o; ljBfnon] @)$^ ;fndf 
dfq} :yfoL :jLs[lt k|fKt u¥of] . xfnsf jif{x?df eg] ljBfnon] /fli6«o / cGt/f{li6«o Voflt k|fKt ug{ ;kmn ePsf] 5 . 
@ j6f ! tn] h:tfn] 5fPsf ljBfno ejgdf Pp6fdf % sf]7f / cfsf{] ejgdf # sf]7f /x]sf 5g\ . afnL nufpg] 
v]tsf] aLrdf s/La @ /f]kgL hUuf cf]u6]sf] o; ljBfnodf k9\g cfpg] ljBfyL{x? vgfnyf]s uflj; j8f g+= $, %, ^ 
/ & af6 cfpg] ub{5g\ . clwsf+z ljBfyL{x? s[lifdf cfwfl/t tyf dhb"/L u/L hLljsf]kfh{g ug{] cleefjsx?sf 
5f]/f5f]/L ePsfn] o; ljBfno jl/kl/ !÷@ lsnf]dL6/sf] b"/Ldf /x]sf # j6f af]l8{Ë :s"nx?df cleefjsx?n] k9fpg 
;Sb}gg\ . ljBfyL{ ;+Vof kof{Kt gePsf] o; kxf8L e"efudf af]l8{Ë :s"n / o; ljBfno aLr ljBfyL{ cfslif{t ug{] 
k|ltikwf{ 5 . ut jif{ @^ hgf ljBfyL{x? af]l8{Ë 5f]8]/ o; ljBfnodf cfPsf / o; jif{ clxn] ;Dd * hgf ljBfyL{ 
cfO{;s]sf] s'/f ljBfnosf k|wfgfWofks ch{'g af= -ljqmd_ vgfn atfpg' x'G5 .  
 
ljBfnonfO{ lgMz'Ns hUuf bfg ug{] ;+:yfks dWo]sf wd{k|;fb vgfn, xfnsf ljBfno Joj:yfkg ;ldltsf s[i0fk|;fb 
vgfn, gf/fo0fbQ vgfn nufotsf y'k|} vgfn aGw'x? / ;dfh;]jLx?sf] cu'jfO{df sg]l8og ;xof]uaf6 k|fKt 
?=!(,%))÷– nfO{ …;L8 dgL… sf] ?kdf k|of]u u/L lhNnf ljsf; ;ldltaf6 h:tfkftf / cGo hg>dbfg tyf rGbf 
;+sng u/]/ ! tn] kfFrsf]7] ejg @)$^ lt/ agfOof] . o;} cjlwdf xfnsf k|wfgfWofks vgfn ljBfnodf 
k|wfgfWofks lgo'Qm xg'eof]. ljBfnon] ufpF ljsf; ;ldltaf6 ;xof]u lnO{ lzIfs lgo'lQm u/] . @)%) ;fndf dfq} 
k|fylds tx sIff % ;Ddsf] :jLs[lt / Go"gtd k|fylds b/aGbL # hgf k|fKt ug{ ;kmn eof] . xfn ljBfnodf # hgf 
:yfoL, ! hgf /fxt b/aGbL tyf @ hgf lghL ;|f]t sd{rf/L –lzlIfsf, ;xof]uL sfo{stf{_ sfo{/t 5g\ . hDdf ^ hgf 
dWo] $ hgf dlxnf xg'x'G5 . lzIfsx? nfO{;]G; k|fKt 5g\ / sIff lzIf0f nufot cGo tfnLd k|fKt 5g\ . /fxt 
b/jGbLdf cfO=P8\= pQL0f{ lzlIfsf 5g\ eg] cGo lzIfsx? P;\=Pn\=;L pQL0f{ x'g'x'G5 .  
 
ljBfnodf O;L8L sIff ;+rflnt 5 / o;df hDdf $# hgf lzz'x? cWoog ub{5g\ . logLx?sf nflu sIffsf]7fdf 
sfk{]6 cf]5\ofOPsf] 5 . h'Qf aflx/ km'sfnL ¥ofsdf /fVg] / sIff k|j]z ug{] s'/f cGo sIffx?sf nflu / sIff 
cjnf]sg, lg/LIf0f ug{ cfpg]x?sf nflu klg clgjfo{ 5 . ljBfno ejg rf/} lt/ /x]sf] v]tsf] w'nf] df6f]af6 s]xL 
dfqfdf eP klg hf]lug of] Joj:yfn] ;3fPsf] 5 eGg' x'G5 ljBfnosf lzIfs xl/k|;fb vgfn .  
 
ljBfnon] z}lIfs :t/ ;'wf/df k|oTg u/L/x]s} a]nf @)%^ ;fn lt/ k|fylds lzIff kl/of]hgf ;+rflnt eof] . ;|f]ts]Gb| 
/ ;|f]t JolQmsf] cjwf/0ff nfu' ul/of] . ;|f]t JolQmsf] ?kdf sfhLdfg k|wfg cfpg'eof] . pxfFn] ljBfnosf] …s]xL u/f}F… 
eGg] efjgfsf] pkof]u u/]/ lzIfsx?nfO{ cfkm"n] hfg]sf lzIf0f ljlwx?, ljBfnodf ;+rfng ug{'kg{] ljleGg z}lIfs 
lqmofsnfkx?, clQl/Qm lqmofsnfkx? cflb af/] lzIfsx?nfO{ tfnLd lbg'eof] . kmn:j?k ;|f]ts]Gb| :t/Lo 
k|ltof]lutfx?df ljBfno cAan :yfg k|fKt ub{} uof] . ljBfnosf] gfd jl/kl/sf ljBfnox?df cu|:yfgdf /xg yfNof] .  
 
@)%( ;fndf lzIff dGqfnon] ljBfno Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L ;d'bfon] lnO{ ljBfno ljsf;df ;x"lnot k|fKt ug{ 
;Sg] gLltsf] hfgsf/L ljBfnon] ;|f]ts]Gb| dfkm{t kfPkl5 Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L lng lzIfsx?;Fu 5nkmn u¥ofF} 
eGg'x'G5 cWoIf vgfn . of] 5nkmnsf s'/fx? lnP/ ljBfnon] cfˆgf] ljsf;sf nflu k|fKt ug{ ;Sg] ;x"lnot af/] 
ljleGg ;|f]t JolQm, lzIff clws[tx? Tyf lzIff lgb{]zsx? ;Fu cem yk hfgsf/L lng] qmd hf/L /fVof}F / Joj:yfkg 
lhDd]jf/L lng] lg0f{o ug{ # jif{ nfUof] eGg'x'G5 k|c vgfn . cWoIf vgfn yKg'x'G5 …/fd|f] ug{] xfd|f] rfxgf lyof], 
;/sf/sf] gLlt /fd|} ug{sf nflu cfPsf] x'g'k5{ eGg] xfdLdf ljZjf; hfUof] / ;Demf}tf u¥of}F .… o;/L @)^#÷*÷@@ df 
;Demf}tf ul/of] .  
 
ljBfnodf @)^@ b]lv sIff lzIf0f k|f/De ul/Psf] 5 . qmdzM sIff ! b]lv sIff # / xfn sIff $ / % df ;d]t 
k|of]usf] ?kdf sIff lzIf0f 5 eGg' x'G5 k|c vgfn . sIff lzIf0f ul/Psf sfe|] lhNnfsf ( j6f ljBfnox? dWo] 
@)^@ ;fndf o; ljBfnon] pTs[i6 gd"gf ljBfnosf] :yfg k|fKt u/L o"lg;]kmsf] ;xof]udf lhNnf lzIff sfof{noaf6 
k'/:sf/ k|fKt u¥of] .  
 
ljBfno Joj:yfkg lhDd]jf/L lng] ;Demf}tf u/] kl5 ljBfnon] kfPsf] ! nfv ?k}Fofsf] Jofhaf6 @ hgf sd{rf/Lx? 
nfO{ tna v'jfpg ;lsPsf] 5 . ! hgf /fxt b/aGbLdf lzIfs k|fKt x'Fbf sIff lzIf0f ug{ ;3fp k'u]sf] 5 . ljleGg 
;+3;+:yfx? ;xof]u ug{] / ljBfnon] canDag u/]sf k|ljlwaf/] yfxf kfpg ljBfno lg/LIf0fdf cfpg] qmd a9]sf] 5 / 
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xfn ;xof]u k|fKt ePsf] 5 . @)^# ;fndf o; k|sf/sf @) j6f 6f]nL ljBfnodf cfPsf 5g\ . jN8{ a}+saf6 6f]nL 
k|d'v /fh]Gb| Wjh hf]zL ;lxt $ hgfsf] 6f]nL x]lnsK6/ lnO{ ljBfno cjnf]sg ug{ cfpg' ePsf] s'/f pNn]vgLo 5 
eGg' x'G5 k|c vgfn .  
 
z}lIfs ;q @)^$ df ljBfnod} sIff lzIf0f tfnLd ;+rfng ul/of] . o"lg;]kmsf] ;xof]udf lhNnf vfg]kfgL 
sfof{noaf6 vfg]kfgL wf/f lgdf{0f ul/of] . Unf]jn PS;r]Ghsf :jo+ ;]jsx? Hff]hL / /fdKof/Ln] # dlxgf k7gkf7g 
u/L k':tsfnosf nflu gub ?=!^ xhf/ cfly{s ;xof]u klg ug{' eof] . o"lg;]km, ljZj aF}s, lhNnf ljsf; ;ldlt, 
lh;; sfe|], cf;dfg g]kfn, lzIff lgu/fgL ;+3 sfe|], Unf]an PS;r]Gh, ?d 6' /L8, kqsf/ dxf;+3 sfe|], na u|Lg 
g]kfn, 8sfp sfo{qmd / z}lIfs tfnLd s]Gb| ;Fu ljBfnosf] ;fem]bf/L /x]sf] 5 . 
 
ljBfnodf ljBfyL{x? (M#) d} cfO{ k'U5g\ . lzIfsx? (M$% ;Dd cfO k'Ug] Joj:yf 5 . k/LIff ;dodf, jflif{s sfo{ 
of]hgf agfpFbf jf ef}lts lgdf{0f cflb sfo{ eO/x]sf] a]nf yk sfd ug{' k/]df lzIfsx? cltl/Qm ;do ;Dd a:g] 
ub{5g\ . o;sf nflu yk s]xL ;x"lnot lbg] s]xL ug{' ePsf] 5 ls egL ;f]4f k|c vgfn eGg' x'G5 …k};f dfq} ;a} s'/f 
xf]Og, ;+t'li6 / kfOg] ;Ddfg 7"nf] s'/f xf]… . k|wfgfWofksn] b}lgs s'g} sIff lng' x'Gg t/ s'g} lzIfs cg'kl:yt ePsf] 
a]nfdf pxfFn] sIff lng]] ug{'x'G5 . ljBfyL{x?sf] gjLg afn ;d"x agfOPsf] 5 . o; ;d"xsf nflu hf]a rf6{ agfOPsf] 
5 . ljBfyL{x? cfkmF}n] ljBfno ;/;kmfO{, sIff ;/;kmfO{, 6\jfOn]6 ;/;kmfO{, vfg]kfgLsf] Joj:yf cflb sfo{ ;DkGg 
ub{5g\ . kl/r/sf] Joj:yf ljBfnodf ul/Psf] 5}g . jBfnodf cfO{kg{] ;Dk"0f{ sfo{ !$) hgf ljBfyL{, ^ hgf lzIfs, 
/ cfjZos ePdf !*( 3/w'/Ldf /x]sf cleefjsx? ;d]t ldnL ;DkGg ul/G5 eGg'x'G5 k|c vgfn .  
 
z}lIfs ;q @)^% sf] jflif{s sfo{tflnsf agfOPsf] 5 . jif{ e/Ldf ;DkGg ul/g] sfo{x? h:t} jflif{s kf7of]hgf, 
k/LIff gtLhf k|sfzg, cltl/Qm sfo{snfk ;+rfng, ;fdflhs sfo{x? -;]jfIf]q e/L ;/;kmfO{ ¥ofnL cflb_, 3/b}nf] 
sfo{qmd, z}lIfs e|d0f, kj{ tyf lbj; dgfpg] cflbsf] of]hgf sfo{ tflnsfdf b]lvG5 .  
 
z}lIfs ;q @)^# df o;} ljBfnon] sIff lzIf0f, sIffsf]7f Joj:yfkg / clkm; sf]7f Joj:yfkgdf ;jf]{Ts[i6 eO{ 
k'/:sf/ :j?k o"lg;]kmsf] ;xof]udf lhlzsfaf6 ?=%) xhf/ k|fKt u¥of] . ut @)^$ df xfHdf SofDk dfkm{t lhlj; 
af6 sIffsf]7f Joj:yfkg ug{sf nflu ?=%) xhf/ k'/:sf/ k|fKt u¥of] . tTsfnLg lzIff dGqL lbn]Gb|k|;fb a8' af6 
ljBfno k|c vgfnnfO{ pTs[i6 sfd u/L cfˆgf] ljBfnonfO{ gd"gf ljBfno agfpg ;kmn ePsf]df k|z+;f kq k|fKt 
eof] . o; ;Ddfg sfo{s|dsf] cfof]hgf vgfnyf]s ;fd'bflos cWoog s]Gb|n] u/]sf] lyof] .  
 
@)^# / @)^$ sf] k/LIffkmn x]bf{ sIff $ / % df zt k|ltzt 5 eg] sIff ! b]lv # ;Dd *)Ü eGbf a9L 5 . 
l;sfO{ pknlAw ;du|df %% b]lv &) k|ltzt /x]sf] 5 . ul0ft, c+u|]hL ljifodf %)–^) k|ltzt 5 . o; ljBfnosf 
lzIfsx?n] cf–cfˆgf 5f]/f5f]/L o;} ljBfnodf k9fpg] lg0f{o ul/Psf] 5 . ljBfyL{ ;+Vof k|lt sIff #) hgfsf] xf/fxf/L 
ePsf]n] sIff lzIf0f ug{ k|efjsf/L ePsf] lzIfsx? atfpg' x'G5 . @)^# df ljBfno hDdf @*) lbg v'Nof] / @#) 
lbg k9fO{ ePsf] tYof+sn] b]vfpF5 . vgfnyf]s uflj; sf] ljBfno egf{b/ zt k|ltzt /x]sf] s'/f k|c vgfn atfpg' 
x'G5 . z}=; @)^$ df ljBfno 5f]8\g] b/ $Ü dfq 5 .  
 
@)^# sf] jflif{s cfo–Joo ^ nfv & xhf/ $ ;o ^^ ?kF}of /x]sf] 5 . kf/blz{tfsf nflu ljJo; cWoIf vgfn / k|c 
lzIffsfof{nodf ah]6 ;DaGwL lgsf;fsf nflu ;Fu} hfg'x'G5 . ;fdflhs k/LIf0f u/L lzIfs cleefjs ;+3 dfkm{t 
jif{df ! k6s x'g] cleefjs e]nfdf k|ltj]bg k]z ul/G5 . ;fy} ljBfnosf] jflif{sf]T;jsf] cnfjf afn lbj;, lzIff 
lbj;, ;/:jtL k"hf, ljZj P8\; lbj; / nf]stGq lbj; dgfOg] s'/f k|c vgfn pNn]v ug{'x'G5 .  
 
ljBfnosf] eflj of]hgf ljBfnonfO{ gd"gf ljBfnosf] ?kdf l6sfO{ /fVg klxnf] k|fyldstfdf 5 . ljBfnosf nflu 
gofF ejg agfpg] klg of]hgf 5 . ;fy} ljBfno ;Dd df]6/ af6f]sf] ;'wf/ ug{] of]hgf 5 . s'g} sIffdf klg s'g} 
lsl;dsf] z'Ns lnOb}g .  
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Annex XIII: Sample SPRC 
>L zlxb eLdgf/fo0f k|fylds ljBfno 

;tf;L wfd — ^, emfkf 
ljBfnosf] k|ult k|ltj]bg sf8{ — @)^% 

 
:yfkgf  M  @)%)     sf]8 g+ M )$)$$)))# 
 
;fd'bflos ljz]iftfx? M 
1. ljBfnosf] ;]jf If]qleq @^$ 3/w'/Ldf %^$ hgf k'?if / ^@$ hgf dlxnf a;f]af; ub{5g\ eg] tL dWo] #%% 

blnt, @)% hghflt, @%% afx'g / @)% If]qL hflt /x]sf 5g\ . 
2. ;d'bfosf dflg;sf] d'Vo k]zf s[lif, s[lifhGo Joj;fo, dhb'/L / Hofnfbf/L /f]huf/L /x]sf] 5 .  
3. ;j} dflg;x? lxGb" wd{ dfGb5g\ / ;j} g]kfnL efiff g} jf]Nb5g\ .  
4. ;d'bfosf dflg;x?sf] cg'dflgt cf};t jflif{s cfDbflg !),)))÷— b]lv !%,))) ÷— /x]sf] 5 .  
5. @)^! h]7 @) df ljBfnosf] Joj:yfkg ;d'bfon] lnP kl5 ljBfno ;'wf/fTds lbzflt/ pGd'v 5 . 

 
z}lIfs nufgL / ljBfno ;~rfng k|lqmof M 
 
6. @)^$df ljBfnodf jfn ljsf; s]Gb|df !& hgf jfx]s $@ hgf blnt !)& hgf dlxnf ;lxt hDdf @!@ hgf 

ljBfyL{ egf{ ePsf lyP . 
7. ljBfnodf $ :yfoL, ! dlxnf b/jGbL / ! jfn ljsf; ;xof]uL sfo{stf{ ul/ hDdf ^ hgf lzIfsx? sfo{/t 

5g\ eg] tL dWo] # hgf k"0f{ tflnd k|fKt / @ hgf cf+lzs tflnd k|fKt 5g\ .  
8. ;/sf/L b/jGbLsf cfwf/df lzIfs ljBfyL{ cg'kft ! lzIfs j/fj/ $% hgf ljBfyL{ /x]sf] 5 .  
9. ljBfnosf] ejg ;+Vof )# j6f lgdf{0ffwLg ejg ;+Vof )! Ps / zf}rfno ;+Vof )! /x]sf 5g\ . vfg]kfgLsf] 

Joj:yf 6\o'j]naf6 ul/Psf] 5 .  
10. ljBfnodf cfjZos kf7\ok':ts, k':tsfno / kof{Kt z}lIfs ;fdu|Lsf] klg Joj:yf 5 .  
11. lzIfsx?n] k7g kf7gdf kf7 of]hgf lgdf{0f u/L jflif{s tyf ;fKtflxs ljBfyL{sf] glthfdf ;'wf/ Nofpg 

lzIf0f l;sfO{ lqmofsnfknfO{ k|efjsf/L 9+uaf6 ug]{ u/]sf 5g\ . 
12. ljBfnon] @)^$ ;fndf blnt 5fqj[lQ $@ hgfnfO{ ljt/0f u¥of] eg] %) hgf ljBfyL{nfO{ ljkGg %) k|ltzt 

5fqj[lQ ljt/0f u¥of] . 
13. ljBfnon] 5fqa[lQsf nflu ?= !*,^)). ?k}of vr{ u/]sf] lyof] . 
14. ljBfnon] cf=j= @)^#.)^$ df hDdf %,$%,)*( cfDbfgL ul/ ?= %,!(,!&#. Vfr{ u/]sf] n]vf k/LIf0fsf] 

k|ltj]bgdf pNn]v ul/Psf] 5 .  
15. ljBfnodf ljBfyL{x?nfO{ ;lqmo pkl:ylt agfO{ sIffdf k|efjsf/L lzIf0f lqmofsnfk ug{sf nflu z}lIfs 

;fdu|L lgdf{0f sfo{zfnf ;~rfng / Joj:yfkg ug]{ ul/Psf] 5 .  
16. ljBfnodf pkl:yt x'g] ;j} ljBfyL{nfO{ ljBfno 8«];sf] Joj:yf ul/Psf] 5 .  
17. @)^$ ;fnsf] z}lIfs zqdf hDdf @)& ljBfno v'n]sf] lbgdf hDdf !(& lbg cWoog cWofkg ePsf] 5 eg] 

ljBfnodf ljBfyL{sf] pkl:ylt b/ &) k|ltzt eGbf al9 5 .  
18. ljBfnodf xflh/L hjfkm sfoqmd jSt[Tjsnf sfo{qmd ;f+:s[lts sfo{qmd, n3' z}lIfs e|d0f h:tf cltl/Qm 

lqmofsnfkx? ;~rfng x'Fb} cfPsf 5g\ .  
19. @)^@.!!.!* ut] lgjf{rg k|lqmofaf6 ljBfno Joj:yfkg ;ldlt u7g ul/Psf]df @)^$ df !$ k6s a}7s 

a;]sf] lyof] . 
20. ;f]lx ldltdf g} @ dlxnf, @  hghflt, ! blnt / # lzIfs /x]sf] !! hgfsf] lzIfs, cleefjs ;+3sf] u7g 

ePsf]df utjif{ $ k6s a}7s a;]sf] lyof] .  
 
ljBfnon] xfl;n u/]sf pknJwLx? M 
21. @)^$ sf] jflif{s k/LIffdf !–# ;Dd ;tk|ltzt sIff $ df *) k|ltzt / sIff % df () k|ltzt eGbf al9 

ljBfyL{ plQ0f{ ePsf 5g\ .  
22. =@)^$ ;fndf k|yd k6s ljBfnosf] :t/Ls/0fdf lhNnfsf] ( cf}+ :yfgdf /xL låtLo >]0fLdf dfkg ePsf] 5 .  
23. ;|f]t s]Gb| :t/Lo cltl/Qm lqmofsnfkdf ljBfnon] k'/:sf/ k|fKt ug]{ u/]sf] 5 . 
24. z}lIfs ;fdfu|L lgdf{0f sfo{zfnfdf pTs[i6 ;fdfu|L lgdf{0f ug]{ ul/Psf] 5 . 
25. jflif{s kl/Iffdf *% k|ltzt eGbf al9 ljBfyL{ pQL0f{ x'g] u/]sf 5g\ .  
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ljBfnosf efjL of]hgfx? M 
26. ljBfyL{x?nfO{ /dfO{nf] jftfj/0f lgdf{0f u/L lzIf0f k|lqmof ;~rfng ug]{ .  
27. ljBfnosf cleefjs / j/k/sf] ;d'bfonfO{ ljBfnonfO{ ;xof]u ug]{ tkm{ clek|l/t ug]{ .  
28. vfg]kfgL, zf}rfno / 3]/f jf/fsf] plrt k|jGw u/fpg ;DalGwt ;+:yfx?df of]hgf k]z ug]{ .  
29. sDKo'6/ lzIff h:tf cfw'lgs tyf pkof]uL dfWodaf6 lzIf0f lqmofsnfk u/fpg of]hgf dfu ug]{ .  
30. ljBfno ;]jfIf]qsf ljBfno pd]/sf ;a} jfnjflnsfx?nfO{ ljBfnodf egf{ u/fpg] .  
31. ljBfnodf pTs[i7 5fq5fqfx?nfO{ k'/:sf/ tyf ljkGg 5fq5fqfx?nfO{ 5fqj[lQsf] Joj:yf ug{ kxn ug]{ .  
32. ;d'bfo;Fu ;'dw'/ ;DaGw :yfkgf ug]{ .  
33. ljBfnodf sIff bf]xf]¥ofpg] b/ tyf sIff 5f8\g]x?sf] b/ 36fpg] .  
34. ljBfnonfO{ ;fd'bflos ljsf; s]Gb|sf] ?kdf :yfkgf u/fpg] .  
35. kof{Kt lzIf0f lqmofsnfk u/fpg z}lIfs ;fdfu|L lgdf{0f sfo{zfnf k|To]s jif{ ug]{ .  
 
cGTodf, cfb/0fLo cleefjsHo", 
 
o; ljBfnosf x/]s kIf;Fu ;DalGwt ljifox?nfO{ ;d]6]/ s]nfO{ cleefjsx? k|lt ljBfnosf] hjfkm b]lxtf bzf{pg 
of] ljBfno k|ltj]bg sf8{ tof/ kfl/Psf] 5 . ljBfnosf sdL sdhf]/Lx? klxNofO{ ljBfnonfO{ cd"No ;emfjx? k|bfg 
ul/lbg' x'g xflb{s cg'/f]w ub{5f} .  
 
k|efs/ e08f/L       gf/fo0f jhufO{  
k|wfgfWofks       cWoIf 
              ljBfno Joj:yfkg ;ldlt  

 
a}zfv, @)^% 
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 Annex XIV : 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 8. 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 

Dec-07
May-

08
New 
add 

Jul-
08

New 
add Dec-08 New add 

1 Dhankuta 145 189 44 233 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
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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 

 


