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[bookmark: _Toc285839670]Executive Summary

Introduction: QIPSI followed an objective of providing tangible as well as immediate benefits to the poor and excluded communities in the conflict-affected areas. Started from the late 2007, it has encompassed four phases. The first phase piloted delivery of quick results in 10 districts, while the second phase replicated successful experiences in 20 hill and Terai districts. The third phase integrated disaster mitigation programmes in 2 districts, while the fourth phase focused on filling the uncovered gaps in Dailekh. The durations covered in each of these phases are as follows:   

QIPSI – I:  December,2007 to June,2008 (Programme implemented  in 10 Terai  districts). 
QIPSI – II:   July 2008 to  October 2009 (Programme implemented in 20 districts by  adding mid and Far western districts plus the  flood affected Terai districts)
QIPSI – III:   October/Nov 2009 to September, 2010 (Programme implemented in the diarrhea affected areas of Achham, Dailekh   and Jajarkot). 
QIPSI – IV:    October 2010 to December 2010 in Dailekh. 

Given the challenge of successfully concluding the peace process after signing of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement in November 2006, QIPSI offered some peace dividends through its infrastructure development, livelihoods development and disaster mitigation projects. 

Study objectives: Overall objective of this assessment was to document QIPSI experience, including its governance process and results. Specific objectives were to identify relevance of outputs to the priority needs of the target groups; sustainability of planned and implemented activities; sensitivity towards gender and social inclusion; effectiveness of the implemented programmes and lessons for other projects. 

Working Modality of QIPSI: QIPSI pulled comparative advantage of other UNDP programmes such as DLGSP, MEDEP and CBDMP. Its Management Team was headed by an Assistant Resident Representative (EEDRRU) of UNDP as Project Manager, while the Programme Officer of Governance Unit and M&E Analyst of Monitoring Unit provided regular support. A steering committee was formed to coordinate related activities under the chairmanship of DRR/P at UNDP.   

All QIPSI projects were implemented for 3 to 4 months. However, they were subsequently extended by another 3 to 4 months without any additional cost implications. These projects lacked coordination across the DLGSP, MEDEP and CBDMP plans. As a result, each of them worked separately in different areas producing different success stories of their own. 

The monitoring of QIPSI activities was rigorous. The filed monitors were required to visit each project site at least three times during implementation of the project cycle. Such monitoring added significant value to the accomplishment of targets in time with better quality results. 

Major Achievements of QIPSI: QIPSI accomplished three kinds of results under its three different components: 
 
QIPSI/DLGSP: QIPSI/DLGSP completed around 2032[footnoteRef:1] community infrastructure development projects related to education, drinking water, roads and culverts, health and sanitation, micro irrigation and rural electrification. Among others, education and drinking water supply projects dominated the priorities in most VDCs. Six drinking water and 972 toilet construction projects are still ongoing. After completion of these projects, the number of beneficiaries served by these infrastructure development works of QIPSI/DLGSP will reach 200,000 households. QIPSI not only served as bridge after the exit of DLGSP but also established initial stage capacity building link with LGCDP from July 2008.  [1:  A total of 556 at Phase – I; 1,361 at Phase – II and 115 at Phase – III.] 


QIPSI/DLGSP contributed to human resources development. It provided vocational training to 301 individuals on veterinary services, agriculture development and the repair and maintenance of drinking water schemes. These trainees represented about 4 percent women. Ethnicity/caste wise, around 47 percent trainees were Dalits, 38 percent Janajatis and 15 percent “others”. About 80 percent of the training graduates work locally. Some of them are running community managed service centres at the local level. 

QIPSI/MEDEP: QIPSI/MEDEP implemented entrepreneurship development projects for youths to divert their attention away from involving in the armed conflicts. It trained disadvantaged groups below the poverty line on entrepreneurship development and produced around 2,241 micro-enterprise training graduates surpassing its originally set target of 2,100. Around 180 micro-enterprise groups were formed clustering them into 38 associations. A revolving fund called MEDF was established requiring mandatory return of loans taken by the trained entrepreneurs. This amount was again circulated among other entrepreneurs as loan upon their demand. Around 85 percent trainees were aged from 16 to 35 years. Two–thirds of them were male. Ethnicity/caste wise, around 50 percent represented Dalits and Janajatis, while another 50 percent represented “others”.

QIPSI/MEDEP was implemented only for one year. As there was no follow up support to the implemented activities, its output could be counted only in terms of the individuals completing training irrespective of its ultimate purpose of looking at the trainees as successful entrepreneurs. Since the market link of trainees could not be well established within the project’s tenure, the training graduates failed to accomplish envisaged benefits. In the absence of supportive market conditions in the remote areas, they could not sustain their enterprise longer. The dropout rate was higher among women as compared to men as most of them earned only a small income of less than Rs. 100.- per day in average. With this size of income, it was not possible for them to maintain their livelihood with the MEDEP introduced enterprise only. In relative terms, the enterprises closer to the market areas were relatively better as compared to the ones that remained away form the market location. 

Unlike the infrastructure development and disaster mitigation components covered by QIPSI, perhaps the support extended under QIPSI/MEDEP was a misfit in the context of conducting training and translating their results within a shorter time span of just 3 to 4 months. As the interventions could not afford adequate time for preparatory work, it could not establish better market connections for the products generated by the enterprise. 
 
QIPSI/CBDMP: QIPSI/CBDMP supported disaster mitigation by controlling damages caused by floods on the livelihood assets of poor families in two Terai districts. The project was implemented through the Nepal Red Cross Society (NRCS). It constructed 17 flood mitigation structures. Training was provided on handling flood effects with support for equipment to be utilized during emergencies. This component of QIPSI accomplished only some degrees of success due to limited implementation capacity of NRCS. Of the total number of beneficiaries covered, it support 39 percent Dalits, 33 percent Janajatis and 28 percent “others”. 

Relevance of Implemented Activities: The field verification of implemented activities revealed relevance of all projects to the priority needs of target groups. They were sensitive towards integrating gender and social inclusion. They mostly covered selections of the breadth than depth of the quality of projects because of focus on quick results. Therefore, the concern of the projects was on producing faster outputs than promoting replicable processes, as the latter could consume more time. 

QIPSI projects were strategically relevant to the local governance process. They channeled resources for the benefit of deprived groups as emphasized in the exit strategy of DLGSP. The projects were also equally useful in building partnership at the community level with focus on the local priorities, which was one of the initial stage objectives followed by the LGCDP. 

QIPSI maintained institutional links with the local government bodies. The funds were channeled through DDF and LDF for forwarding them to the Users’ Committee. The projects were selected through discussion of priorities at the community, VDC and LDF levels. The DTO/DDC and LDF/SSC were engaged in the technical supervision of implemented activities. At the area level, the VDCs provided necessary administrative support including organization of public audit events for the completed projects. QIPSI also received partial funding and staffing support from some VDCs and DDCs.    

QIPSI projects maintained local accountability towards the implemented activities. LDF was actively coordinating various donor supported projects at the places, where LDF staff members were internalized by DDC (e.g. in Dailekh). 

Efficiency and Effectiveness:  QIPSI’s contribution is noteworthy in the remote and conflict affected areas. The projects were both efficiently and effectively implemented in terms of the timeliness and use of resources to produce desired results.    

Social inclusion: QIPSI projects were successful in accomplishing social inclusion of the priority target groups. DAG mapping was applied from QIPSI – II onwards. It made the selection process lees stressful from the domination of elites. The disadvantaged groups have been able to build their confidence on managerial strengths for development at local level. 

Gender mainstreaming was also effective in QIPSI projects. At least 33 percent women’s representation in the Users’ Committee was made mandatory. Similarly, at least one woman was required to be engaged as Bank Signatory. In 17 out of 20 districts, women’s representation was 43 percent in the Users Committee. In the case of Bank Signatories, 51percent women in 18 out of 20 districts were serving as Bank Signatories.

Ownership of implemented activities: QIPSI projects followed participatory approach to planning and implementation of activities. The beneficiaries were accountable to the management of project tasks. Since the beneficiaries participated in the decision-making process through the Users’ Committee, they owned the project with a feeling that it was the project designed for “helping the people themselves”. 

Cost effectiveness of implemented activities: The projects were cost effective in that they used local materials to the extent possible and also contributed voluntary labour. Most of the tasks were accomplished closer to the realities of the estimated costs. Unexpected cost overruns were met by raising additional contributions locally.    

Physical and human capital formation: QIPSI contributed to the formation of physical capital by developing community infrastructures in the remote areas. Its support for roads and culverts has helped to improve transportation facilities, while the drinking water facilities have reduced women’s drudgery. Irrigation facilities (e.g., borings, pump sets, canals) have contributed to more production of agricultural commodities, which ultimately raised household incomes. Similarly, the support for school buildings not only increased physical capital but also developed human capital. Likewise, the health and sanitation facilities have created physical capital together with value addition for human capital development in the rural areas. 

Reduction of vulnerabilities: QIPSI projects made use of locally available materials such as sand, boulders and timber for the development work. In addition, the villagers provided voluntary labour for the transportation of goods and construction work. Some of these materials were used to control landslides and protect cultivated land including the houses and school buildings. They generated multiplier benefits for minimizing the vulnerabilities.  

Community contributions: QIPSI was successful in mobilizing local resources by demanding equal contributions from all. However, paying such contribution was burdensome for extremely poor households. Due to their excessive pressure for earning livelihoods, they sent child labour to work. Such practice should be abandoned with a provision of waiving the mandatory contribution requirements from such family.   

Financial deliveries: QIPSI followed short-cut in channeling the fund to the Users’ Committee in the first phase. Instead of following four steps (i.e. from UNDP to LGCDP; LGCDP to DDF; from DDF to LDF; and from LDF to Users’ Committee), the allocations were directly dispatched to the Users’ Committee. It facilitated financial delivery of 90 percent budget in QIPSI – I comprising 98 percent for QIPSI/DLGSP, 78 percent for QIPSI/MEDEP and 82 percent for QIPSI/CBDMP. Though faster, this route did not match with the standard practices being followed for other projects. As a result, it was again changed into the four steps system.   

Overall Management: QIPSI projects were effectively managed and their transactions were transparent. However, it had difficulties in striking balance between the demand and supply as such. Likewise, the intensity of the social mobilization process followed for different projects was not the same. Major difference prevailed between the VDP and non-VDP) areas. Further, the DTO and LDF had great pressure of supervision overloads, which affected momentum of the implementation process.     

Demand and supply or projects: The demand of QIPSI projects was significant as compared to supply capacity. The consequence of such situation was serious in the disaster prevention areas (e.g. the area affected by diarrhea). These areas needed comprehensive coverage because any partial coverage could revive the technical risk of return of the same epidemics (e.g. diarrhea) again.    
 	
Transparency: All Users’ Committees were required to periodically share their progress reports in the meetings. It contributed to maintain transparency of the transactions. Hording boards are established with details on the project. Payment cheques were handed over to the Users’ Committee in mass meetings held at community level. Completed projects were mandatory to pass through “public audit”. The project guidelines were developed for clarity on the transparency of implementation process. 

Intensity of social mobilization: The intensity of social mobilization was different between the VDP and non-VDP areas. Their subsequent results on human and social capital formation were also different. The management process followed for project implementation was stronger in the VDP areas than non-VDP areas.  

Supervision overloads: Implemented project activities were supervised through the LDF/DTO office of DDC. Due to the limited number of overseers and engineers working with these units, timely supervision of projects was difficult. It halted project implementation process, as the release of installment was tied-up with clearance after technical supervision. To overcome this kind of problem, some districts outsourced the verification task to NGOs, which again was not problem-free because of their procedural inconsistencies. 
 
Sustainability: The sustainability potential of QIPSI projects vary by the nature of work carried out. Since QIPSI intended to produce quick results within a short time, it did not have enough room for integration of diverse development agenda in collaboration with other development partners. In the absence of such flexibility, it could not build much synergy among the like minded organizations except for its own project focus. As it could not attract other collaborators, it could not mobilize much resource at the local level in scaling-up implemented activities in a sustainable manner. However, it obtained occasional support from the VDCs. The Users’ Committees allocated around 5 percent of their budget for maintenance work. Since all QIPSI-projects were beneficiary-initiated, they were naturally based on felt needs. Such need was a major driving force to provide ownership with potentials for sustainability of most of the implemented activities. In some districts, QIPSI was successful in including renovation priorities of the old projects. They were proposed as “new entry” projects in view of the benefit of maintenance. 

Pool of technicians: QIPSI attempted to fill gaps in the availability of skilled persons at local level. It trained technicians for the repair and maintenance works. These technicians have not only provided service to their villages locally but also earned income.  

Contributions to Peace Building: Implicit objective of implementing QIPSI was to build peace in the conflict affected areas. The project was successful in this aspect, to the extent its activities could cover. 

Harmonious work: QIPSI engaged the villagers in collective work responsibilities. They participated in commonly prioritized infrastructure development activities for the village. It helped to reduce their inter-personal distances. Further, it also contributed to minimize untouchability barriers between the so-called high caste and low caste groups. QIPSI has created some good examples of fetching water by Dalit and non-Dalit households from the same water tap, which was an unusual case in the past otherwise. The collective work responsibilities also empowered women to claim equal wages for their equal work.   

Mobilization of conflict affected groups: QIPSI mobilized local groups for a good cause in the conflict affected areas. At places where many VDC Secretaries did not find comfortable to work due to perceived threats, the QIPSI/LDF and UNDP Field Monitors were bale to regularly visit their working areas without any threat. 

Mutual cooperation: QIPSI focused on the benefit of deprived community youths. Its intension was to engage them in the development work and thereby divert their attention away from involvement in conflicts. QIPSI demonstrated some success in this direction too. A “tent house” established in the Silorwa VDC of Siraha under QIPSI/MEDEP’s support is a good example. According to some of the group members involved in this tent renting activity, their dilemma of joining the armed group has been shifted to earn money by doing the activity they are now involved in. These youths consider that the culture of working under a group responsibility has helped them to develop adequate sense of mutual cooperation, which is an important element in the harmonization of community relations for peace.  

QIPSI Lessons for Other Projects: QIPSI projects have generated both positive and negative lessons, which might be applicable in the context of other projects as well. They have proved that the area-based approach is useful in demonstrating tangible results. As the locals were given full-fledged implementation responsibilities, their ownership of the process as well as results helped them to maintain transparency in their transactions. As there was ownership, it led to satisfactory completion of the implemented activities. 

One of the effective mechanisms of QIPSI was its regular monitoring process. It successfully guided delivery of the project services as desired. Last but not least, QIPSI also demonstrated that effect of social mobilization was good in maintaining the momentum of successful planning, implementation and maintenance of the project activities as revealed by the difference between VDP and non-VDP areas. 

QIPSI projects were not free from weaknesses. Reaching the disadvantaged groups in four months’ time was an ambitious goal, if not impossible. The thin spread of QIPSI resources over the wider areas was useful in creating “small show pieces” elsewhere but not an “appealing display of success” for the attraction of wider audience in few places. Indeed, QIPSI projects were more “transactional” in nature than “transformational”. 

Conclusion and Recommendations: In general, QIPSI projects were successful in delivering tangible benefits to the previously excluded DAG communities. Compared to the DLGSP projects implemented in the past, its process of social mobilization was relatively weak. It was more or less obvious because it simply expected quick results than a long-lasting process of its implementation of projects. 

Among other things, QIPSI projects were useful in demonstrating the state’s presence in the conflict areas. It proved successful in launching the projects for excluded groups. It encouraged women’s participation with mandatory provisions for representation in the Users’ Committee and also as Bank Signatory. It proved that women in the backward areas can equally take accountable responsibilities, if opportunities provided. 

QIPSI activities became less subjective because of collective as well as transparent decision making process followed. The mandatory provisions made for pubic audit and hoarding board kept all stakeholders informed about the updates of the implemented activities. However, some processes were simply cumbersome to apply for the small scale projects (e.g. public audit for a toilet constructed with a budget of Rs. 10,000.-). 

Time pressure was one of the major challenges in all QIPSI projects. Such pressure not only pushed the implementation process of the planned activities very hard but also blocked collaboration possibilities with other development partners in the absence of built-in flexibility of the processes. 

In view of the analysis of various strengths and weaknesses, following recommendations are made for the implementation of QIPSI-like projects in the future:

Integration of basic components should be maintained for completeness of the design of projects (e.g. the provision for water supply and toilet, where a community building is constructed). 

Timeframe for the project should be fixed by the nature activities to be implemented than applying the principle of “one size fits all”. At least nine months’ duration is considered reasonable for the implementation of QIPSI-like projects in the future. 

The conditions contained in the project implementation guidelines should be revisited in view of their practicalities about the covered issues (e.g. the requirement of opening a bank account with a deposit of Rs. 5,000.- for a small project size of Rs. 10,000.- should not be made a mandatory condition; Similarly, the requirement of VAT-bill for all should not be applied in the remote areas, where a VAT-registered shop does not exist; Likewise, flexibility should be provided for the border side VDCs, where they can directly buy cheaper materials from the Indian market). 

The budgetary allocations for the hills and Terai districts should be made different in view of the higher transportation cost required for the former.     

A woman, who is made Bank Signatory should be at least literate to minimize the risk of involvement on financial matters. 

The process of social mobilization should be emphasized in planning and implementation of the project activities as it contributes to maintain sustainable management capacities like the ones demonstrated in the VDP areas. It will not only help the project to be completed on time but also ensure their maintenance in the future. 

The use of DAG mapping should be applied with necessary updates. 



I. [bookmark: _Toc285839671]INTRODUCTION

1.1 [bookmark: _Toc285839672]Context

The Ministry of Local Development implemented Decentralized Local Governance Support Programme (DLGSP) from April 2004 with support of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the Government of Norway in 880 VDCs covering 66 districts of the country. Prior to the termination of its activities in 2008, MLD/UNDP launched “Quick Impact and Peace Support Initiatives (QIPSI). It aimed to provide tangible and immediate livelihood support to the poorest of the poor and socially excluded communities in the conflict affected areas of 60 VDCs in 10 Terai districts, which was later extended to the hill and mountain districts as well.  


Source: 	Quick Impact Peace Support Initiatives (QIPSI): Lessons Learned, M&E Unit, UNDP, Kathmandu, June 2009 

The intervention model of QIPSI was integrated with three on-going programmes supported by UNDP: DLGSP, MEDEP and CBDMP. Their interventions covered: (a) community infrastructure projects and skill development training; (b) micro-enterprise development; and (c) disaster mitigation projects. 

QIPSI emerged as a part of change demanded by the country after signing of Comprehensive Peace Agreement between the Government of Nepal and CPN (Maoist) in November 2006. This Agreement raised optimism for participation in the development process, especially among the excluded people (such as Madhesis, Dalits, and Janajatis), who were otherwise left out previously from the development mainstream. The meaningful participation of such excluded group was considered essential in the context of establishing peace in a new political set up for prosperous Nepal. In particular, the Central and Eastern Terai areas including the Mid and Far-Western hills and mountains needed priority attention for such development as their HDI and GDI rates revealed a deprived situation. Since these areas are shelter for the majority of poor people, who were devoid of basic means of support for livelihoods and also that they were under the extreme social disparities, serving the need of these disadvantaged group of people became a matter of priority for QIPSI. 

The over all objective of QIPSI is to provide tangible and immediate livelihood benefits to the poor and excluded communities in the conflict-affected areas, especially those who did not benefit from the UNDP support in the past. It was implemented for six months (October 2007 – March 2008) for the first time. The management of the programme was directly entrusted to UNDP. Three ongoing UNDP programmes implementing QIPSI were: Decentralized Local Governance Support Programme (DLGSP), the Micro-enterprise Development Programme (MEDEP), and the Community Based Disaster Management Programme (CBDMP). Their selection was based on the comparative advantage of implementation of similar community development programmes for long time in the past.

1.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839673] Rationale for the Assessment  

After implementation of QIPSI for more than three and half years, it has generated significant wealth of knowledge, which could guide the future development of disadvantaged groups further. The regular monitoring process followed by UNDP has generated some information in this regard already. As QIPSI was implemented as a transition between the exit phase of DLGSP and the initial capacity building phase of LGCDP, the learning from its experience could become a valuable guide for the future. With this notion, the current assessment of QIPSI has been carried out.   

The focus of QIPSI was on immediate livelihood needs of the poor communities. It supported construction, repair and maintenance of rural infrastructures such as drinking water, micro-irrigation, health post, school building, roads, culverts, community building, installation of solar panel etc. It also supported micro-enterprise development and disaster mitigation activities. Strategically, QIPSI was unique in a sense that it was integrated with the programmes being run under DLGSP, MEDEP and CBDMP. The planning and implementation experiences gained from these different programme focuses and modalities in rendering services to the deprived segment of population with inclusion focus would be useful for future in the context of mainstreaming poor and conflict affected people in the development process. 

As LGCDP is focusing on the improvement of local governance and community development system, the best practices lessons emerged from planning and implementation of QIPSI would be valuable. Since the underlying emphasis of LGCDP is to link local governance with community development activities for a sector wide approach (SWAP), understanding the strengths including the areas requiring improvements in the evolving context of decentralization would be more important.

1.3 [bookmark: _Toc285839674]Objectives of the Assessment

Overall objective of this assessment is to document QIPSI experience including its governance processes and results in benefiting the conflict affected and deprived communities, who were largely excluded from the development mainstream in the past. Specific objectives related to this major objective were:    

· To identify outputs achieved against the objectives and results framework set for the QIPSI programme;
· Examine the extent of relevance of outputs to the priority need of the target groups served; 
· Examine sustainability potential of the QIPSI introduced activities; 
· Examine effectiveness of QIPSI Exit Strategy;
· Analyze contribution of QIPSI to the inception phase of LGCDP;
· Identify best practices generated by QIPSI in the improvement of livelihoods initiatives and governance practices; and 
· Identify ways and means of mainstreaming QIPSI lessons for the benefit of other projects in the future.

1.4 [bookmark: _Toc285839675]Scope of the Assessment 
 
The assessment covers activities undertaken by QIPSI. Aspects covered in the assessment primarily relate to the ToR provided by MLD/UNDP (See Annex – I for the ToR). For the assessment of efficiency and effectiveness, the performance of following three components is reviewed: 

· Community infrastructure projects and skill development training (implemented through DLGSP); 
· Micro-enterprise development (implemented through MEDEP); and ]
· Disaster mitigation projects - flood and diarrhoea outbreak (implemented through CBDMP). 

In particular, the assessment has focused on the relevance, management efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the planned and implemented components. Further, it has also examined sensitivity towards the dimensions of gender and social inclusion as they seemed relevant to the context:    

· Relevance (as compared to local needs and priorities)
· Management Efficiency (input use for envisaged output, time and cost; matching of management structures with organizing capacities; difference in the working situation during and conflict and post-peace accord situation; quality of the services delivered; conflict-sensitiveness of interventions etc.) 
· Effectiveness (extent of achievement of programme objectives) 
· Impact (changes and improvements at the household, community and VDC levels)
· Sustainability (sustainability of achieved changes / improvements at different  levels) 
· Sensitivity towards gender and social inclusion (extent of gender and social inclusion sensitiveness in the programmes implemented from community to the VDC and district levels) 

1.5 [bookmark: _Toc285839676]Methodology Followed

Information was obtained from both primary and secondary sources. The scope of collection was confined to the relevance towards the objectives and three components covered for the assessment.   

For the collection of information from primary source, a checklist was developed in line with the ToR (See Annex – II for the Checklist). Major aspects covered in the Checklist were: major achievements made under each component of the interventions, their effects on the target beneficiaries, efficiency and effectiveness in the use of resources, governance process followed in planning and implementing activities, impact of the implemented activities, potential sustainability of the intervention results, overall credibility of the QIPSI programme and learning emerged from QIPSI for future applications. 

For the collection of secondary information, the project documents relevant to the programme were consulted. In particular, the annual progress reports, common strategy document, monitoring reports and the evaluation report of DLGSP were reviewed.    

Dailekh, Dhanusa, Mahottari and Sunsari were visited for the field verification of some of the implemented activities. Interactions were held at the LDF/LDO officers, QIPSI staff members and the project beneficiaries including the users’ committee members. The duration of field visit was two weeks. Besides the field visits in these districts, consultations were also held with the DLGSP/LGCDP and the UNDP Monitoring Unit and the Governance Unit Officers (See Annex – III and IV for the filed visit schedule and the list of persons met). .    

II. [bookmark: _Toc285839677]OPERATIONAL MODALITIES AND ACHIEVEMENT OF QIPSI

2.1 [bookmark: _Toc285839678]Operational Modalities
 
The working modality followed by QIPSI made an attempt to capitalize on comparative advantage of ongoing UNDP programmes such as DLGSP, MEDEP and CBDMP. The programmes have expertise in the areas of QIPSI work undertaken. Similarly, the MLD has also its well extended arms with expertise right from the central to local levels. It was believed that the application of expertise of GoN and UNDP on the piloting of QUIPSI would add significant value to the expected results. For the use of available structure at the districts, QIPSI could effectively support to the communities with quick and effective delivery of services. 

The QIPSI Management Team was headed by an Assistant Resident Representative (EEDRRU) of UNDP as Project Manager, while the Programme Officer of Governance Unit was designated to work as Programme Officer of QIPSI. The M&E Analyst was tasked to monitor implemented activities including supervision and management of 7 field monitors deployed at the filed levels. A steering committee led by DRR/P was formed. It was represented by Team Leaders of participating programmes such as DLGSP, MEDEP and CBDMP. The committee provided strategic guidance to the implementation of QIPSI activities.  Following chart presents the organizational structure of QIPSI. 

Chart: Organizational Structure of QIPSI
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Unlike other projects, QIPSI got priority attention to ensure that its intended results are achieved as planned. Therefore, it gave importance to a monitoring system whereby seven field-based monitors were placed closer to the project locations. The activities entrusted to these monitors were closely supervised by M&E Analyst of UNDP. It contributed to bring findings reported by the field monitors to the notice of QIPSI management for necessary corrective actions. 

The seven field monitors were placed for 1 to 3 districts depending on the number of programmes being planned and implemented at different geographical locations. To the extent possible, the field monitors also suggested preventive approach to correct possible deviation between planned and implemented activities. They played proactive role in facilitating design of plans and implementation until the public audit function was over. They played the role of a coach in the community by objectivity keeping them limited to the role of a facilitator than playing the role of decision makers. Their focus was on making the community members effective to handle local development activities with minimal external support.  

VDC orientation meetings are organized for project selection. In this meeting, QIPSI is presented by explaining the project’s focus and priorities including its functioning mechanisms. Potential projects are identified the communities, which is prioritized at the VDC level. The VDC then puts forward its proposal to the LDF. In some cases, shortcuts were also taken. The funds were equally distributed between the wards rather selecting priorities according to the needs of the disadvantaged groups. In such cases, the project often encountered inadequacy of the QIPSI grant to complete the work as an intended standard. This also reveals a situation that the budget allocations determine design of project rather the project design based on the needs determining the budget allocation. 

QIPSI supported both new construction and maintenance of the existing structures following the priorities of beneficiaries targeted at the local level, 

2.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839679]Channelling of Funds

 (
Under the DLGSP before QIPSI, the fund was transferred to the Users Committee after a rigorous social mobilization process. However, in QIPSI, the transfer of fund followed short cut with simple orientation about social mobilization whereby the users committee was formed to become eligible to receive the fund. 
Source: Quick Impact and Peace Support Initiative, First Phase – (QIPSI-I), Completion Report, 2008
)DLGSP implemented the QIPSI components through LDF. For the first phase, the resources were directly transferred to LDF (i.e. not routing through the DDF), which then re-transferred the activity/project based fund to the Users’ Committee. Such direct transfer could save almost a month’s time in the transfer channel. On the contrary, the funds were transferred through local NGOs to the Users Committee in some districts, which took additional time for access to fund to the Users’ Committees. 

The practice of bypassing DDF route for quick transfer of funds for faster implementation of the project activities was abandoned in the QIPSI – II as it followed different treatment compared to other non-QIPSI projects. To maintain consistency in regular path of fund transfer, UNDP transferred the QIPSI funds to LGCDP first, which was then transferred to the DDF. The funds received by the DDF were then transferred to the LDF. The LDF then transferred the fund to the Users Committee. 

MEDEP channelled disbursement of QIPSI fund through its service provider called Business Development Service Providing Organization (BDSPO). The BDSPOs were identified by MEDEP in each district. They channelled the available funds directly to the local communities. In the case of CBDMP, the ground activities were implemented through the Red Cross Society Chapter remained in the district. The funds made available to the Nepal Red Cross Society District Chapter, was channelled to the community level to support the disaster mitigation activities (e.g. floods). These district chapters obtained support from the Central Office of Nepal Red Cross Society located in Kathmandu, as and when needed. 

Following chart summarizes different funding channels followed under different programmes: 

Chart: Funding Channels
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2.3 [bookmark: _Toc285839680]Major Achievements Under Different Components

QIPSI was implemented for four phases. The first phase of the project was implemented for 9 months including extension for three months until June 2008. During the first phase, a total of 539 community infrastructure projects were completed benefiting 38,170 households under the DLGSP. A total of 301 individuals were provided with vocational training in veterinary, agriculture and repair and maintenance of drinking water schemes. Under MEDEP, altogether 2,241 micro-entrepreneurs were developed in 49 VDCs of 6 districts. Likewise, under the CBDMP, a total of 17 flood mitigation structures were completed in 17 VDCs of 9 districts. The budget allocated for the implementation of QIPSI activities in the first phase for six months was of USD 2.09 million.

In view of the successful completion of first phase, a second phase was launched to support community infrastructure projects through the DLGSP with additional 10 conflict affected districts in the mid and far western development regions. This phase was introduced as one of the inception phase components of the new national Programme entitled “Local Governance and Community Development Programme (LGCDP) initiated from July 2008. The inception phase of LGCDP focused more on capacity development activities of local bodies including necessary policy support at the central level. In this process, the DLGSP/QIPSI focused on the poorest communities of 200 VDCs in 20 districts in the Terai, Mid and Far-Western Hills. In this phase, a total of 1047 community infrastructure projects (e.g. education, drinking water, roads and culverts, health and sanitation, micro irrigation, rural electrification etc.) were built in 200 VDCs of 20 districts. Projects related to the improvement of educational facilities and drinking water systems were often the top priorities set by the communities among the infrastructure projects. 

The livelihoods activities were implemented through MEDEP, which focused on pro–poor below the poverty line as its major target group for QIPSI. It emphasized entrepreneurship development of youths to divert their possible involvement in armed conflicts. It aimed at engaging the youths as its primary objective rather than simply looking for success of the enterprise. Accordingly, it introduced extra curricular activities in its entrepreneurship development package. The activity launched at Bateswor of Dhanusa district is a good example in this respect.
 
MEDEP focused on social inclusion first. Then it worked on economic empowerment of these target groups. Priority was given to the establishment of multiple enterprises. For the activities run under QIPSI, it followed direct channelling of funds to the users group. This was deliberately done to avoid the lengthy channel being followed in its regular programme. Such change was justified as QIPSI had to demonstrate some tangible results within a timeframe of 3 to 4 months. 

MEDEP provided grant to the entrepreneurs upon a condition of repayment. When repaid, such amount was deposited in MEDF, which is the association established by he group of entrepreneurs for their own benefit. The fund deposited in MEDF was used as revolving fund and invested for the enterprise development activities prioritized by the group. The repayment of grant was mandatory for all entrepreneurs to make them accountable for the money they take to run the enterprises. Except for the training provided to the entrepreneurs free of charge, MEDEP did not allow any free rider facility to the entrepreneur in business. 

MEDEP was open on the menu for selection of economic activities. It simply guided the entrepreneurs in analyzing their business plans but left the activity open for the entrepreneurs to select as per his/her choice. This practice made the entrepreneurs detailed information seeking on the possibilities of success of the enterprise before they invest. 
  
Most of the success stories of QIPSI/MEDEP were guided by the local conditions. Such successes serve as a better showpiece but their replication required detailed analysis of the local market potential first.

As QIPSI/MEDEP was implemented only for one year, it involved more demand than its supply capacity. To tackle the demand in the following years, MEDEP made an attempt to inherit QIPSI-like activities by integrating the programme into its regular programme, especially in the pro-poor areas. 

MEDEP’s experience of QIPSI implementation indicates that there was no coordination between the components such as QIPSI/MEDEP and QIPSI/DLGSP. As a result, they worked in the different areas and also produced different successful results.  

These findings are “reported achievements” than the actually validated ones in detail. Therefore, it involves the risk of wider generalization because the visits were made on some good experience sites, while leaving many others in the remote areas unverified. Given the nature of the activity such remote areas could have more chances of failure than the accessible areas. In view of this, it is suggested that there figures should be taken as indicative figures of success rather than the figures that have been sustained to date. To find whether these activities are still in operation or not, a specialized study focused on this aspect will be required. 

As it appears, the agro-based activities are more successful than other market situation dependent activities. Given the location of the project VDCs, closer to the Indian boarder most of the enterprise had to directly or indirectly compete with Indian imports of the Commodities they were supposed to produce under the MEDEP/QIPSI programme. Since most of the imported materials were cheaper than the materials produced by the Nepalese enterprises due to the use of imported raw materials which were taxed, the entrepreneur could not sell their products at a cheaper price. Given the proximity of boarder between India and Nepal, the import of finished products from India always surpasses the products of Nepal. 

As there was no follow up to MEDEP/QIPSI, the success has been counted only in terms of output of training. However, it is not complete because the purpose of implementing support through MEDEP is to run successful enterprises, which could sustain longer. While targeting the benefits for the excluded groups, it is even more challenging because the intervention needs to reach at precisely at the micro level where the successful access of entrepreneur/enterprise to the market is crucial. It requires careful selection of trade for training where the entrepreneur would have adequate capacity to compete in the open market environment. 

Majority of the target group members covered were male (nearly two – thirds). Caste/ethnicity wise, nearly 50 percent beneficiaries were Dalits and Janajatis followed by equal proportion of “others”.

Retaining the enterprise was one of the challenges for most trainees. As majority of the entrepreneurs had to find some other work to maintain their livelihoods besides MEDEP supported entrepreneurship, the likelihood of loosing momentum in their involvement was also great. Since most of them earned small income of less than Rs. 100 per day in average, it was not possible for them to live with the same occupation only. The dropout rate was more on women than men due to the difference in the marketable nature of the enterprise they had accessed. 

The success of MEDEP QIPSI was location specific too. As the success of enterprise is market dependent, access to local market facilities and demand was one of the crucial factors. The VDCs, which were closer to the market areas, were relatively better as compared to the ones distant form the market. Depending upon the nature of trade, they were affected. Given that the scale of operation of most of the enterprises run under QIPSI MEDEP were small, those established in the distant areas involved higher transactional cost both for the purchase of raw materials and also the sale of products. It subsequently affected level of profit thus a low motivation to continue the enterprise. 

Above all, the generalization of the implementation of MEDEP QIPSI like the infrastructure development and emergency preparedness was less useful given its more requirements of preparatory works. It had to first orient the person to join the enterprise with committed motivation and then to proceed with training. Even after training, it was then necessary to undertake follow up support for training employment linkages. Therefore, unlike other components of QIPSI, the quick result expected under MEDEP QIPSI with a short-cut could not be more effective. It was one of the reasons for discontinuation of QIPSI MEDEP in the second phase. 

[bookmark: _Toc209509903]In view of the destruction and damage caused on the livelihood assets by floods in the poor areas of Terai, mitigation support was provided through Community Based Disaster Management Project (CBDMP). The program was implemented in 17 VDCs of 9 QIPSI districts. Considering the comparative advantage of Nepal Red Cross Society (NRCS) in disaster management and the credibility it has on maintaining neutrality during implementation to focus on the target population, it was selected as a right implementation partner for the QIPSI activities. Its strong position in reaching the conflict and disaster hit areas was regarded as an added value for entrusting the implementation responsibilities. 

The project formed 17 community groups to construct flood mitigation works. It trained 361 community members on disaster management with the supply of emergency equipment (such as rescue kit and first aid kit) to each community groups. Around 38 percent of the trained community members were female. 

The communities have benefited from the availability of both trained human resources and the emergency equipment that could be used for flood emergencies. Partial support was provided for a boat was provided between 2 communities each in Dhanusa district. Such boats were used for transportation of people and goods including evacuation during the crisis period created by floods. 

MEDEP’s experience of implementing QIPSI indicates that it had to make some adjustments in its original working modality to introduce shortcut approach as compared to regular approach followed for sustainable development of the enterprises. However, it required rigorous backstopping to retain the entrepreneurs at work (UNDP Monitoring Report, 2009). Though it was successful to deliver quick support to communities vulnerable to the conflict and engage unemployed youths in the enterprise development activities, its relative performance on the involvement of women entrepreneurs in QIPSI was 53 percent as compared to 68 percent in the regular programme.    

Since the flood mitigation programme of QIPSI was launched for the benefit of poor and disadvantaged communities, it served larger number of Dalits (39 percent), followed by Janajati in the second place (33 percent). In the case of others, the number of beneficiaries was around 28 percent.

According to the Monitoring Report, 2008 of UNDP the disaster mitigation component lagged behind to some extent due to limited capacity of NRCS. Therefore, its implementation took longer time than originally expected.  



In May, 2009, the second phase of QIPSI was expanded to cover the flood affected people of 9 VDCs of Sunsari and Saptari districts. Under this extension, a total of 251 infrastructure projects were completed benefiting 16,064 households. 
QIPSI was again extended for the third phase in November 2009. It supported diarrhoea affected districts such as Dailekh, Jajarkot and Achham districts covering 38 VDCs comprised of 13 VDCs in Dailekh, 10 in Jajarkot and 15 in Achham. 

QIPSI – III was launched till July 2010. As its coverage was not adequate to meet the need of all diarrhoea affected households in the district, it has been extended for the fourth phase.    

Following Table summarizes the achievements made by QIPSI during its three phases and also the targets set for fourth phase which are ongoing:
[bookmark: _Toc280864335][bookmark: _Toc280865480][bookmark: _Toc280977803] 
[bookmark: _Toc285839681]
Table - 1: Summary of Major Achievements
 
	Projects
	Achievements
	No. of Districts 
	No. of VDCs

	Phase – I *
	
	
	

	DLGSP: No. of community projects completed
	539
	

10
	

60

	No. of benefiting households
	38,170
	
	

	No. of persons trained on vocational subjects
	301
	
	

	MEDEP : Micro-enterprise development
	2,241
	6
	49

	CBDMP : Flood mitigation structures
	17
	9
	17

	Phase – II**
	
	
	

	DLGSP: Community infrastructure projects
	1,110
	
20
	
200

	No. of benefiting households
	147,537
	
	

	Policy support at the central level
	
	
	

	Phase – III***
	
	
	

	Infrastructure development projects in the flood affected areas (Sunsari and Saptari)
	
251
	

2
	

9

	No. of benefiting households
	16,064
	
	

	Support to the diarrhoea affected areas in Dailekh, Accham and Jajarkot with construction of drinking water supply system, toilets and upgrading of health/sub-health posts
	

115
	

3
	

38

	No. of benefiting households
	5,475
	
	

	Awareness raising about personal hygiene
	
	
	

	Phase – IV****
	
	
	

	Support to the diarrhoea affected areas in Dailekh (Ongoing) 

Drinking water 
Tap
Toilets 
Upgrading of health/sub-health posts 
	

6
19
972
1
	

1
	

14

	Awareness raising about personal hygiene 
	Ongoing


   *    From October 2007 to June 2008                 
  **    From July 2008 to April 2009
 ***   From May 2009 to November 2009
****   From November 2009 to June 2010

(See Annex – V Tables for further details)

Unlike other regular development programmes, QIPSI covered 36 percent Dalit beneficiaries followed by 40 percent Janajatis. Remaining 24 percent beneficiaries covered were from other social groups. QIPSI has been effective in making a significant shift in the proportion of participation of Dalits, which is even higher when compared to the proportion represented in aggregate at the national level (UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009).

2.4 [bookmark: _Toc285839682]
Monitoring of Implemented Activities

 (
A unique feature of QIPSI has been intensive monitoring by UNDP.
 
In the first phase, seven field monitors were engaged to monitor implementation in 10 districts. In the second phase, the seven field monitors continued their work in 11 districts.
 
Additionally, UNDP’s field office staff in Nepalgunj and Dadeldhura devoted their time to monitoring QIPSI in the new hill districts. From January 2009, the new UNDP field office teams (a total of 11 monitoring staff based in Dadeldhura, Nepalgunj and Biratnagar), continued to monitor QIPSI intensively. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)UNDP did not devote much time and resources for careful monitoring in the past. However, from 2005 onwards it decided to monitor field activities rigorously. Accordingly, the Field Monitoring Visits Policy was revised in July 2007. Since then, it has thoroughly monitored monitoring field activities for better results. The monitoring activities carried out, so far, have ensured criteria based selection of beneficiary communities is a transparent way. It also contributed to ensure participation of intended beneficiaries, including women and men from the most disadvantaged groups. It also introduced a practice that delivery of services is made according to the work plans. It also initiated assessment of immediate impacts and potential sustainability of the interventions. All these actions have contributed to foster peace and harmony without addition of new tensions in the country. 

It was mandatory for every Monitoring Officer to visit the beneficiary community at least three times: once during the initial planning phases, once during implementation of activities (construction of infrastructure, training and/or initiation of entrepreneurial activities), and once in the last four to six weeks of the project, to assess immediate impacts and potential sustainability. 

III. [bookmark: _Toc285839683]MANAGEMENT EFFECIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IMPLEMENTED PROGRAMMES

3.1 [bookmark: _Toc285839684]Social Inclusion

Since the earlier programmes could not adequately address the needs of the poor despite covering 66 districts and 880 VDCs, the DLGSP realized the need of covering additional areas with programmes focused on immediate effects. Accordingly, during its new expansion regime, the Government and DLGSP decided to strictly target the disadvantaged VDCs as well as communities based on the identification of areas where the concentration of DAGs[footnoteRef:2] is high. A total of 7 indicators applied for the mapping of DAGs across the country were as follows:  [2:  As UNICEF/DACAW defines, the DAGs are the groups dependent upon daily-wage labor or occupational or other work for their livelihood, which is barely sufficient to sustain their daily needs; they are landless or have some marginal land or have food sufficiency for less than 6 months a year; they are unable to access minimum education, health and other services provided by the state; they lack the confidence to voice even legitimate demands and basic social, economic, political, religious and other rights; they lack access to the decision making process even within their community or at the local level; they are excluded from participating in the developmental mainstream; and they are socio-culturally excluded, subordinated or suppressed.
] 


· Percentage of households with food sufficiency of less than 3 months in a year;
· Percentage of marginalized households;
· Condition of primary school/s (if there is one);
· Status of sub-health post (if there is one);
· Level of participation of Dalit, women, Janajati and other minority groups (in planning, implementation and decision making);
· Prevalence of gender discrimination; and
· Level of households at risk (vulnerability) 

A survey was conducted with numerical codes to obtain scores on these indicators. The results were grouped into 4 categories. Based on the assessment of these scores, the VDCs were grouped into 4 DAG categories as follows: 

Table - 2: DAG Characteristic Categories

	Survey Score
	Characteristic
	DAG Category

	
Less than 10 percent 
	
Very low concentration of DAG
	
DAG I

	10 – 14 percent
	Low concentration of DAG
	DAG II

	15 – 21 percent
	Medium concentration of DAG
	DAG III

	More than 21 percent 
	High concentration of DAG
	DAG IV


Source: MLD/UNDP/NORWAY, 2008

From the abovementioned categorization process, the number of VDCs falling under different categories was identified as follows:  
 
Table - 3: Number of VDCs under Different DAG Categories

	DAG Status
	Total No. of VDCs in the Country
	No. of VDCs Covered by DLGSP
	Percent of VDCs Covered
	Percent of Uncovered VDCs

	
DAG I
	45
	20
	44.4
	55.6

	DAG II
	642
	183
	28.5
	71.5

	Sub-total
	687
	203
	29.5
	70.5

	DAG III
	2,327
	559
	24.0
	76.0

	DAG IV
	612
	118
	19.3
	80.7

	Sub-total
	2,939
	677
	23.0
	77.0

	Total
	3,626
	880
	24.3[footnoteRef:3] [3:  This percentage will be 22.4 if all 3,915 VDCs of the country are included. This is more correct because in the districts not included, there are no VDPs.] 

	75.7


Source: MLD/UNDP/NORWAY, 2008

In relative terms, the proportion of uncovered left outs were higher for DAG III and DAG IV. Therefore, these categories have been particularly considered relatively poor and disadvantaged.

 (
Selection of QIPSI VDC was based on representation of disadvantaged groups mapping adopted by MLD with first priority to DAG 4 VDC followed by DAG 3 VDC. The selection of DAG mapping VDC reduced political influence in the choice of project in other better-off areas. 
Source: 
UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)One of the advantages of taking DAG IV areas was that the selection process did not suffer much from the political pressure, which could be the case for previous interventions. This was so mainly because all political could not go against the selection of really disadvantaged areas and communities as these communities were mostly not exposed to development support before. 

 (
Exclusive targeting focus of QIPSI is more effective in reducing the threat of elite capture in the concentrated areas of the selected target group (such as Dalits and Muslims in the Terai). However, in the areas, where communities are more mixed, care must be taken in prioritizing the area. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)QUIPSI-II applied DAG-based area selection criterion for the first time in the history of DLGSP since 2006. It contributed to build consensus among all villagers irrespective of their elite behaviour and the political inclinations. Such consensus was formed in the spirit of priorities envisaged for new Nepal, which is based on the inclusion of the previously excluded communities. QIPSI contributed to build confidence among the planners and practitioners that proper targeting is possible with strict indicator-based selection criteria. 

 (
Overall, the quick approach was appreciated, as visible results were achieved in much shorter periods of time than with regular development projects. QIPSI has brought about a change in people’s thinking that the development projects 
can
 
be completed quickly if all stakeholders are actively engaged. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)As QIPSI employed field monitors, they visited at least 3 times to each project site. Such visits were useful in obtaining information about the various stages of implementation. As compared to other regular programmes, QIPSI was relatively quicker and cooperative in the achievement of results. QIPSI was quick to deliver its support to the communities.  

QIPSI involved traditionally excluded groups, not just as the passive beneficiaries but as active actors fro their own development. This is revealed from the representation of 44 percent Dalits in the Users Committee, followed by 16 percent Janajati and 8 percent Muslim. Similarly, around 52 percent Dalits, 16 percent Janajatis and 9 percent Muslims have been found as bank signatories in 17 districts. This indicated increased participation of socially excluded groups in representing the official positions for the control over resources. 

3.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839685]Cost Effectiveness of Implemented Programmes

 (
Awareness of the users group emerged from QIPSI has enhanced consciousness about the importance of transparency. It has helped to make the estimates very close to the real costs. It has even posed challenge to the reality of estimated cost of other projects. 
Source: Quick Impact and Peace Support Initiative, First Phase – (QIPSI-I), Completion Report, 2008
)QIPSI provided opportunity for the community people to be involved in managing financial transactions and procurement. It helped them to be aware about how much is available and how effectively the resource should be used for the benefit of all. According to the field officers, their direct involvement in planning and implementation process has also contributed to reduce total cost of the community-level projects. It is mainly because they were effective in applying cost control mechanisms and also that they did much of the work voluntarily. 

3.3 [bookmark: _Toc285839686]Gender Mainstreaming 

 (
Decline of untouchability practices 
The opportunity of working together for a common community facility contributed to reduce untouchability in the tradition bound communities. For example, in Gadha VDC of Siraha district, the Mushahars jointly launched community building and drinking water projects with Dom. It helped to use them QIPSI-supported artesian boring facility in common, which could not have been possible otherwise in the past. Source: 
UNDP Monitoring Report, June 9.
) (
Not just a ceremonial cha
ir
A Dalit woman chaired the users committee of sun-bathroom project in Jalpapur VDC in Saptari. She knows all about what the group has done and purchased. She even compared the prices and decided to buy cost-effective materials fro the project. She maintained accounts for all expenses incurred. She is a good example to prove that women have enough confidence and working ability if brought to forefront for a task. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)The design of QIPSI required inclusion of women and the people belonging to the traditionally excluded groups. For each project, the participation of at least one-third women in the Users Committee and a female bank signatory was expected. Such policy contributed to mainstream gender in the development process. According to the UNDP Monitoring Report, the participation of women in 18 districts out of the 20 districts revealed 43 percent representation in the Users Committee. In 17 out of 20 districts, 51 percent of the bank signatories were women. Though their participation was encouraging, their task required them to travel to the district headquarters, which in a way was a burden for young mothers with small child. 

When women are made responsible for a task, they devote do the hard work to produce better results. Citing a women implemented drinking water supply project in Bansi VDC will be useful in this context. According to the UNDP Monitoring report, 2009 a drinking water supply project was prioritized in this VDC with active participation of local women in the Users Committee. 

 (
In Kuntibandali VDC, Accham, 
the villagers used to fetch 
water from 
two different 
wells
. One well was used by 
Dalits
, while the other one was used by 
non-Dalits
. When 
QIPSI III support
ed 
renovation of 
the water 
source, 
it designed 
one reservoir tank 
to be used by 
both 
Dalits and non-Dalits. This was accepted through discussion of the QIPSI with both groups. Currently, the tap is in smooth operation and both are fetching water form the same tap without any untouchability conflict. 
 Source: UNDP Monitoring report, 2010. 
)Out of nine members in the Committee, six were women. The Committee was chaired by a woman. When the users committee started construction of the drinking water supply system, it made a rule that both skilled women and men would get equal wage without any gender discrimination. They provide more working opportunity to women representing abut 80 percent of the total labour contributed by skilled workers. Three new water taps were installed, which are now used by 19 Dalit and 5 non-Dalit households. There is no untouchability barrier in fetching the water. It demonstrates women’s ability to work as successful manager, implementer as well as leader. These women are developing their project management skills at work.

3.4 [bookmark: _Toc285839687]Beneficiary Participation Opportunities

QIPSI provided opportunity for participation of the intended target groups, who were otherwise excluded in the past. These target groups were involved in selecting their priorities, planning the activities and implementing them. For implementation, Users Committees were formed making the beneficiary representatives accountable for the management overall project implementation task with a provision of request for technical support from the LDF as necessary. 

In each project, the committee was represented by seven to nine members including at least 33 percent women. Such participation opportunity provided to the beneficiaries and their representatives directly made all QIPSI projects as a project of internalizing the concept of “help people themselves”.   

 (
QIPSI supported toilets for 45 households 
i
n Laha VDC of Jajarkot, leaving 
around other 
38 
households of similar character (i.e. 
Dalit and 
J
anajati
 
households
). These left out
 
households 
complained that 
why 
they 
we
re 
not included in the project despite representing similar characters. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, 2010. 
)The awareness level of disadvantaged groups has significantly through QIPSI, which has also increased their demand. They have started advocating their rights. Those who have got opportunity to participate they have been attending the tasks entrusted by the users committee with enthusiasm. However, at places where the demands exceed supply and the need of some is not met despite the enhanced awareness, it invites some questions about justification of selecting the project in one area as opposed to the other. To overcome such situation, it would be better for the QIPSI-like programmes to cover all households in an area, rather than spreading the resources over several areas thinly.

3.5 [bookmark: _Toc285839688] Financial Delivery

QIPSI was effective in utilizing its allocations effectively. Of the total budget allocated for the operation and programme costs, it spent 97 percent and 95 percent budget, respectively.     

Table - 4: Total Budget Delivery Status

	Particulars
	Type of Budget (In Rupees)

	
	Operation
	Programme

	
Allocated 
	      19,962,000 
	      147,579,740 

	Delivered
	   19,296,952 
	 140,281,743 

	Balance
	      765,048 
	     7,297,997 

	Percent Spent
	97
	95


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2009.

QIPSI exceeded its physical targets in most cases. In QIPSI-I, total budget of $ 2.09). Out of this budget, its average financial delivery was 90 percent, where the DLGSP delivered 98 percent of its budget ($ 1.2 million) followed by 82 percent for CBDMP (from $ 0.39 million). In the case of MEDEP, the financial delivery was about 78 percent (out of $ 0.5 million).  

3.6 [bookmark: _Toc285839689]Technical Supervision 

 (
In 
Jajarkot
, the 
technicians did not reach 
to 
the project sites soon 
after their supervision service was demanded
. 
As most of 
the
m 
were working 
for 
other LDF-supported projects
 too
, 
they could 
not 
remain standby 
for 
the supervision of 
QIPSI 
activities
. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, 2010.
)As all OIPSI projects were small in size, the number of projects to be implemented in the district was larger than what could be technically supervised. Therefore, the LDF/DTO tasked to oversee these projects lacked necessary technical backstopping capacities. In some cases, they outsourced such task to the NGOs, while in other cases it simply delayed the implementation process as the release of instalments were tied up with the technical supervision reports submitted by these officers.     

IV. [bookmark: _Toc285839690]FIELD VERIFICATION OF IMPLEMENTED ACTIVITIES AND RESULTS

The extent of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and sensitivity towards gender and social inclusion of the QIPSI projects as revealed from the field visits are presented below:
4.1 [bookmark: _Toc285839691]Relevance of Implemented Activities 

The “Quick Impact and Peace Support Initiatives (QIPSI) implemented in different phases was designed to provide tangible and immediate livelihood support to the poorest of the poor and socially excluded communities in conflict affected areas of  Terai districts and vulnerable communities of Terai and Hill districts. 

The Phase I of QIPSI (October 2007 to June 2008) concentrated on 60 VDCs of 10 Terai districts. Selection of the VDCs was based on the "DAG Mapping" criteria and the community selected was from the least developed, poor, deprived, and minority groups where there was no history of development activities implemented in the past.
 
In the second phase of QIPSI (July 2008 to November 2009) ten additional conflict affected districts in mid and far-western development region were selected for the programme implementation. The programme focused on immediate livelihood needs of the poorest communities of 200 VDCs of 20 districts in the Terai, and Mid- and Far-Western Hills. In May 2009, the second phase of QIPSI was expanded to cover the flood affected people of nine VDCs of Sunsari and Saptari districts. As in the first phase, the project continued to support deprived and excluded communities with result oriented tangible projects and immediate relief packages to the victims of the Koshi flood. 

QIPSI phase III (December 2009 July 2010) was implemented to support diarrhea affected districts namely Dailekh, Jajarkot and Achham of Mid and Far-west Development Region. Based on the mapping of diarrhea affected VDCs, the project supported for the supply of potable water, construction of toilets and upgrading of health / sub-health post along with awareness on personnel hygiene. 

QIPSI phase IV (August 2010 to December 2010) is under implementation in Dailekh. The project is being implemented by LDF. It has envisaged completing 19 drinking water taps and 972 units of toilet to the diarrhea affected communities.

All the projects implemented by QIPSI under different phases have been found relevant. They were successful in addressing the need of deprived and excluded communities with immediate and tangible benefits. Such benefits have provided some relief to the livelihood of poor and socially discriminated people. The projects were relevant not only because they got opportunity to express their priorities but also that they got opportunity to directly involve in the implementation management process, which indeed was a new enthusiastic experience for most of them. With their contribution in the development process, they were able to create a tangible physical asset in their community. Such asset not only remained as a by-product of their cooperation but also a symbol of unity and peace in the village.
4.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839692]Implementation Efficiency

The QIPSI was designed to respond to the immediate need of people in a short time. A total of 922 infrastructures were completed benefiting 191,183 families. In comparison to other projects implemented in the past, the QIPSI projects were completed soon with encouraging participation of the locals. Attempts were made to release the budget directly to save time for the quicker results. 

Transparency of the transactions were well maintained in most of the projects by fixing a hording board at the construction site with the presentation of details related to the project cost and completion deadline. The budget allocations and expenditures were discussed in the periodic meetings fro the reasons of maintaining transparency. The users committees were required to conduct and face public audits for the satisfaction of all. 

The supervision of infrastructure works was periodically done by the LDF technicians. Besides, LGCDP and UNDP, the Field Monitors also visited the construction sites frequently (at least 3 times) and monitored work-in-progress as well as the process being followed. 

Local materials and craftsperson were used to the maximum possible. In most of the cases, the quality of work performed is found well maintained and suitable to the local standard. 

The efficiency of implementation of some project activities were affected as the timing for their implementation overlapped with the farming season. In many instances, budget release in time was found to be a problem. The timely delivery was mostly affected by delayed organizational process for verification of work, unmet project requirements and distant location of the project sites.

4.3 [bookmark: _Toc285839693]Effectiveness in Producing Desired Results

As mentioned elsewhere, QIPSI projects have been found highly effective as they were the priority projects of needy people, who were deprived and excluded from the opportunity of expressing their demands. The effectiveness was also influenced by some days of paid work made available to the skilled persons at the local level and the vale added by the created physical asset in making their life comfortable. 

Most of the facilities created by the users committees with the help of their QIPSI and their fellow beneficiaries are in operation. Almost all users’ committee members have bigger plans to be involved in similar development activities in the future. 

The size and quality of the project work is associated with the budget available.  The community members who were successful in receiving adequately bigger budget have used better materials, while those with the smaller budget have used low cost materials. To complete the work as planned, some users committee have even raised additional contributions from the beneficiaries to meet the gap of any kind. This kind of situation reveals their preparedness to make effective use of created infrastructure well in advance. 

QIPSI has been able to reach to the rundown people and has raised the awareness on their rights to development. The skills and level of confidence has been enhanced in implementing the development projects among the community people. Almost all infrastructures completed by the users’ groups have been effectively used.  

4.4 [bookmark: _Toc285839694] Impact and Sustainability of the Implemented Projects 

Two types of communities observed in the QIPSI area were: (a) community with strong foundation of social mobilization from the time of DLGSP, and (b) community, where groups were newly formed and they were not matured from the social mobilization prospective. 

The projects implemented in the type (a) area have better potential for sustainability mainly because the users’ group of such area has already established necessary organizational links from cluster to district level. They also have knowledge to mobilize local resources and undertake efficient implementation responsibilities. They have mobilized savings and credit for mutual support. Such groups have linked their maintenance provisions by keeping some funds aside. Some of them have even invested such fund for credit purposes to earn interest and supplement their maintenance budget.
  
The type (b) communities were newly formed and they were not matured from the social mobilization perspective. Therefore, they are a bit slower in managing their projects and do not have experience to generate and mobilize fund for maintenance. For such groups of without a financial base has some doubts can be raised on sustainability.  Though QIPSI’s immediate action for tangible output has created positive environment in the development of the remote areas, it is still not fully strong in institutional terms. One of the reasons for such situation is QIPSI’s heavy focus on the result than in a sustaining process. 

Though there are rooms for improvement on the process side, the situation does not seem so pessimistic. This is mainly because QIPSI has contributed to raise the level of consciousness of the community members very high. As the activities implemented are their selection and also that they are based on their priority needs, the type (b) area also can pick up gradually. One important lesson that QIPSI has taught to all members of its project area is the development can flourish with harmony, teamwork and cooperation.  In addition, the capacity and level of confidence of local people, especially women, religious minority and Dalits have been increased to implement the development projects. It is hoped that the same capacity will be an asset for the community members to mobilize resources and up-keep the project accounts in a transparent way. Among other things, the benefit of QIPSI can also be seen on strengthening of social cohesion and reduction of conflicts for local development. 

4.5 [bookmark: _Toc285839695]Sensitivity towards Gender and Social Inclusion 

Exclusive focus maintained through DAG mapping with first priority to DAG – 4 (most disadvantaged) and then to DAG – 3 was very useful to reduce the threat of “elite capture”. The adoption of selection criteria such as social acceptance, technical feasibility and economic viability contributed to enhance the chances of sustainability of implemented projects. It helped to promote ownership and accountability among the beneficiaries including focus on the quality of work. 

QIPSI safeguarded projects for deprived and excluded communities. As the projects are implemented directly in the targeted communities inhabited by the majority of deprived ethnic and religious minorities, who never got chance to be a part of development, the chance for elite to snatch the advantage is less. If someone dares to do so eve for a small project that these poor people are accessing, it will simply spoil their reputation in the village. Once women and Dalits are included in the management committee, they are united to raise their common voice to establish their rights.  

(See Annex – VI, for further details about the verified cases). 

V. [bookmark: _Toc285839696]BREADTH VERSUS DEPTH OF IMPLEMENTED PROGRAMMES 

Objective wise, QIPSI attempted to cover both breadths versus depth. Given the limited resource it had against the greater demands to cover, it had to thinly allocate its resources to reach to the majority of the disadvantaged groups. Accordingly, it supported more number of small projects that could be extended to all the 20 districts covered by the programme. In doing so, it did not compromise the depth of the results so much too. As almost all selected projects were priority need based, they could also largely cover the depth of tangible results as envisaged.      
[bookmark: _Toc285839697]
5.1 
Human and Social Capital Formation

 (
Weak social mobilization 
=
 poor result
s
The poor and excluded communities, which have little experience in the development work require 
well trained social mobilizer
 
and committed Users’ Committee for successful completion of the project. The social mobilizer has important role to play, especially when working with the traditionally excluded communities. 
Where both technical backstopping and social mobilization have been weak, there have been serious problems. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)The DLGSP selected VDP implementation VDCs in its first set for the piloting purpose. When this model demonstrated success as intended, other non-VDP areas were also selected with priority to the awareness raising factors. In the VDP areas, social mobilization process was thoroughly followed before the Users Committees were entrusted with projects to implement. It provided them an opportunity to form well though Users Committee with adequate time spent in the social mobilization process. However, in the case of non-VDP VDCs, they simply got some basic orientations to form the committee and then they were entrusted with the implementation responsibility of a project immediately. Though such attempt was successful in implementing the project activities, it involved rigorous follow up needs for support to streamline the tasks to be accomplished. According to the experience of field officers, working with the VDP implemented VDC was relatively easier than the non-VDP VDC, which lacked social mobilization before involvement in the implementation of project activities. 

 (
In Jajarkot, s
ocial mobilization 
could not be carried out 
sufficient
ly
 
due to the limitation of staff.
 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, 2010.
)In some districts, the LDF hired NGOs for support to social mobilization and technical assistance. These recruitments contributed to ensure delivery of quality services as expected. However, in some other districts, the LDF/DDC did not think of investing for such arrangements.    

5.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839698]Ability to Work in the Conflict Area 

In general, QIPSI has not been hampered while many VDC Secretaries are still not present in their working area due to their perceived threats. In the case of LDF staff and UNDP Monitoring Officers, they visit to the working area freely without any threat. 

5.3 [bookmark: _Toc285839699]Formation of Physical Capital 

QIPSI was useful in developing community infrastructure and improved the status of physical capital in the rural communities. The support provided to roads and culverts has improved access to transportation facilities, while the support extended for drinking water facilities has reduced water fetching time spent by women. Similarly, the development of irrigation facilities (e.g., borings, pump sets, canal) has contributed to more production of agricultural commodities, which has ultimately contributed to raising of household income of the local people. The support provided for school buildings has not only increased physical capital but also contributed to develop human capital. The support extended for health and sanitation facilities were other physical capital added in the rural areas. 

5.4 [bookmark: _Toc285839700]Utilization of Natural Resources

 (
Control of natural disasters 
Three out of 4 QIPSI-supported projects, some landslide control mechanisms were introduced. They helped to save 15 ropanis of cultivated land. Similarly, in Kholichaur village, 15 houses were saved. The protection provided for 
Tribhuwan
 
Primary School
 benefited 295 students 
Source: UNDP Monitoring report, June 2009.
 
)QIPSI contributed to make use of locally available materials in the local development works. The villagers provided their labour support to transport sand, boulder and timber for the construction work that benefited local people. In some places, these materials were used to control landslides and cultivated land. Similarly, some activities were undertaken to protect houses and schools that were at risk due to their vulnerabilities of natural disaster. 

5.5 [bookmark: _Toc285839701]Contribution to the Peace Building

 (
Overall, the QIPSI has been successful to achieve its objective of being quick, having immediate impact on the ground and providing “peace dividend” particularly to poor and excluded communities. 
Source: Quick Impact and Peace Support Initiative, First Phase – (QIPSI-I), Completion Report, 2008
)Responsive and inclusive democracy is necessary for a country to develop. Since the disadvantaged groups represent a larger segment of the population, their progress in the first place is necessary for the country to develop. The overriding principle followed by QIPSI in catching up the development of disadvantaged segment of the population is a transformation view based concept in itself. It not only benefits the poor but also other well-off sections of the population in Nepal because the country has already seen the decade long conflict emerged out of poverty, exclusion and social discriminations.  To prevent a peaceful society free of any threat of poverty and deprivation, the concern of all well-off people and the poor people will be to select the programme like QIPSI, which contributes to harmonize the communities for peace. 

One of the major objectives of QIPSI was to engage unemployed youths at work so that they will be less attentive towards joining the armed groups. Their involvement in such armed groups was primarily pushed by their poverty and absence of alternative means of living. If they were engaged in earning the livelihoods from other sources, it could automatically drag them down to follow other productive activities peacefully. The success demonstrated by the youths of  (
Fostering a culture of working together
The social conflict between Hindu and Muslim groups was high in one of the VDCs of Mahottari district. These groups hardly came together to discuss the initiatives for common development for their area. With school support and irrigation canal construction prioritized under QIPSI, these groups agree to work under one umbrella of Users Committee and completed implementation of the project as originally scheduled. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)Batteswor VDC in Dhanusa in this direction was an example to such situation. Instead of joining the armed groups, they rather opened cooperatives and set up sugarcane crushers through MEDEP. These activities were effective in reintegrating youths who were otherwise working for the armed groups with no other choice. 

Similar example is found in Silorwa VDC in Siraha, where the youths have established a “tent house”. These youths were asked to join armed groups by different gangs. However, with the opportunity to start their own business under the support of Rs. 45,000.- from MEDEP, the youths started doing their own group business. They were encouraged to do a job of their own. It motivated them to invest Rs. 63,000.- from their side on top of the support they received from MEDEP.  

Since Nepal is attempting to achieve successful conclusion of peace process envisaged under the Comprehensive Peace Agreement signed in November 2006, providing peace dividends to the people remained one of the primary concerns of QIPSI. Accordingly, the infrastructures rehabilitation and livelihoods development activities were implemented for social cohesion. These activities were useful in bringing harmony in the villages and maintain respect to each others’ respect. The construction and rehabilitation of community halls, Madrasa, small irrigation schemes and drinking water facilities are some good examples of such activities. Involvement of people in these works jointly is expected bring harmony in the village societies and consolidate the peace process among the conflict affected people. Through these activities, the rebels and the IDPs have both been able to work together for the betterment of their village. 

5.6 [bookmark: _Toc285839702]Contribution to the Development of Remote Areas

QIPSI was successful to demonstrate that the area based approach can bring out concrete results even within a short period. It was effective also because it was thoroughly monitored by the UNDP Monitoring Officers and immediate corrective measures were taken once he responsible Programme Officers were informed about the delays and deviations. The M&E team passed information about its observations to the Governance Unit without any delay. The Governance Unit then followed up the delays and deviations immediately with the implementation partners and resolved the issues right away. It also made suggestions to the DDC and LDF teams to make necessary improvement in their areas of interventions to achieve intended results of the project. Such synergy built in the process of planning and intervention of activities with necessary corrective measures made the QIPSI-attempted area based approach successful.    

5.7 [bookmark: _Toc285839703]Adoption of Transparency Practices

 (
QIPSI guidelines specified the need of ensuring transparency during project implementation through:  
Training of members of the Users’ Committee about project implementation (covering subjects such as records keeping, how to write a cheque, how to analyze cost estimate etc.).
Handing over of the cheques in a mass meeting.  
Beneficiaries discussion in the meetings about expenditures incurred from each installment received. 
Establishment of hoarding board with project details. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)QIPSI has also demonstrated that transparency is critical to success of project. As the activities were emerged form the locally identified priorities of the communities, their preparedness to contribute to the implementation process was high. As the activities and spending of budgets were discussed in the meetings, all transactions were transparent to the local villagers. Such transparencies not only helped to feel satisfaction over the transaction but also motivated them further to do good for the community.      

QIPSI maintained transparency throughout implementation starting from the VDC selection until public audit. After selecting VDC, orientation was provided about the purpose of programme and estimated budget in a mass meetings represented targeted beneficiaries, social workers, teachers and related development actors. The users committee was formed with the representation of women and targeted people from the excluded communities. 

To make the transactions visible to all, the cheques were handed over in the mass meetings held at community level, as far as possible. In some cases the users’ committee members had to travel to the district headquarters to obtain the cheque. After obtaining the cheque, they were required to report the amount of cheque they brought to the committee members and deposit the amount in the bank. 

 (
The hoarding boards provided information about funding, nature of work and the timeline of project. This generated pressure on the Users’ Committee to complete the stipulated work of the project on time.
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)The users committees were required to discuss monthly update about the work-in-progress and related financial status of the project. They were required to establish hoarding boards with project details including the budget.  After completion of the project, they were required to face public audits, which often shares comprehensive information. The public audit was useful in building trust and improving accountability as well as transparency.

The application of QIPSI guidelines has been useful to mitigate fiduciaries. Some DDCs have replicated QIPSI block grant guidelines for non-QIPSI projects as well. The LDF staff use these guidelines in common. There is a need to internalize its use more widely in other projects in the future. 

5.8 [bookmark: _Toc285839704]Fulfilling Gaps of Availability of Skilled Technicians at the Local Level

Most of the QIPSI districts lacked skilled technicians to work in the infrastructure development and agricultural activities. Realizing this local need and also to create a poor of village technicians for repair and maintenance of infrastructures developed under QIPSI, it provided training to the locals on veterinary services, agriculture, masonry and other technical areas. Such training has ensured availability of some skilled human resources at the local level, who are now involved in repair, maintenance and further development of QIPSI activities. 

The village technicians were trained for 14 to 35 days depending upon the subject of training. In the year 2007-2008 alone, around 301 community members benefited from such support. According to QIPSI Monitoring Report, 2008, about 80 percent of trainees are active in running the community-managed service centres. These centres provide service to meet the village needs together with an opportunity for these trained youths to earn income for their families.   

Of the total trainees, around 47 percent are Dalits, 38 percent Janajatis and remaining 15 percent are from other caste/ethnic groups, which is encouraging. However, the participation of women in these training programmes was relatively small. Of a total of 301 persons trained, the representation of women has been recorded as only 4 percent. This indicates poor participation of women in skilled technical works.  

5.9 [bookmark: _Toc285839705]Entrepreneurship Development among the Poor and Excluded 

QIPSI/MEDEP organized training programmes for the disadvantaged groups in view of 14 subject areas broadly categorized by the Government of Nepal in view of the current labour market opportunity for employment of the unemployed youths. These enterprises included: bee keeping; bamboo products; chemical and chemical products; food products and beverages; footwear, leather and leather products; metal and engineering products; non-metallic mineral products; non-timber forest products; others; paper and paper products; repair services; services; fibres, textiles and clothing; and wood and timber products. According to the UNDP Monitoring Report, 2008 various types of micro enterprise were supported through QIPSI/MEDEP. Among them, around 31 percent enterprises were service based followed by food products and beverages enterprise 23 percent.  

The micro-enterprise development support was launched in 49 VDCs of 6 QIPSI districts.  It developed 2,241 micro-entrepreneurs surpassing the original target of 2,100 (UNDP Monitoring Report, 2008). These micro-entrepreneurs were organized into 180 micro-entrepreneurs groups. They are clustered into 36 micro-entrepreneurs groups associations and are then federated at the district level. 

Most of the entrepreneurs are from women and previously excluded communities (UNDP Monitoring Report, 2008). Of the total entrepreneurs, 53 percent are women and 47 percent men. Similarly, caste/ethnicity wise, around 53 percent of the total entrepreneurs are Janajati, followed by 32 percent Dalits and the remaining 15 percent from other caste/ethnicity categories. 

QIPSI/MEDEP was successful in mobilizing unemployed youths under during its interventions. As these unemployed youths were potential sources for conflict otherwise, engaging them into enterprises and continuation of work thereafter appears useful in the context of peace building process.  By their age group, around 85 percent of the trained entrepreneurs were between the ages of 16 to 35 years. Majority of them are still active in their work as they are organized into some mutually supportive micro-enterprise groups and associations. Their involvement in these organizations has given them more confidence to work together for their family welfare.      

5.10 [bookmark: _Toc285839706]Local Ownership of Implemented Activities

 (
The mapping does not always correspond to the ground reality. For example, Saptari and Dhanusa have almost the same HDI (ranked 41
st
 and 43
rd
 respectively in the 2004 NHDR), but Saptari has only 10 Category 4 VDCs, and Dhanusa has 30.
In Saptari, some of the Category 4 VDCs are very near the main highway, whereas the VDCs along the border with 
India
 are the most underdeveloped. Part of the problem stems from the use of crude indicators to capture complex relations. The mapping does not capture disparities within VDCs, so poor communities in relatively well-off VDCs remain neglected. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.  
)QIPSI emphasized community ownership in planning and implementation of activities. Its focus was on involving targeted beneficiaries at all stages of the decision-making process.  The VDCs for QIPSI were selected at the district level with consensus of all parties concerned. The selection of VDCs for infrastructure development programmes was made with the involvement key stakeholders including the representatives of major political parties. They were provided with detailed development status of the VDCs prepared by the LDF team, especially the information provided under DAG mapping. It was very much useful for most of the LDF Board members to draw consensus and also feel their ownership to the selected priorities at the same time. In some places, there were problems in DAG mapping itself because of the use of crude indicators.  

MEDEP involved District Enterprise Development Committee (DEDC) to select QIPSI VDCs. Similarly, CBDMP involved District Disaster Relief Committee (DDRC) to identify the VDCs for support.  At the community level, the needs were identified by local people using PRA tools. 

QIPSI demonstrates successful example of the fact that participation leads to ownership while the ownership leads to accountability and ultimately which leads sustainability. In this respect, the infrastructure development projects were well ahead of other components such as disaster mitigation and micro-enterprise development. 

5.11 [bookmark: _Toc285839707]Mobilization of Community Contributions

For all projects implemented under QIPSI community contribution was mandatory. It not only contributed to mobilize local resources but also added enthusiasm and ownership among the local people towards the implemented programmes. When people had to contribute, they also attempted to understand the utility of the project at hand. They wanted to know what was expected of them and also the estimated cost of the project and the portion of required contribution from their side. Though such contribution was useful for the project, equal division of the contribution requirement from all beneficiaries was a problem in some cases. The household members who were very poor lacked their ability to contribute due to other pressing needs in the family despite the smaller size of contribution expected. Had such contribution been expected in view of the affordability of the beneficiary household concerned, it would have been better.  

Since sharing of the local contributions is sought equally among all beneficiaries, it has posed difficulties to the ultra poor households. Therefore, it would be necessary for the project to make a policy that in the case of such ultra-poor the contributions should be made optional than mandatory. 

Looking at the magnitude of local contributions, it has been observed that most projects have successfully raised contributions greater than they were originally planned. This indicates successful role of the users committee in local resource mobilization. 

 (
In Ward No. 7 of Bhagwati VDC in Jajarkot, the 
community contribution
 for 53 toilets construction was about 74.1 percent, while the grant of QIPSI covered was 25.9 percent
 only
. However, in such contribution
, 
some users group involved children in carrying the constriction materials. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, 2010. 
)Though QIPSI was able to gather desired level of community contributions in many places, it involved the risk of mobilization of child labour in some areas. This suggests the need for balancing greater contribution to a limit possible. It should not be made greater at the cost of child labour.       

5.12 [bookmark: _Toc285839708]Reduction in the Elite Capture Trends

QIPSI was largely successful in reaching the most excluded as it purposively focused its activities on previously excluded, isolated, remote VDCs. Further, it emphasized targeting of poor, Dalit, Janajati ad women groups. Previous projects were not sufficiently covering these groups. According to the Monitoring report of UNDP, 2008 QIPSI even reached VDCs where Government is not functional (For example, Majhaura and Laxminiya VDCs in Mahottari and Laukat and Manpur VDCs in Sarlahi). 

Unlike other programmes, QIPSI was successful in reducing elite capture. In most of the cases, the leadership position holders and those handling the financial matters were people from the poor and traditionally excluded groups. Their active participation in project selection and implementation process has been very much effective in reducing the role of elites in grabbing the representation opportunities. It has helped to build confidence among the disadvantaged groups about their managerial strength of the local development activities. 

5.13 [bookmark: _Toc285839709]Mobilization of Collective Efforts

The experience of QIPSI reveals that the community infrastructure projects are appropriate tools for quick delivery of results because of its collective effort seeking nature. However, in the case of creating micro-entrepreneurs and establishing micro-enterprises it is relatively the more time taking process. Unlike building the mutual trust for group work and motivating them, enhancing capacity of the individuals for the entrepreneurship skills and behaviours was not more collective effort seeking. This could be partly because of the different level of financial risks involved between the community level and household level responsibilities of an individual.  

5.14 [bookmark: _Toc285839710]Balance between the Demand and Supply of Support 

 (
In Accham, QIPSI supported 12 toilet construction projects in one area. However, more than 100 households in four settlements affected by diarrhoea in the same district were demanding similar support. With a large number of households having no access to toilets in the neighbouring areas it was not possible to overcome the problem of open defecation thus controlling the risk of diarrhoea outbreak. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, 2010.  
)QIPSI focused on the remote areas and the target groups where not many projects were implemented before. In such areas, it was quite natural for the people to put forward their greater demand for the support as compared to other areas. However, QIPSI’s capacity to meet such demand in some areas was quite limited. 
The problem of imbalance between demand and supply of support was more serious in the disaster affected areas. For example, QIPSI distributed its toilets constriction quota to some villagers as opposed to others depending upon its supply capacity. However, such distribution drew attention of other diarrhoea affected people as to why some of their village colleagues received the support for toilet as opposed to many others who did not receive despite sharing similar problems.  At such situation, the objective of such support in terms of controlling contaminations even arose. 

Looking at the demand for projects, there are no significant variations in the kind of community infrastructures created. This kind of stereo type demand across the village indicates the need for training of people on prioritization process. Such training would be useful in diversifying the demand for support. 

5.15 [bookmark: _Toc285839711]Differences at the Level of Implementation 

 (
In Saptari, MEDEP provided support to a boarding school, which is a debatable decision taken against the strategy of selecting pro-poor as a target group. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, 2008.
)All districts were not equal in successfully implementing the QIPSI projects. Some districts lagged implementation process, while others were consistent. Though QIPSI attempted to become pro-poor and pro-excluded as emphasized under its implementation strategy, there were some exceptions. For example, MEDEP often encountered dilemma about whether to select more difficult target group taking more time for social mobilization or to select the ones who could generate quick results from the establishment of micro-enterprise. For the generation of quick results within a short period of the stipulated timeframe, it often selected latter type proposal to minimize the risk of failure. This naturally meant that the selection was largely in favour of those, who had high potential for quick results due to holding of relatively better skills aptitude than the ones who might require longer time for intensive training. In such case, the support criteria did not fully comply with focus on pro-poor and pro-excluded. 

VI. [bookmark: _Toc285839712]STRATEGIC RELEVANCE OF QIPSI TO THE LOCAL GOVERNANCE PROCESS 

6.1 [bookmark: _Toc285839713]Relation with Exit Strategy of DLGSP

The 880 VDCs covered by DLGSP in 66 districts revealed that people wanted to move up the ladder to a higher stage of social mobilization without a cut-off point for graduation. Therefore, it decided to make best use of resources of these VDCs to other new areas represented as disadvantaged through DAG mapping. It envisaged an exit strategy to pull out the resources from long time supported VDCs in the past to other DAG VDCs. Putting additional resources to the same old VDC could also mean deprivation of disadvantaged groups in other places. Against the context of declining resource investments made in the recent years, the exit strategy supported totally new DAG-IV areas. 

6.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839714]Relevance to the Inception Phase of LGCDP

In general, QIPSI activities were relevant to build capacity of people, who were previously neglected. As the projects were selected with involvement of the targeted beneficiaries, the selections were relevant in responding to the critical problems of the area (e.g. diarrhoea outbreaks in three districts). The projects in these districts were prioritized in view of the highest number of deaths occurred during the diarrhoea attacks and also the presence of disadvantaged communities.   

6.3 [bookmark: _Toc285839715]Support to Build Partnership at the Community Level

QUIPSI activities have been found useful in building partnership with the communities at local level. As it focused on the priority needs of people, the communities played supportive role in completing the panned activities on time.    
 
6.4 [bookmark: _Toc285839716]Institutional Link with Local Government Bodies 

QIPSI has developed strategic links for the local governance process. The exit strategy of DLGSP emphasized that resources should be channelled to the projects focused on the deprived and disadvantaged groups of people living in the remote and conflict affected areas, which were previously uncovered by any project support. Accordingly, QIPSI decided to focus on the excluded groups where the settlement of DAGs is concentrated. It was also felt that QIPSI’s focus on these areas and the target groups would contribute to the initial stage capacity building objective followed by LGCDP. It envisaged partnership building at the community level with focus on local priorities. 

QIPSI attempted to build institutional links with the local government bodies. Funds for the project activities were channelled through DDF to the LDF and then to the Users’ Committee. Priority projects were selected through discussions at the community, VDC and LDF levels. Arrangements for technical supervision and support were made through DTO/DDC and LDF/SSC. At the area level, the VDCs provided necessary administrative support. They also helped to organize public audit of completed activities. In some districts, VDC provided funding and staffing support.     

QIPSI has been effective in maintaining local accountability towards the implemented activities. As there are no elected representatives at the local level, the users’ committees are actively playing supportive role for the selected projects. LDF has been playing coordinating role among various donor supported development programmes. Such process is strong at the places, where LDF staff members are internalized by the DDC already (e.g. in Dailekh), they contribute to build institutional linkages for further integrating support activities across different donors. Unlike the support extended by outsourcing the task to the local NGOs, LDF has been working as stable institution for the DDC and VDC with social capital formed at the grassroots level. 

VII. [bookmark: _Toc285839717] SUSTAINABILITY

 (
The short time frame for QIPSI left little time to pursue partnerships with other agencies. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)QIPSI focused more on the immediate results than the process. So, most of the selected projects were not for longer-term. This approach could not suit to the plan of other agencies for greater collaboration. Therefore, it could not attract so much of synergy among the locally planned and implemented activities. As a result, it could not seek support of other development partners to mobilize more resources and scale-up the activity for greater effect on a sustainable manner.  

 (
In Kapilvastu, QIPSI model was replicated in 5 VDCs under the DDC’s allocation of Rs. 
3 million t
o cover additional VDCs of DAG-IV category, which were left out 
by UNDP due to the limitation of project allocated resources.
 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
  
)In some places, the activities initiated by QIPSI have been supported by VDCs. For the infrastructure projects developed, the users committees have also set aside 5 percent of the total budget for maintenance purpose. This effort has contributed to sustain the developed activities further.  As QIPSI provided participation opportunity to the needy people, it also helped to build ownership of implemented activities. As participation and ownership are interrelated to sustainability, sustainability of the implemented activities can be hoped for. 

Sustainability of the implemented activities also depends on the way the quality of construction has been completed. Places where the projects are accomplished at the level of expected technical standard, they have more potential to sustain than the projects completed with sub-standard or low quality work. In some places, unrealistic cost estimate was a reason affecting the quality of work. According to the UNDP Monitoring Report, 2009 the cost estimate could also vary according to the local context about the availability of some materials free of charge or not. For example, in some districts, sand was an automatically available free material, while it had to be bought in other districts. Therefore, it is not possible for the districts to make blanket assumption regarding the local materials free of charge.  

QIPSI introduced basic bank processes such as operating a bank account, and depositing and writing checks to its users’ committee members. The traditionally excluded groups have now gained enough confidence and better idea about how to manage the projects and access funds from different sources, including the request they can put forward for the VDC block grant. This knowledge has opened room for positive hope for further multiplication of related development activities at the local level. 

 (
A VDC in 
Accham
, which had some maintenance-
pending drinking water projects,
 
b
uilt consensus 
among the villagers that it is useful 
to 
make best use of already 
existing asset rather than establishing a new tap next to the defunct 
tap remained unrepaired for a long time. This kind of decision contributed to implement some maintenance and renovation of drinking water projects. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring 
R
eport, 2010. 
)In some places, the projects selected by the DAG-IV communities were the projects for maintenance of existing projects. Such attempt for renovation was based on the sustainability concept of previously implemented task, which had remained pending for years. 

 (
There is 
a 
potential for sustainability of QIPSI III 
supported 
toilets and drinking water
,
 
which 
respond to 
the 
priority needs of the communities. 
However, i
n 
the case of some 
drinking water 
projects, 
the
y have made 
no provision 
for 
maintenance committee 
and also that they have not created any maintenance 
fund
. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, 2010. 
)The sustainability potential of the implemented projects may vary according to the nature of project and the extent of need internalized by the project beneficiaries. For example, the drinking water facilities and toilets construction work implemented in the diarrhoea affected areas have more chances of sustainability because of the fact that the families have already lost their members due to their negligence about hygiene and sanitation condition in the past. Such family members are unlikely to repeat the same mistake. Therefore, they will be keen to sustain the facilities created, so far for their own benefit. However, there might be some exceptions where the users committees have not created any maintenance fund. Even in such areas, the possibility of sustaining the activities cannot be totally ruled out. During discussion with the Evaluation Team, some of the members of such users committees said that they will be raising the maintenance funds whenever there is a need to repair their completed projects.  

In some districts, the maintenance budget was allocated through “all party consensus”. As sometimes, such allocations are easily approved, the DDCs have a tendency to allocate maintenance budget with the activity’s entry as a “new project.” 

Mechanisms should be developed for the users committee and enterprise groups to access VDC block grants. It would encourage them to sustain their activities to the extent possible. Such provisions should be integrated into the guidelines so that the LDFs can bring such options into practice. 

The success of QIPSI activities are still a good show piece in most of the cases. For their effective replications, attempts should be made about how best they can be integrated into the DDC’s regular programming system.      

Given that some QIPSI projects are keen to consider the need of repair and maintenance provisions while the project is being implemented, the others are less interested about making such provisions. This kind of situation suggests the need for annexing maintenance conditions in the agreement for support. Though the guideline requires keeping aside the allocation of 5 percent of the total budget, the condition has to be made further strong for longer – term commitments. 

VIII. [bookmark: _Toc285839718]LESSONS FROM QIPSI FOR OTHER PROJECTS 

QIPSI encompassed several positive and negative experiences during its implementation. Some of the major ones are discussed below: 

8.1 [bookmark: _Toc285839719]Positive Strengths

8.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc285839720]Area-based Approach Contributes to Demonstrate Visibility of Results  

The area based approach focused its activity on the location specified as such. As it dealt with the community and livelihoods need based activities purposively for the specified target groups, they were tangible. As the area was repeatedly visited by the field monitors (at least 3 times during implementation of the project), the people at the local level had opportunity to observe and understand implementation process involved. One of the advantages of such area based approach was that the people were not divided by their different cultural, socio-economic and geographic background and they worked as a single unit for their area. 

8.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839721]Transparency is Possible to Maintain and It Contributes to Successful as well as Satisfactory Completion of Implemented Projects 

QIPSI projects demonstrated that transparency is possible to maintain throughout the planning and implementation process starting from the selection of VDC until the stage of completion of the project. It involved series of activities after the selection of VDC. As a first step to maintaining transparency, the villagers including the targeted beneficiaries were orientated about the purpose of the project and related budget in the mass meeting. Such meeting was attended by the community people, social workers, reputed persons, development workers and the potential users’ committee members. The users’ committee was formed, inclusive of women and people from excluded communities. Their roles and responsibility were explained with their need for meeting the accountability criterion. The cheques related to the payment of project instalments were handed over during the mass meetings at the community level unlike the regular practice of user committee members coming to district headquarters. Hoarding boards were established with details about the project including budget. Public audit was made mandatory after completion of the project. 

Undertaking of all these activities were useful for QIPSI to demonstrate that making the project transactions transparent is possible and it can lead to the successful completion of the project. The experience of QIPSI also revealed that there is an advantage of making the transactions transparent.  At places, when the project encountered shortfall of resources, it helped the users’ committee to raise additional contributions. It also helped to implement the project in a tension free environment, while discouraging complaints and backbiting about the project management inefficiencies even after completion of the project, which is a common phenomenon in other cases.    

8.1.3 [bookmark: _Toc285839722]Regular Monitoring Contributes to Intended Delivery of Project Services 

The rigorous monitoring initiative taken by the Monitoring Unit of UNDP was instrumental for timely and corrective interventions. It helped to guide the project against any undesired deviations and delays. Coordination between the Monitoring Unit and Governance Unit was very well maintained. Which the need for a change in interventions was suggested by the Monitoring Unit, the Government Unit went for immediate action to introduce corrective measures. This system proved largely effective in solving problems emerged during implementation at different levels ranging from the user’ committee to LDF/DDC. 

As the success of all projects depends on feedback, developing quick reporting and corrective actions taking system seems necessary. In this respect, the role of a regular system of monitoring as practiced in QIPSI would be useful in ensuring both quality work and timely implementation of the planned activities.  

QIPSI engaged local field monitors, who visited each project site at least 3 times during implementation. Since they were familiar with the local conditions, they even had easy access to travel to the villages even during the time of heightened conflicts.        

8.1.4 [bookmark: _Toc285839723]Social Mobilization Effective for Planning and Implementation of Project Activities
 
DLGSP had already built social capital in the areas where VDPs were implemented. In relative terms, working in these areas was easier for QIPSI than in the non-VDP areas. In the non-VDP areas, the attempts to streamline planning and implementation of project activities was more challenging. It was more so because QIPSI had been focusing on the traditionally excluded groups, who largely lacked previous exposures to collective planning and implementation of construction management tasks. Due to time limitations, QIPSI could not afford much time for the development of social mobilization capacities. Therefore, it had to struggle hard to make the selected communities understand the approaches of project design, budget estimate and collective implementation management. Such experience suggests that the projects should not only rush for quick results but also make best use of social capital to the extent opportunities are available.   

8.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839724]Weaknesses of QIPSI

8.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc285839725]More Transactional Nature of the Project than Transformational

QIPSI was launched for a short period to generate immediate benefit for the disadvantaged groups with significant time pressure on its implementation process. As the target groups had limited time to make their choice about the project priorities, the previously unexposed target groups had difficulties to immediately perceive possible benefits from their selected projects. As a result, some of them even stood in favour of "wait and see" approach to take decision about their participation in the process. By the time, they were ready to make a decision, it had been late already.

On the other hand, the implementation of QIPSI was also justified on the ground of its possible contribution to the initial stage capacity building process aimed for LGCDP interventions. Since LGCDP aims at transformational results, QIPSI was also expected to contribute towards this direction than simply being transactional. However, it was difficult for QIPSI to accomplish this objective because of the limited timeframe of 3 to 4 months associated with the project. 

Though QIPSI was successful in delivering quick results from the implemented projects, its success in developing a long lasting process for the transformational purpose can still be questioned. To make the interventions transformational, the project needs to focus more on the process side besides the operational routines followed. It means the requirement of more efforts on reestablishment of village infrastructures, social mobilization, replication of best practices and sustainability. While integrating the success of QIPSI into other projects the transactional and transformational objectives should be seriously considered against the possible timeframe that can be allocated.   


8.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839726]Reaching the Disadvantaged Groups in Four Months’ Time is Too Ambitious, If Not Impossible
 
QIPSI targeted achievement of project implementation results in 3 to 4 months. However, in practice, majority of the projects were completed between 6 to 9 months’ time. This indicates ambitious target of QIPSI to complete panning and implementation activities of the projects. In view of the fact that QIPSI was addressing the need of  previously excluded groups in the remote areas, the projects had to go through series of events for mobilization and capacity building of these groups, which were extra time consuming as most of the groups were new. Therefore, it has been realized a rush for quick result within few months’ time will be simply ambitious than practical as it may affect the quality of both process and results unless the time allocations are made according to the volume of tasks to be accomplished in each project.  

The quick delivery of project results is also dependent on the nature of project. For example, compared to the collective work to be dome for community infrastructure development establishing a micro-enterprise  might take more time because of the greater risk involved at the individual household level. 

8.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc285839727]Thin Spread of Resources

 (
In Dang, there were 24 projects in one VDC ranging to the scale of Rs. 10,000.- to Rs. 75,000.- They involved cumbersome operational processes like it had to be applied for the large scale projects and also made the monitoring task less cost effective. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)QIPSI made an effort to reach maximum number of disadvantaged groups within the capacity of its limited resources. As a result, the budget allocated for each VDC was little as compared to the demand of large number of projects. At the initial stage, it started with a budget ceiling of Rs. 300,000.- per VDC, which made the implementation of only small projects possible. Since these projects were small, they remained as a small and good “show piece” but could not become an “appealing display” which could attract wider audience. 

Since the projects run under QIPSI were of small size, some times such scale in itself was a determinant of the selection of project. The villagers had to cut the bones according to the size of the throat meaning they had to select the project according to the size of the funds available. This situation reveals the fact that some projects were designed according to the availability of funds than according to the first priority need for something else. 

8.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc285839728]Mismatch in the Timing of Budget Release 

 (
As 
fund release
 was 
delay
ed, the users’ committee members had to keep asking about the payment of installments 
repeatedly
. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)Most of the QIPSI activities were expected to complete in 3 to 4 months’ time. However, the timing of the release of budget was not simultaneously tied-up. In a majority of cases, the transfer of budget from UNDP to the Users’ Committee took around nearly two months. In some cases, it was made available even beyond two months. The transfer was belated due to lengthy channels the fund had to pass through (i.e. from UNDP to LGCDP; LGCDP to DDF; DDF to LDF; and LDF to the Users’ Group).  This provides a lesson to other projects that the release of funds for the quick results expecting projects should be made quicker too.  

IX. [bookmark: _Toc285839729]CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

QIPSI has been implemented into four different phases. At the first phase (i.e. QIPSI – I), attempts were made to test whether the quick results oriented working model is useful for generating exclusive benefit for the previously excluded target groups living in the conflict affected remote areas. Upon the successful results observed from this phase, QIPSI – II was implemented as a second phase for the application of lessons learned from the first phase. In QIPSI – III, disaster mitigation component was added for the delivery of emergency services. This has been followed by the current phase of QIPSI – IV, which intends to fill the disaster mitigation gaps not covered during the phase III due to resource limitations. All of these phases have been found useful and successful in delivering the tangible benefits to the previously excluded DAG communities in the remote VDCs within a short duration. In relative terms, some VDCs have been found more effective in completing their projects within the stipulated shorter timeframe than the others who required extension of the completion deadlines due to their varying experience, socio-political conditions, economic positions and access to physical facilities. 

QIPSI was effective in quick delivery of outputs than in the establishment of long lasting, which could have consumed more time for capacity building.  Compared to the previously implemented DLGSP projects, its social mobilization process was relatively weak. However, objective wise this was natural, as quick result was expected from the implemented projects.  

QIPSI was effective in demonstrating state’s presence in the remote areas. It also proved that development activities can be successfully launched for the poor and needy people even during the conflict situation. The projects implemented under QIPSI were successful in bringing excluded groups to the front line of the development process. It encouraged women’s participation with mandatory provisions of representation in the users’ committee and also as one of the bank signatories. It proves that women in the backward areas can equally take accountable responsibilities if opportunities are provided. 

QIPSI activities were relatively more transparent as they followed collective decision making and reporting processes. The mandatory provisions of pubic audit and hoarding board were useful to keep all stakeholders well informed about the implemented activities. However, given the small scale of the implemented projects, some processes to be adopted were cumbersome (e.g. public audit for a toilet constructed with a budget of Rs. 10,000.-). One of the common problems observed for almost all QIPSI projects was shorter time limit made available for implementation. Such time limit has not only created time pressure in the implementation of planned activities but also blocked the collaboration possibilities with other development partners due to the misfit of timings for the integration of related activities.  

In view of the analysis of major findings, following recommendations have been made for the improvement of QIPSI-like projects in the future: 

9.1 [bookmark: _Toc285839730]Completeness of the Project Components

The budgetary limitations and the rapid selection process followed for the planning of local development activities provided little scope for the inclusion of associated components in the project. It was a problem connected with the selection of many small projects at the cost of few large scale projects that could provide greater benefit at the VDC level. One of such good example is the supported provided to the community building without a provision of water supply hand pump and toilet facilities. Therefore, for an infrastructure project of this nature, a basic component standard should be fixed in view of its associated services so that the project can be considered complete from the perspective of utilization of created facilities.   

In many cases, it was observed that the design of project was highly influenced by the budgetary limits than looking for various alternate priorities during the planning stage. As a result, most of the support provided covered similar category of projects. To avoid such stereotypes, it would be useful to set adequate timeframe for planning and project-specific resource estimates than simply rushing for large number of quick results yielding small projects for a thin spread. 

9.2 [bookmark: _Toc285839731]Timeframe

Majority of the projects implemented under QIPSI were stretched to a length of about six to nine months for completion despite the fact that they were planned for 3 to 4 months. This kind of practical experience suggests that the duration of QIPSI-like projects (except for the emergency mitigation projects) should be extended to at least nine months. Out of this duration, 3 months should be spent for planning, 4 months for implementation and the remaining 2 months for exit including public audit. 


9.3 [bookmark: _Toc285839732]Application of the Conditions in View of their Practicalities

 (
For a small scale project, necessary transparent environment can be created in the community even without a bank account. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)Though it sounds good to speak loud about the transparency as a prerequisite for support provided to the users’ group, fulfilling all conditions becomes a cumbersome process for small projects. Therefore, the requirement of opening a bank account with a deposit of Rs. 5,000.- for a small project of Rs. 10,000.- should be skipped. Therefore, the type of terms and conditions to be applied for different scale based projects should be tailor made rather than based on the “one size fits all” principle.     

The procurement process is cumbersome, especially in the rural areas, due to the requirement of VAT bill. As most of the rural areas do not have VAT-registered shop, one cannot expect the users’ committee members’ to travel a long way to fetch the materials from a VAT-registered shop. It will increase the project cost against the tight budget provided. It is also possible that the users’ committee of a VDC located near the boarder can even procure the materials from India at a cheaper price. Therefore, the conditions applied for such requirements should be made more practical with other alternatives in case of difficulties. 

The CDO has authority to decide acceptance of non-VAT bills under special circumstances provided there is no VAT bill shop within the district and other nearby markets. Areas where such bills are not available, the CDO should be requested to waive this kind of condition.     

9.4 [bookmark: _Toc285839733]Budgetary Allocation

QIPSI started with a budgetary allocation of Rs. 300,000.- per VDC. It was then up-scaled to Rs. 500,000.- in the next phase. It is currently Rs. 800.000.- per VDC. 

 (
When the budgetary ceiling for VDC was raised from Rs. 300,000.- to Rs. 500,000.-
 in QIPSI III,
 the communities started acting for greater projects such as linking the diarrhea issue with family health. 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, 2010.
)In view of the large number of requests forwarded by each VDC, the allocation per project in the VDC is thinly spread. Such allocations seem less effective to make the QIPSI results more attractive. In view of this, there is a need to increase the budget ceilings so that some sizeable projects could be implemented in the VDCs.     

QIPSI applied blanket approach in the distribution of budget ceilings between the hill and Terai VDCs. However, in practice the hill VDCs requires greater cost for material transport as opposed to Terai. Therefore, it is necessary to avoid application of blanket approach to budget allocation. It should at least be allocated according to the cost differences prevailed in different ecological belts.    

The district level price to be used for the items applied in the projects is proposed by LDO, which is then finalized by a committee chaired by CDO. This system maintains uniformity in the pricing of items procured for the projects in each district. However, depending upon the access to transportation facilities and distance from the market, it may vary from one district to another. This aspect should be well considered in the case of hilly districts as compared to Terai because the former involves higher transportation cost for the materials.

9.5 [bookmark: _Toc285839734]DAG Mapping Updates

 (
Though some inconsistencies were observed in some DAG mapping results, is still a very useful tool for reducing political interference in the selection of VDCs 
Source: UNDP Monitoring Report, June 2009.
)Since there was no other common approach to poverty mapping, QIPSI used DAG mapping as one of the most relevant reference data materials for the selection of VDCs to be supported. As it provided information about the development position of each VDC, based on the seven different criteria used, the selection process was largely debate free. At the same time, it was also realized that the DAG mapping should be updated to provide up-to-date information and also to avoid inconsistencies, if any. In view of the inclusion priority set by many like minded development actors for the socially excluded and economically weaker population, this update is expected to benefit a large number of applicants. 
 
9.6 [bookmark: _Toc285839735]Scale-up Targeting Process 

QIPSI demonstrated successful targeting of the excluded groups in the majority of cases. It would be useful to follow similar practice for inclusion of women and other socially discriminated groups in larger projects in the future. It should be kept in mid that the current targeting process followed by QIPSI was not questioned much by the elites as most of the selected projects were of small sale and also that they required labour contribution. Had these projects been for a larger scale, the situation could have been different as it can be observed in other situations. Therefore, while applying similar targeting approach for a large scale project careful attention should be given for the representation of excluded groups. It may require intensive support of the social mobilizers in facilitating such interventions.

Under the DLGSP, intensive efforts were made for social mobilization in 880 VDCs. These VDP areas are found relatively better-off in terms of their procedural grip to the planned and implemented activities including maintenance of the projects after their completion. The success of these projects has demonstrated significant role of social mobilization in making the projects perform better. Realizing this, some LDFs have taken initiatives to integrate this component in their interventions (e.g. Dailekh). This kind of arrangement has not only built the QIPSI projects more effective during implementation but also in undertaking their maintenance work afterwards. 

9.7 [bookmark: _Toc285839736]Literacy for the Bank Signatories 

Many women mobilized to work as signatory were just literate or some of them even did not know how to read write. They simply consulted others and signed the papers and cheques. Though they were provided with some orientation about the financial management system, they were at risk because of no literacy. To overcome this kind of situation, any effort for linking QIPSI with longer-term project should consider inclusion of the literacy component as one of the priorities fro the bank signatories. This kind of integration will be useful in making their banking responsibilities more strong. 

9.8 [bookmark: _Toc285839737]Integration of the Role of Social Mobilizer

The comparison of performance of the QIPSI projects implemented in the VDP and non-VDP VDCs indicates that the role of well-trained social mobilizers is crucial in making the project prioritization, selection and implementation process smooth. It is also a good source for potential sustainability of completed activities through proper focus on maintenance. They contribute to establish linkage across various service providers. Their guidance is also useful in building confidence of the excluded groups including the women bank signatories. Therefore, their roles should be integrated into the forthcoming QIPSI-like projects, as far as possible. In an effort of pushing the quick results from the project, such support is even more important than for the other longer duration projects. It not only helps to complete the project in time but also ensures long lasting quality work.    
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1. [bookmark: _Toc280864346][bookmark: _Toc280865541][bookmark: _Toc280977863][bookmark: _Toc285839741]Introduction

The Decentralized Local Governance Support Programme (DLGSP) has been implemented in 66 district   and 880 VDCs by the Ministry of Local Development since April 2004, with the support of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the Government of Norway. In 2007, UNDP initiated the “Quick Impact and Peace Support Initiatives (QIPSI) to provide tangible and immediate livelihood support to the poorest of the poor and socially excluded communities in conflict affected areas of ten Terai districts.  The first phase of QIPSI model was integrated as a component to the on-going three existing programme of UNDP mainly DLGSP, MEDEP and CBDMP covering 60 VDCs of 10 Terai districts. The resources were also channeled through three existing programmes. The first phase was designed with the three different types of interventions, i.e. community infrastructure projects and skill development training, micro-enterprise development and disaster mitigation projects.  The first phase was implemented for a period of six months with a total budget of USD 2.09 million. The first phase was extended for next three months until June, 2008 to complete the planned activities. Under the first phase, total 539 community infrastructure were completed benefiting 38,170 households as well as 301 individuals were provided vocational training  in veterinary, agriculture and repair and maintenance of drinking  water schemes through DLGSP. Similarly2241micro entrepreneurs were created in 49 VDCs in 6 QIPSI districts through MEDEP and 17 flood mitigation structures were completed in 17 VDCs in 9 districts through CBDMP.

  
After the successful completion of QIPSI first phase, UNDP and MLD jointly decided to launch the second phase of QIPSI in July  2008 to support community infrastructure projects through the DLGSP. Under the second phase of QIPSI ten additional conflict affected districts in mid and far western development region were selected for the programme implementation. Since the national Programme “Local Governance and Community Development Programme (LGCDP) was initiated from July 2008. QIPSI second phase was taken as an inception phase of LGCDP and then as one of its components. During the inception phase , LGCDP focused  on  capacity development of LB’s and policy support  at the national level, DLGSP/QIPSI focused on the immediate livelihood  needs  of the poorest  communities of 200 VDCs  of  20 districts  in the Terai , Mid and Far-Western  Hills. During the second phase of QIPSI, a total of 1110 community infrastructure projects were built in 200 VDCs of the 20 districts benefiting 147,537 households.  In May, 2009, the second phase of QIPSI was also expanded to cover the flood affected people of nine VDCs of Sunsari and Saptari districts. Under flood support, a total of 251 infrastructure projects were built benefiting 16,064 households. The second phase of QIPSI was extended up to November 2009.
 
Further to this, in November 2009 the programme was extended to support diarrhea affected districts namely; Dailekh, Jajarkot and Achham of Mid and Far west Development Region. Based on the mapping of diarrhea effect provided from the respective district, total 38 VDCs including 13 in Dailekh, 10 in Jajarkot and 15 in Achham were  identified to provide support for the supply of potable drinking water, construction of toilets and upgrading of health / sub-health post along with awareness on personnel hygiene. The programme was originally scheduled to close in December,2009  but was extended to July 2010 to complete the  ongoing  projects. A total of 115 projects were built benefiting 5475 households. 

2. [bookmark: _Toc280864347][bookmark: _Toc280865542][bookmark: _Toc280977864][bookmark: _Toc285839742]Context  for the  Assessment 

The decade long  domestic  conflict  has  massively  destroyed  country wide infrastructures    of  different size creating  immense misery and deprivation  to the  common  Nepali.  DLGSP/QIPSI programme implementation have come in the right time and    providing   immediate livelihood support especially to the deprived and poorest communities in the rural area...  DLGSP/QIPSI project has come to the end after implementation of programme for more than three and half year. It is thus imperative  to evaluate its strategies, ascertain  its effectiveness and efficiency  and provide  valuable  contribution  to the  future projects formulation  as well as  mainstream it’s lesson  learned in other  projects.	.

DLGSP/QIPSI has been focussing its  support  specifically  on the  immediate  livelihood needs  of the poorest communities  of the 200 VDCs of  20 districts  in the Terai, Mid and   Far Western hills .through construction of  rural infrastructure  such as drinking water and sanitation ,micro-irrigation , repair and maintenance of  health post, school building , roads and culverts  community building , solar panel support  etc. The programme direction and the strategic thrust are in line with the national policies. Empirical evidences from the assessment will guide strategy development, project formulation modalities and implementation process, rendering   benefits to the target population with gender balance and equity and ways and means to mainstream QIPSI strategy in other projects.

At the same time, with the support from various bilateral and multilateral donors, Government of Nepal has started implementing the LGCDP since July 2008. The programme is a national program framework for achieving improvements in the system of local governance and community development. The underlying intention of the LGCDP is to move the local governance and community development sector towards a sector wide approach (SWAP) for decentralization.  It is therefore important to take the evolving context into account when assessing DLGSPQIPSI assessment. . 

3. 
Purpose of the Assessment

The purpose of the assessment is to: 

1. Identify DLGSP/QIPSI’s concrete achievements (outputs) in line with the programme’s objectives and the programme results framework, and assess the relevance and sustainability of these outputs; 
2. Analyze the effectiveness of DLGSP’/QIPSI exit strategy and contributions to the LGCDP; 

3. Identify lessons learned and best practices that can help/improve   livelihoods initiatives and governance practices.

4. Ways and Means  for mainstreaming DLGSP/QIPSI in other project/s

4. [bookmark: _Toc280864348][bookmark: _Toc280865543][bookmark: _Toc280977865][bookmark: _Toc285839743]Scope of the Assessment

The assessment will review all the phases  of  DLGSP/QIPOSI( Infrastructure, micro enterprise creation , support to flood affected works and respond to  the critical  problem  of diarrhoea out breaks)  in 20 districts  of the five development regions. The       assessment will focus on the objectives of the programme,  tangible benefits  to the socially excluded  communities especially  Dalits, Madhesi, Janajati, religious minorities , women , participatory planning process, gender  sensitivity , participatory planning process ,  gender  sensitivity , decision making process and  resource allocation   and  livelihoods improvement.

5. [bookmark: _Toc280864349][bookmark: _Toc280865544][bookmark: _Toc280977866][bookmark: _Toc285839744]Assessment  Criteria

[bookmark: _Toc280864350][bookmark: _Toc280865545][bookmark: _Toc280977867][bookmark: _Toc285839745]The programme should be evaluated against the following criteria: 

[bookmark: _Toc280864351][bookmark: _Toc280865546][bookmark: _Toc280977868][bookmark: _Toc285839746]Relevance: the assessment / should assess the degree to which DLGSP/QIPSI was, and through its adaptations, remained relevant during the rapidly evolving context, into which it was implemented. 

[bookmark: _Toc280864352][bookmark: _Toc280865547][bookmark: _Toc280977869][bookmark: _Toc285839747]Efficiency/management: the assessment / should assess the outputs realized in relation to the inputs provided, looking for example at whether the management structures were appropriate. During the conflict, and even in the post-Peace Accord environment, traditional standards of efficiency may not be applicable. The Impact evaluation may, where appropriate, examine the quality of processes that DLGSP/QIPSI applied to ensure the programme was implemented in a conflict-sensitive manner.  

[bookmark: _Toc280864353][bookmark: _Toc280865548][bookmark: _Toc280977870][bookmark: _Toc285839748]Effectiveness: the assessment should assess the extent to which the programme objectives were achieved, taking into account the evolving context. 

[bookmark: _Toc280864354][bookmark: _Toc280865549][bookmark: _Toc280977871][bookmark: _Toc285839749]Impact and sustainability: the assessment should assess the sustainability of changes brought about by the programme, at the VDC and community level. 

[bookmark: _Toc280864355][bookmark: _Toc280865550][bookmark: _Toc280977872][bookmark: _Toc285839750]Gender and social inclusion sensitivity: the Impact   Evaluation team should assess to what degree DLGSP/QIPSI was sensitive to gender and social inclusion, from the community to district t level. 


6. Key Evaluation Questions

The following main questions should be answered as thoroughly as time and resources allow:
· To what extent did the DLGSP/Quick contribute to enhance the livelihood of beneficiaries? To what extent did it promote social capital and increased confidence in the peace process?

· To what extent has gender and social inclusion been mainstreamed in development planning, programming, implementation and monitoring?

· What were the major lessons learned from DLGSP/QIPSI, which points beyond the implementation of the programme in itself?

· Was DLGSP/QIPSI able to adapt and maintain its relevance at the two levels of intervention (community and district) throughout the programme period? 

· Did DLGSP/ QIPSI make the best use of its limited resources? Did it find the right balance between reaching out to more people and making a real difference in people’s lives? (breadth versus depth).

· To what extent have the poor people been able to participate in the planning, programming and decision making process. 

· To what extent did the socio-economic status of the rural poor, particularly women, Dalits and disadvantaged groups improve? What factors have facilitated and hindered improving the socio-economic condition of rural poor?

· Examine the extent to which the programme has successfully built partnerships (district level line agencies, VDCs, other development partners) to improve livelihoods and/or strengthen local governance 

· Did DLGSP/QIPSI have an effective exit strategy? 

· Has DLGSP effectively contributed to the inception phase of the LGCDP? 


7. Methodology 

The Assessment shall:

a) review relevant background documents including reports (a list of key documents is enclosed in annex 1);

b) collection of relevant    data and information. 
· Qualitative instruments- Interaction, Focus Group discussion and in-depth 	interviews with the concerned.
· Meeting with beneficiaries, Uses groups and Workshop.

c) Obtain initial briefings from UNDP and MLD (if possible the Norwegian Embassy) on the objectives and scope of assessment and clarify any issues as required. Modify ToR based on mutual agreement, if needed;

d) Visit selected districts and VDCs (2 districts from Terai and 2 districts from the remaining districts of the mid and far hills, DDCs, VDCs, and Users group/ community organisations. In order to assess changes in status programme VDCs /communities, as compared to non-programmed VDCs communities that have not benefited from the programme intervention. Compare programme VDCs/ communities with nonprogrammer VDCs/Communities (social cohesion, gender, social inclusion, participation in governance processes, etc.). 

e) consult various development partners, GON officials (MLD,  LBs UNDP, CBOs and Users group;;

f) Collect relevant information through meetings, consultative sessions, field visits, etc. Obtain other contextual information as required; 

g) draft the report and make a short presentation of findings and recommendations;
h) Finalise the report with comments and inputs from MLD, UNDP and Norwegian embassy.


8.  Work Plan and Implementation Arrangements

The Impact evaluation will take place over a period of approximately 30 days. A tentative schedule is as follows: 

	S.No.
	Tasks
	No. days 

	1
	Desk review
	3

	2
	Consultant  meeting and discussion on TOR and preparation of detail work plan 
	1

	3.
	Meetings with MLD ( NPD and NPM) and QIPSI Project Officer 
	1

	4.
	Meeting with UNDP Governance Unit and M & E
	1

	5.
	Meeting with UNDP Field Coordination and Monitoring Office in Nepalgunj and Biratnagar.
	2

	6.
	Field visits in three districts: Meeting with DDC/LDFBs and Users group. 
	8

	7.
	Draft report,  follow up meetings and debriefing
	10

	6
	Report finalization
	4

	Total 
	
	30




The consultant will present a preliminary summary of findings and recommendations to UNDP, MLD and the Norwegian Embassy at a debriefing meeting. Based on comments received, the consultant/ team will finalise the report.

[bookmark: _Toc137278880]The report will be submitted in English. The copyright of all documents prepared by the consultant/assessment team stays with UNDP and the Norwegian Embassy and may freely be used by UNDP and the Norwegian Embassy without payment of any form. 

9.  Products and Reporting

· The assessment  report should include the following elements: 

· Executive Summary
· Introduction (including context, scope, methodology etc.)
· Findings and Conclusions
· Recommendations (corrective actions for new, ongoing or future work in this area of intervention)
· Lessons learned (main lessons learned from the evaluation that may have generic application) 
· Ways and Means  for mainstreaming DLGSP/QIPSI in other project/s


10. Background and qualification of the consultant  

To undertake the Assessment of the  DLGSP/QIPSI  programme ,  the  Consultant   Curriculum Vitae should  consist of the following  qualification,  Job experiences, skills  and exposures .


· Education  Qualification 
	The Consultant should possess at least a Master degree in 	Participatory/Rural Development Planning. Consultant having    PH.D 	degree in Participatory Development Planning and or Rural Development 	Planning will be given preference.

· Training  and Exposure 
	The Consultant should possess considerable skill and exposure on  	monitoring, assessment and evaluation of projects,     good governance  	and decentralization planning, management development skills, 	information management system and impact evaluation.

· Experiences

	(a).The Consultant should have worked in national and 	international organizations and countries in key position 	such as Team Leader, Coordinator, Resource Person, 	consultant, Monitoring and evaluation expert, policy and 	programme development consultant, Policy impact Assessment 	Consultant, Programme Advisor, CTA 	monitoring and evaluation 	specialist, Senior Research Associate 	and 	Rural Development Planning Specialist for a period of 10 to 12 years will be given preference.

	(b). The consultant who  have been involved in  and  worked  as consultant/ 	Team member/ expert in UNDP  Projects including  DLGSP evaluation and exit strategy will be given  special preference.

	(c) The Consultant should have at least 15 years of professional working experience   as Monitoring and 	Evaluation Expert, Social Mobilization, good governance and 	Evaluation specialist, impact assessment Specialist. Professional who has worked as   CTA, Monitoring and evaluation experts in UNDP and international organizations will be given special preference.

	(d) The consultant    should   have undertaken impact assessment on rural urban partnership programmme, assessment of institutional capacity of projects and organizations, benefit 	monitoring and evaluation of Nirdhan –PLAN

	(e)The Consultant should possess considerable   work experience   inside and the out side country on programme and projects funded by UNDP, bilateral organizations and donors.
· 
Minimum Computer Skill
	Must be proficient in Window, Excel, Access, Power point .Omni page, Vision and SPSS.

[bookmark: _Toc280864356][bookmark: _Toc280865551][bookmark: _Toc285839751]Annex 1	Background Reading Documents (Required)

· Decentralised Local Governance Support Programme – QIPSI strategy
· Field visits and monitoring reports- By FMs
· QIPSI Field Visit Reports- April-May 2008
· QIPSI I Completion Report
· QIPSI III key findings ad lesson lea
· Impact Assessment of Village Development Programme, 2007, CEDA, Tribhuvan University
· Annual Progress report  of DLGSP–2007,2008, 2009 and 2010
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[bookmark: _Toc285839752]Annex - II

[bookmark: _Toc280864357][bookmark: _Toc280977875][bookmark: _Toc285839753]An assessment   of the Decentralised Local Governance Support Programme (DLGSP)/ Quick Impact Peace Support Initiative (QIPSI) Project in Nepal

Purpose

· Identify achievements (outputs) as compared to the programme’s objectives and results framework;
· Assess relevance and sustainability of outputs;
· Analyze effectiveness of DLGSP’/QIPSI exit strategy;
· Analyze contributions to the LGCDP;
· Identify lessons learned and best practices (improving livelihoods initiatives and governance practices; and 
· Identify ways and means  for mainstreaming DLGSP/QIPSI in other project/s

Scope of Work (Components)

· Community infrastructure projects and skill development training (implemented through DLGSP); 
· Micro-enterprise development (implemented through MEDEP); and ]
· Disaster mitigation projects - flood and diarrhoea outbreak (implemented through CBDMP). 

[bookmark: _Toc280864358][bookmark: _Toc280865554][bookmark: _Toc280977876][bookmark: _Toc285839754]Assessment Criteria

· Relevance (as compared to needs and priorities)
· Management Efficiency (input use for envisaged output, time and cost; matching of management structures with organizing capacities; difference in the working situation during and conflict and post-peace accord situation; quality of the services delivered; conflict-sensitiveness of interventions etc.) 
· Effectiveness (extent of achievement of programme objectives) 
· Impact (changes and improvements at the household, community and VDC levels)
· Sustainability (sustainability of achieved changes / improvements at different  levels) 
· Sensitivity towards gender and social inclusion (extent of gender and social inclusion sensitiveness in the programmes implemented from community to the VDC and district levels) 

[bookmark: _Toc280864359][bookmark: _Toc280865555][bookmark: _Toc280977877][bookmark: _Toc285839755]Methodology 

· Document review (relevant background documents)

#   Decentralized Local Governance Support Programme – QIPSI Strategy
#   Field Visits and Monitoring Reports - by FMs
#   QIPSI Field Visit Reports - April-May 2008
#   QIPSI I Completion Report
#   QIPSI III Key Findings and Lessons Learned
#   Impact Assessment of Village Development Programme, 2007, CEDA, # Tribhuvan University
#   Annual Progress Report of DLGSP –2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010

· Design and application of checklist for discussion and collection of relevant    information
· Exemplary case studies
· Key informant interviews (for a depth of information)
· Focus Group Discussions 
· Meeting with beneficiaries , Users’ Groups
· Filed visits 
· Meeting with key development partners (GoN, MLD, LBs UNDP, CBOs and Users Groups)
· Preparation of draft report
· Brief presentation of major findings and recommendations; and 
· Preparation of final report after incorporation of comments on the draft report

[bookmark: _Toc280864360][bookmark: _Toc280865556][bookmark: _Toc280977878][bookmark: _Toc285839756]Relevant Questions to Respond 

Major achievements under each component of the interventions

· Community infrastructure projects and skill development training (implemented through DLGSP); 
· Micro-enterprise development (implemented through MEDEP); and ]
· Disaster mitigation projects - flood and diarrhoea outbreak (implemented through CBDMP). 

Effects on Beneficiaries 

· Contribution to enhancing livelihoods for beneficiaries targeted
· Social capital built 
· Increased confidence of beneficiaries about the peace process
· Improvement of the socio-economic status of rural poor (particularly, women, Dalits and other disadvantaged groups)
· Benefit to the socially excluded communities (especially, Dalits, Madhesis, Janajatis, Religious Minorities and Women)

Resource Use Efficiency and Effectiveness 

· Resource allocation patterns 
· Extent of the mobilization of local resources   
· Efficient and effective use (best use) of scarce resources


Governance Process

· Participation of poor people in planning, programming and decision making process 
· Mainstreaming of gender and social inclusion in planning, programming, implementing and monitoring
· Effectiveness of the contribution of DLGSP/QIPSI to the inception phase of LGCDP
· Participatory planning process including representation in the decision making process
· Building capacities for maintaining transparency and accountability
· Role of local government bodies (as per LSGA)

Impact

· Extent of gender sensitivity and inclusion of deprived segment of the population
· Extent of successful partnerships built for the improvement of livelihoods and/or strengthening of local governance among the district level line agencies, VDCs and other development partners 

Sustainability

· Effectiveness of the exit strategy of DLGSP/QIPSI
· Major changes occurred in social cohesion, gender, social inclusion and participation in the governance processes 
· Livelihoods improvement pattern and their sustainability

Credibility of the Programme

· Relevance of interventions at the community and district levels 
· Balance between breadth versus depth of the programme (i.e. reaching out to more people and making difference in their lives at the same time)
· Tangibility of major benefits 
· Achievements as compared to the objectives of the programme (community infrastructure; skill development; micro-enterprise development; governance reform; disaster mitigation etc.) 

Overall Learning for Future

· Major lessons learned from the interventions
· Major factors facilitating improvement of socio-economic conditions of the rural poor
· Major factors hindering progress of the socio-economic condition of the rural poor
· Ways and Means to mainstream DLGSP/QIPSI components in other project/s

Others 

Any other aspects of relevance as emerged during the discussion   


Checklist for the Assessment of Infrastructure Projects Implemented Under DLGSP/QIPSI 

Name of the project:					Location:
Started on:		Completed on:			Cost:	
Project/Community:
Availability of Skilled persons during construction:
Frequency of supervision during construction period:
Who supervised?
Quality
What did you get immediately?
What do you expect from it?
How the project has helped in your livelihood? 
Who are the beneficiaries?	Male:		Female:	Dalit:	Janajati: 	others:
Who select the project?
How the project was selected?
Was it your first priority?
How the project was conceptualized first? 
Did any change occur in the original concept?
If yes, what influenced such change?
If not, what would you have preferred? 
Who and how the fund was handled?
Who decide on the payment?
Who prepared the estimate?
How much is your (Community) contribution?
How did you generate this fund? Kind/Cash/Labor – basis)
Did all beneficiaries contribute their share?
What is the project Grant?
Is there any source of funding aside from the community and QIPSI? 	Who?	 Amount:
Which local level institutions were supportive for the implementation of project?   
Was transparency maintained in all financial transactions?
If yes, how? 
Is there any hording board that gives the details of the project cost and shares of different stakeholders?
Was the project completed in time?
If not, why?
Any dispute during construction and operation phase.
If yes, what was the reason of conflict and how it was solved?  
Does the project affect adversely to the environment? 
Is the project in operation?			Quality of construction (Observation):
Composition of Users Committee:
Total member: Male:	Female:	Dalit:		Janajati: 	others:
How the project will be maintained?
How do you generate fund for the maintenance?
Do any of the beneficiaries have skill to repair and maintain the project?
Did the project train anybody from the community?
Who is responsible (institution) for the maintenance?  (local/VDC/DDC level)

In what way the planning and implementation mechanisms of this project was different from other projects?
Was the project cost effective as compared to other projects? 
Possibility of implementing similar or any other activity through the users group in the future.
Do you see the need of such projects for the benefit of poor? 
If yes, in what way such project (like QIPSI) would be useful 
· In enhancing livelihoods
· In developing community infrastructure
· In minimizing ethnic/gender discriminations 
· In building peace (through strengthening of social cohesion)
· In mobilizing resources
· In strengthening local governance capacities
· In promoting transparency and accountability etc.   



[bookmark: _Toc285839757]Annex - III

[bookmark: _Toc280864362][bookmark: _Toc280865558][bookmark: _Toc285839758]Assessment of Decentralized Local Governance Support Programme (DLGSP)/ Quick Impact Peace Support Initiative (QIPSI) Project in Nepal

[bookmark: _Toc280865559][bookmark: _Toc285839759]Schedule for Field Visit to Dhanusa, Sunsari and Morang
 
	Date
	Time
	Activities
	Contact Person

	Tuesday 
 23 Nov. 2010
	
11.30
	
Departure from Kathmandu Airport
	


	
	12.15
	Arrive at Janakpur Airport
	

	
	12.15 – 12.45
	Drive to DDC, Dhanusa.
	

	
	12.45 – 14.45
	Interaction meeting with the DDC/LDFB and QIPSI staff at Dhanusa

· Briefing on the objective and purpose of the visit by Team Leader of the Assessment study
· Brief presentation by the LDF on QIPSI intervention in the district.
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	14.45 – 15.45
	Lunch
	

	
	15.45 – 17.30
	Field visit at Dhanusa 

· Meeting and interaction with the Users Groups and community.
· Observation of the sample completed community infrastructure, livelihood and micro-enterprise projects.
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	17.30 -
	Overnight stay at Janakpur
	

	Wednesday
24  Nov. 2010
	08:00 - 09:00 
	Breakfast
	

	
	09.00 – 12.30
	Field visit at Dhanusa

· Meeting and interaction with the Users Groups and community.
· Observation of the sample completed community infrastructure, livelihood and micro-enterprise projects.
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	12.30 – 13.30
	Lunch
	

	
	13.30 – 17.30
	 Field visit at Dhanusa 

· Meeting and interaction with the Users Groups and community.
· Observation of the sample completed community infrastructure, livelihood and micro-enterprise projects.
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	17.30 -
	Overnight stay at Janakpur
	

	Thursday
25  Nov. 2010
	07:00 - 08:00 
	Breakfast
	

	
	08.00 – 12.30
	Drive to Sunsari
	

	
	12.30 – 13.30
	Lunch
	

	
	13.30 – 15.30
	Interaction meeting with the DDC/LDFB and QIPSI staff at Sunsari

· Briefing on the objective and purpose of the visit by Team Leader of the Assessment study
· Brief presentation by the LDF on QIPSI intervention in the district.
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	15.30 -17.00
	Field visit at Sunsari 

· Meeting and interaction with the Users Groups and community.
· Observation of the sample completed community infrastructure, livelihood and micro enterprise projects.
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	17.30 -
	Overnight stay at Biratnagar
	

	Friday
26  Nov. 2010
	07:00 - 08:00 
	Breakfast
	

	
	08.00 – 10.30
	Review of field observations and discussion between the assessment team members 
	

	
	10:30 – 12.30
	Interaction with UNDP Field Coordination and Monitoring Office, Biratnagar	
	

	
	12:30 – 13.30
	Lunch
	

	
	13.30 – 17.00
	Field visit at Sunsari 

· Meeting and interaction with the Users Groups and community.
· Observation of the sample completed community infrastructure, livelihood and micro enterprise projects.
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	17.30 - 
	Overnight stay at Biratnagar
	




	Saturday
27  Nov. 2010
	07:00 - 08:00 
	Breakfast
	

	
	08.00 – 13.30
	Field visit at Sunsari 

· Meeting and interaction with the Users Groups and community.
· Observation of the community infrastructure, livelihood, micro enterprise and disaster mitigation projects.
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	13.30 – 14.30
	Lunch
	

	
	14:30 – 15.00
	Proceed to Biratnagar Airport
	

	
	16.30 - 
	Return to Kathmandu
	



 
[bookmark: _Toc280864363][bookmark: _Toc280865560][bookmark: _Toc280977882][bookmark: _Toc285839760]
Assessment of Decentralized Local Governance Support Programme (DLGSP)/ Quick Impact Peace Support Initiative (QIPSI) Project in Nepal

[bookmark: _Toc280864364][bookmark: _Toc280865561][bookmark: _Toc280977883][bookmark: _Toc285839761]Schedule for Field Visit to Nepalgunj and Dailekh

	Date
	Time
	Activities
	Contact Person

	Tuesday
 30 Nov. 2010
	
11.00
	
Departure from Kathmandu Airport
	


	
	12.00
	Arrival at Nepalgunj Airport
	

	
	12.00 – 13.00
	Lunch
	

	
	13.00 – 13.30
	Drive to UNDP Field Coordination and Monitoring Office, Nepalgunj.
	

	
	13.30 – 15.30
	Interaction/Meeting with UNDP Field Coordination and Monitoring Office, Nepalgunj.
	

	
	16.00 -
	Overnight stay at Nepalgunj
	

	Wednesday
1 Dec.  2010
	07:00 - 08:00 
	Breakfast
	

	
	08:00 – 10.30
	Drive from Nepalgunj to Surkhet 
	

	
	10.30 – 13.30
	Continue driving from Surkhet to Dailekh 
	

	
	13.30 – 14.30 
	Lunch
	

	
	14.30 – 17.30
	Arrive at Dailekh
	

	
	17.30 - 
	Overnight stay at Dailekh
	

	Thursday
2 Dec.  2010
	08:00 - 09:00 
	Breakfast
	

	
	09.30 – 10.00
	Proceed to DDC, Dailekh
	

	
	10.00 – 12.00
	Interaction meeting with the DDC/LDFB and QIPSI staff

· Briefing on the objective and purpose of the visit by Team Leader of the Assessment study
· Brief presentation by the LDF on QIPSI intervention in the district.
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	12.00 – 13.00
	Lunch
	

	
	13.00 – 17.30
	Field visit  

· Meeting and interaction with the Users Groups and community.
· Observation of the community infrastructure, livelihood and micro enterprise projects including QIPSI II and III Diarrhea
· Discussion, feedback and suggestions
	

	
	17.30 – 
	Overnight stay at Dailekh
	

	Friday
3 Dec. 2010
	07:00 - 08:00 
	Breakfast
	

	
	08.00 – 13.30
	Drive to Nepalgunj via Surkhet 
	

	
	13.30 – 14.30
	Lunch
	

	
	14.30 –  17.30
	Arrive at Nepalgunj
	

	Saturday
4  Dec. 2010
	07:00 - 08:00 
	Breakfast
	

	
	08.00 – 10.30
	Review of field observations and discussion between the assessment team members
	

	
	10.30 – 11.00
	Proceed to Nepalgunj Airport
	

	
	13.00 -
	Return to Kathmandu
	




[bookmark: _Toc285839762]Annex - IV
[bookmark: _Toc280865563][bookmark: _Toc285839763]List of Persons Met

Kathmandu

Mr. Gopi Krishna Khanal, National Programme Manager, LGCDP, MLD 
Mr. Sharad Neupane, Assistant Country Director, UNDP
Ms. Heather Bryant, Programme Analyst, Monitoring and Evaluation, UNDP
Mr. Rafeeque A. Siddiqui, Local Governance Officer, Governance Unit, UNDP
Mr. Sundar Gopal Mulepati, Programme Officer, QIPSI, MLD/UNDP
Ms. Laxmi Limbu, Planning and Monitoring Specialist, MEDEP, Kathmandu
Mr. Rajan K.C., Micro Enterprise Specialist, MEDEP, Kathmandu

Dhanusha

Mr. Manoj K. Jha, Monitoring Officer, LGCDP/UNDP, Hetauda	
Mr. Hashumullh Musalman, Crop Development Officer/DADO, Dhanusha	
Ms. Sabika Bhujel	LDF/DDC, Dhanusha	S.M
Mr. Manoj K. Yadav, DDC Staff, Dhanusha	
Mr. Gyanendra Jha, DDC Staff, Dhanusha	
Mr. Rajendra Chaudhary, DDC Staff, Dhanusha	
Mr. Bharat Chaudhary, JDC, Balhagose	
Mr. J. Enaneta, NISGCA, Dhanusha		
Mr. Bijaj Kumar Mandal, JNP, Dhanusha	
Mr. Umesh Mandal, Assistant Engineer, LDF/DDC, Dhanusha	
Mr. Bishwambhar Nath Jha, LDF/DDC, Dhanusha	
Ms. Bina Shrestha,	Women Development Officer, Dhanusha
Mr. Raj Kishor Shah, Acting LDO, DDC, Dhanusha
Mr. Om Jagat Saha, Executive Secretary, LDF/DDC, Dhanusha	
Mr. Binod Kumar Das, Assistant District Facilitator, LGCDP, Dhanusha	
Mr. Vasant Kumar Mandal, Programme Coordinator, LDF/DDC, Dhanusha
Mr. Satya Narayan Chaudhary, M&E Officer, MEDEP/Mitra Dhanusha  
Mr. Chhatra Mani Purbe, Programme Coordinator, MEDEP/Mitra Dhanusha  
Mr. Sarbajit Paswan, Villager, Tulsi Aai VDC, Dhanusha
Mr. Udaya Chand Jha, Villager, Tulsi Aai VDC, Dhanusha
Mr. Malbi Sala Malbi, Tulsi Aai VDC, Dhanusha
Ms. Manju Thakur, Chairperson, Mitra Dhanusa
Mr. Bhogendra Mandal Dhanu, Saraswati Band, Prako Mahuwa VDC – 8, Dhanusha
Mr. Ram Substi Mandal, Chairperson, Saraswati Band, Prako Mahuwa VDC – 8, Dhanusha
Mr. Md. Razabi Sayad Mulbi, Madrasa Aahale Sunnat Garib Nawaz, Kachuri Thela, Dhanusha
Mr. Taharuddin Mansoor, Madrasa Aahale Sunnat Garib Nawaz, Kachuri Thela, Dhanusha
Mr. Kalim Safi, Secretary, Madrasa Aahale Sunnat Garib Nawaz, Kachuri Thela, Dhanusha
Mr. Habib Dhobi, Madrasa Aahale Sunnat Garib Nawaz, Kachuri Thela, Dhanusha
Mr. Habib Safi, User Committee Chairperson, Madrasa Aahale Sunnat Garib Nawaz, Kachuri Thela, Dhanusha
Mr. Phurgen Yadav, Madrasa Aahale Sunnat Garib Nawaz, Kachuri Thela, Dhanusha
Mr. Ram Brikchhya Sada, User Committee Chairman, Dhanusa Govindapur VDC, Ward No. 1
Ms. Sita Devi Sada, User Committee Member, Anandanagar, Dhanusa Govindapur VDC
Mr. Ram Bilas, Anandanagar, Dhanusa Govindapur VDC
Mr. Jhagm Sada, Anandanagar, Dhanusa Govindapur VDC
Ms. Sita Karki, CMC Chair, Anandanagar, Dhanusa Govindapur VDC
Ms. Urmila Paswan, Tube Well User Committee Chairperson, Dhanusa Govindapur VDC, Ward No. 8
Mr. Ram Briksha Paswan, Culvert Construction User Committee Chairperson, Labkali VDC
Mr. Binaya Jha, Member, Madrasa Mahamadrya, Madheri VDC 8, Bhumri

Morang/Biratnagar

Mr. Lek Mani Dhakal, Social Mobilizer, 
Mr. Binesh Rana, Monitoring Reporting officer, LGCDP

Sunsari

Mr. Krishna Raj Kafle, Coordinator, Flood Protection Programme, UNDP
Mr. Binaya Pariyar, Senior Social Mobilizer, DDC
Mr. Punya Prasad Dhakal, Accountant, LDF
Mr. Nirjan Shrestha Overseer, LDF
Mr. Binod Mishra, Social Mobilizer, LDF
Ms. Sakuntala Chaudhary, Social Mobilizer PAF/DDC
Mr. Umesh Mehta, Social Mobilizer LGCDP, SUnsari
Mr. Mahesh Nepal, Cluster coordinator, LGCDP
Mr. Rabindra Kumar Rajbhandari, Chairperson, CDF, Dumreha Sunsari
Mr. Raj Kumar Saha, Asst. health Assistant, Sub-centre, Health 

Gahira Mahila Samudayik Samstha (Duban Chhetra) Gahira Tole, Dumiraha 
Dumiraha, VDC

Ms. Gunja Urau, Chairperson
Ms. China Srau, Manager
Ms. Anusiya Urau, Social Mobilizers (Social Dev. Facilitator) 

Nepalgunj
 
Mr. Tika Ram Panthi, Cluster Coordinator, UNDP
Mr. Madhav Shrestha, Social Mobilization Coordinator
Mr. Padam Bika, Field Monitor Nepalgunj
Mr. Sajan Chaudhary, Field Monitor, Nepalgunj
Mr. Narendra Mishra, Field Coordinator, Nepalgunj


Dailekh

Mr. Ram Prasad Pandey, LDO
Mr. Birendra Parajuli, Coordinator, LGCDP 
Mr. Dil Bahadur Sahi, LDF, Execurive Secretary

Badalamju VDC

Mr. Kamnakar Khatri, Health Post Incharge
Mr. Jit Bahadur
Mr. Jagat Acharya UML
Mr. Chandra Sharma, Programme  Coordinator, QIPSI
Mr. Prem Bam
Mr. Durga Upadhya, Nepali
Mr. Mani Ran, Member, Sarba daliya Samiti
Mr. Rajendra Adhikari
Mr. Jyoti Miya, Member Construction Committee
Ms. Kamala Bista, Asst. Health worker
Ms. Bhagisara Upadhaya, Mahila Member

Badalamji – 5, kuraha (Minority Settlement)

Mr. Ibrahim Miya, Secretar
Mr. Karnake, Member users Committee 
Mr. Subhan Ali Miya, President, Users com.
Mr. Tipu Miya, Member, users committee
Ms. Kali Miya, President, 4C
Ms. Dalli Miya, Member, 4C
Ms. Sal Tabela, Treasurer, 4C
Ms. Dham Miya, Treasurer, 4C
Ms. Pariya Miya, Member, 4C
Mr. Budha Miya, President, Madrasa

Naule Katuwal VDC

Ms. Bal Kumari Khadga, CDF/UC (Toilet) President 
Mr. Karna Bahadur Khadga, UML President/Secretary
Mr. Hira Singh Khadka, Nepali Congress
Mr. Nara Bahadur. Thapa, Former DP Member, VDC, RPP, Nepal
Mr. Dil Bdr. Thapa, VDC, Secretary
Mr. Nabin Sunuwar, In-charge, Health Post, Naumule VDC
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Table – 1: 	Number of Completed Projects in the Flood Affected Areas of Saptari and Sunsari Districts

	SN
	Sectors
	No of  Completed Projects

	
	
	Sunsari
	Saptari
	Total

	
	
	LDF
	DEPROCS
	LDF
	

	1
	Irrigation 
	11
	-
	-
	11

	2
	Drinking water
	92
	-
	6
	98

	3
	Roads and culverts
	11
	75
	7
	93

	4
	School building
	5
	4
	7
	16

	5
	Community  building
	2
	-
	9
	11

	7
	Miscellaneous (Community fish pond and river training)
	-
	18
	-
	18

	8
	Sanitation 
	 
	1
	 
	1

	9
	Madrasa
	-
	-
	3
	3

	 
	Total
	121
	98
	32
	251

	 
	Percent
	48.21
	38.65
	13.15
	100


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2010.

Table – 2: 	Total Cost of the Projects Implemented in the Flood Affected Areas of Saptari and Sunsari Districts

	SN
	Sectors
	Total Costs  of the Projects

	
	
	LDF Grant
	Community Contribution 
	Total
	Percent

	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Irrigation 
	802,079
	-
	802,079
	2.10

	2
	Drinking water
	8,340,150
	95,787
	8,436,936
	22.11

	3
	Roads and culverts
	15,186,879
	83,765
	15,270,644
	40.02

	4
	School building
	2,422,101
	130,814
	2,552,915
	6.69

	5
	Community building 
	2,881,311
	271,772
	3,153,083
	8.26

	 
	River training
	-
	6,644,150
	6,644,150
	17.41

	9
	Madrasa
	1,167,868
	129,763
	1,297,631
	3.40

	 
	Total
	30,800,388
	7,356,051
	38,157,439
	100.00

	 
	Percent
	80.72
	19.28
	100.00
	 


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2010.


Table - 3:  	Total Number of Households and the Population Benefited from the Implementation of Projects in the Flood Affected Areas of Saptari and Sunsari Districts

	SN
	Type of Projects
	 Beneficiary Household
	Benefited Population 

	
	
	Dalit
	Janajati
	Muslim
	Others
	Total
	Male
	Female
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Irrigation 
	12
	1
	475
	81
	569
	1,819
	2,061
	3,880

	2
	Drinking water
	1,223
	449
	1,768
	1,757
	5,197
	13,849
	14,885
	28,734

	3
	Roads and Culverts
	1,445
	1,356
	1,101
	1,985
	5,887
	15,819
	15,660
	31,479

	4
	School Building
	317
	582
	348
	679
	1,926
	5,151
	4,938
	10,089

	5
	Community  building
	330
	75
	105
	227
	737
	2,032
	1,939
	3,971

	7
	Miscellaneous (Community fish pond and river tainting )
	276
	305
	480
	315
	1,376
	3,938
	4,010
	7,898

	8
	Sanitation 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9
	Madrasa
	11
	-
	304
	57
	372
	908
	952
	1,860

	 
	Total
	3,614
	2,768
	4,581
	5,101
	16,064
	43,516
	44,445
	87,911

	 
	Percent
	22.50
	17.23
	28.52
	31.75
	100.00
	49.50
	50.56
	100.00


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2010.


Table - 4: Cost of Community Infrastructures by Type of Project

	Sector
	Amount (Rs.)
	Community Contribution (As % of the Grant Amount)

	
	Grant
	Community Contribution
	Others
	

	
Drinking Water 
	
23,722,337
	
5,744,023
	
150,088
	
16

	Irrigation 
	6,702,354
	1,371,058
	-
	5

	Road & Culvert  
	15,105,289
	1,729,601
	486,862
	10

	School building 
	51,155,432
	10,021,250
	612,154
	35

	Community building 
	27,197,294
	4,145,745
	30,000
	18

	Energy
	2,763,556
	332,515
	-
	2

	Sanitation
	7,580,243
	2,891,340
	5,000
	5

	Health post 
	5,040,058
	1,343,552
	200,000
	3

	Madarsa  
	7,044,134
	644,825
	145,477
	5

	Miscellaneous
	1,643,499
	121,196
	-
	1

	Total 
	147,342,099
	28,345,106
	1,629,581
	100


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2009.


Table - 5: Total Cost of the Project

	Development Region
	No. of Districts
	Project Costs

	
	
	QIPSI Grant
	Community Contribution 
	Others (DDC/VDC/ Local Agency)
	Total

	Far-West
	4
	29,075,483
	8,757,214
	-
	37,832,697

	Mid-West
	5
	30,493,899
	12,294,815
	506,000
	49,545,549

	Eastern
	3
	22,262,213
	3,946,587
	790,631
	26,999,432

	Central
	6
	44,450,545
	3,488,128
	-
	40,136,614

	Western
	2
	14,723,157
	2,599,655
	307,862
	17,630,674

	Total 
	20
	141,005,297
	31,086,398
	1,604,493
	172,144,966


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2009.


Table - 6: No. of Benefiting Households and Population

	Development Region
	No. of Benefiting HHs 
	Total Population Benefited

	
	Dalit
	Janajati
	Muslim
	Others
	Total
	Male
	Female
	Total

	
Far-West
	5,389
	380
	-
	14,950
	20,719
	64,700
	64,082
	128,782

	Mid-West
	16,103
	23,090
	179
	21,845
	61,217
	118,749
	123,970
	242,719

	Eastern
	8,569
	4,940
	2,377
	3,860
	19,746
	40,304
	38,374
	78,678

	Central
	17,913
	13,869
	12,511
	8,989
	53,234
	79,705
	96,327
	158,395

	Western
	2,118
	2,409
	1,139
	3,019
	8,685
	22,726
	21,360
	44,086

	Total 
	50,092
	44,688
	16,206
	52,663
	163,601
	326,184
	344,113
	652,660


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2009.


Table - 7: No. of Completed and Incomplete Projects by the Development Region

	Development Region
	No. of Districts
	No. of Completed Projects 
	No. of Incomplete Projects 
	Total No. of Projects

	
	
	
	
	

	
Far-West
	4
	165
	0
	165

	Mid-West
	5
	301
	3
	304

	Eastern
	3
	154
	15
	169

	Central
	6
	338
	18
	356

	Western
	2
	87
	4
	91

	Total 
	20
	1,045
	40
	1,085


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2009.


Table - 8:  Total Number of Completed and Incomplete Projects by Sectors of Development

	Sectors of Development
	Completed 
	Incomplete
	Total

	Drinking Water 
	236
	3
	239

	Irrigation 
	64
	1
	65

	Road & Culvert  
	131
	2
	133

	School building 
	302
	14
	316

	Community building 
	132
	16
	148

	Energy
	19
	0
	19

	Sanitation
	85
	1
	86

	Health post 
	31
	0
	31

	Madarsa  
	31
	3
	34

	Miscellaneous
	13
	1
	14

	Total 
	1,044
	41
	1,085


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2009.

Table - 9: Distribution of Beneficiary Households and Population by Sectors of Development

	Sectors of Development
	No. of Benefiting Households
	Total Population Benefited

	
	Dalit
	Janajati
	Muslim
	Others
	Total
	Male
	Female
	Total

	
Drinking water 
	    
7,473 
	    
6,600 
	    
1,279 
	       5,360 
	      20,712 
	       42,701 
	       48,464 
	    91,165 

	Irrigation 
	    1,656 
	    1,434 
	      631 
	  2,766 
	   6,487 
	 14,967 
	 18,148 
	 33,115 

	Road and culvert  
	    5,606 
	    4,786 
	   2,650 
	  5,482 
	 18,524 
	 48,433 
	 50,108 
	  98,541 

	School building 
	157,124 
	  14,366 
	   1,422 
	19,668 
	192,580 
	 96,139 
	 96,428 
	192,567 

	Community building 
	    7,748 
	    5,044 
	   2,164 
	  7,516 
	  22,472 
	 43,419 
	 47,919 
	  91,338 

	Energy
	       432 
	        57 
	      111 
	     124 
	       724 
	   1,623 
	   1,629 
	    3,252 

	Sanitation
	    2,256 
	    2,921 
	   1,479 
	  2,416 
	    9,072 
	 17,693 
	 17,055 
	  34,748 

	Health post 
	    4,902 
	    5,093 
	      457 
	  9,612 
	  20,064 
	 52,248 
	 52,686 
	104,934 

	Madarsa  
	       185 
	       584 
	   1,696 
	     110 
	    2,575 
	   5,874 
	   6,456 
	  12,330 

	Miscellaneous
	       788 
	       344 
	        12 
	     425 
	    1,569 
	   3,853 
	   3,289 
	    7,142 

	Total 
	188,170 
	  41,229 
	 11,901 
	53,479 
	294,779 
	326,950 
	342,182 
	669,132 


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2009.
 
Table - 10: Total Number of Target Group Households in the Working Area and the Extent Covered

	Caste/Ethnic Group
	Total HHs in the Working Area
	No. of Beneficiary Households
	Percentage Covered   

	
Dalit
	    
  57,645 
	     
 50,584 
	
88 percent

	Janjati
	    66,967 
	     54,838 
	82 percent

	Muslim
	    14,074 
	     13,143 
	93 percent

	Others
	    86,116 
	     59,484 
	69 percent

	Total
	  224,902 
	   178,691 
	79 percent


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2009.

Table - 11: 	Total Target Group Population in the Working Area and the Extent of Beneficiaries Covered

	Population
	Total Population of the Target Group in the Working Area
	No. of Beneficiaries 
	Percentage Covered

	Male
	    609,916 
	     468,642 
	77

	Female
	    613,455 
	     484,718 
	79

	Total
	 1,223,371 
	     953,360 
	78


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2009.

Table - 12: 	Total Number of On-going Projects and Sub-Projects Implemented in the Diarrhea Affected Areas of Achham, Dailekh and Jajarkot Districts

	SN
	Sector
	No. of  Projects
	Sub-Projects

	
	
	
	DW
	Toilet
	Total

	
1
	
Drinking water and toilet construction
	75
	137
	1,487
	1,624

	2
	Toilet construction
	27
	-
	1,487
	1,487

	3
	Drinking water construction
	10
	73
	-
	73

	4
	Health post upgrading 
	3
	-
	2
	2

	 
	Total
	115
	210
	2,976
	3,186


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2010.

Table - 13: 	Total On-going Projects Being Implemented in the Diarrhea Affected Areas of Achham, Dailekh and Jajarkot Districts

	SN
	Sector
	Total Cost of the Implemented Projects

	
	
	QIPSI-Grant
	Community Contribution
	Total

	
1
	
Drinking water and toilet construction
	22,051,412
	27,296,759
	49,348,170

	2
	Toilet construction
	8,874,988
	13,314,317
	22,189,305

	3
	Drinking water construction
	4,026,756
	2,498,337
	6,525,092

	4
	Health post upgrading 
	548,338
	78,712
	627,050

	 
	Total
	35,501,493
	43,188,125
	78,689,617

	 
	Percent
	45.12
	54.88
	 100.0


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2010.


Table 14: 	Total Number of Households and the Population Benefited from the On-going Projects and Sub-Projects Implemented in the Diarrhea Affected Areas of Achham, Dailekh and Jajarkot Districts

	SN
	Sector
	Benefited Households
	Benefited Population

	
	
	Dalit
	Janajati
	Muslim
	Others
	Total
	Male
	Female
	Total

	
1
	
Drinking water and toilet construction
	1,697
	292
	33
	1,837
	3,859
	11,546
	11,538
	23,084

	2
	Toilet construction
	586
	10
	-
	834
	1,430
	4,627
	4,834
	9,461

	3
	Drinking water construction
	132
	-
	-
	350
	482
	1,262
	1,209
	2,471

	4
	Health post upgrading 
	
21
	
-
	
-
	
73
	
94
	
258
	
245
	
503

	 
	Total
	2,436
	302
	33
	3,094
	5,865
	17,693
	17,826
	35,519

	 
	Percent
	41.53
	5.15
	0.56
	52.75
	100.00
	49.81
	50.19
	100.0


Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2010.

Table - 15: QIPSI – III Activities Implemented in Dailekh, Jajarkot  and Achham Districts

	Activities 
	No. 

	Toilet construction      
	2,968

	Potable drinking water taps built              
	210

	Beneficiary households 
	5,475

	Population of beneficiaries  
	34,118

	Dalits as % of the total beneficiaries 
	43%







Source: QIPSI/DLGSP, 2010.
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1. Background

In late 2007 UNDP launched its “Quick Impact Peace Support Initiatives” or “QIPSI,” to provide tangible and immediate benefits to poor and excluded communities in conflict-affected areas. The QIPSI so far has four phases. The first phase was launched in ten Terai districts covering 60 VDCs for the period of nine months (initially 6 months and 3 months extended) with a total budget of US$ 2.09 million. 

The second phase of QIPSI started in July 2008 to support community infrastructure projects through the DLGSP. Under the second phase of QIPSI ten additional conflict affected districts in mid and far-western development region were selected for the programme implementation. DLGSP/QIPSI focused on the immediate livelihoods needs of the poorest communities of 200 VDCs of 20 districts in the Terai, and Mid- and Far-Western Hills. In May 2009, the second phase of QIPSI was also expanded to cover the flood affected people of nine VDCs of Sunsari and Saptari districts. The second phase of QIPSI continued until November 2009.

In November 2009 the programme was extended to the third phase to support diarrhea affected districts namely Dailekh, Jajarkot and Achham of Mid and Far-west Development Region. Based on the mapping of diarrhea affected VDCs provided by the MLD, a total of 38 VDCs including 13 in Dailekh, 10 in Jajarkot and 15 in Achham were identified to provide support for the supply of potable water, construction of toilets and upgrading of health / sub-health post along with awareness on personnel hygiene. The programme was originally scheduled to close in December 2009 but was extended to July 2010 to complete the ongoing projects. 

In August 2010 the programme was extended to the fourth phase only in Dailekh to cover the remaining households of the communities where toilet units were built in the third phase. The programme is scheduled to close in December 2010. 


2. Case Studies

2.1 Madarasa Faijul Gurwa

Project Name: 	Madarasa  Faikul Gurwa
Location:		Tulashi Nikas, 9, Durga Tole
Project Cost:		Rs 396,499.50
Community:		Rs 47,499.50
Project:		Rs 349,000.00

 (
1
. Madarasa Faikul Gurwa, Tulashi Nikas 9
)The project has been implemented in the poor and deprived community of Muslim minority, near the Indian border. The VDC selection was based on the "DAG Mapping" criteria.  The community selected is the least developed in the district where there was no history of development activities implemented. There are 35 Muslim families living in the community (17 ultra poor, 12 poor and 6 medium.) This is a priority project of the community as it fulfills the immediate needs of the community by providing shelter during flooding, serves as the community guest house, venue for meeting, and fulfills the need of cultural school of the Muslim community. 

The building was completed in four months at the cost of Rs 396,499.50 in which the project provided Rs 349,000.00 and the community contribution is Rs 47,499.50 in terms of labor. The building was designed by the LDF technician and was supervised by the LDF overseer every 5 to 10 days. A 7 member management committee (all Muslim) chaired by a senior male member of the community was formed.  The rest members were female. Transparency was well maintained. A hoarding board was placed at the construction site during construction. The total cost, contribution of QIPSI/DLGSP and community participation has been written on the wall of the building. The quality of construction is good as the building is made of bricks in cement mortar and the roof of CGI sheet and steel truss.

There was no previous facility of Urdu and religious education for the children of the Muslim community. Since the completion of the building, the community has hired an Imam to teach cultural education to the Muslim children. Currently, 25 students are studying there.  Besides, the community is poor and do not have space for guests in their house. The building is also being used as the guest house in the night. The building appeared to be the life centre of the Muslim community as community meeting, religious ceremonies and cultural activities takes place there.  In addition, the area is severely affected by floods during the rainy season. The poorly built houses (built on low land/ floors not raised high) of low-income people at the area comes under water. At these times, the new building also serves as the shelter during flooding. 

This project is the felt need of the community and tops their community development priority. Therefore, one of the members of the Muslim community donated his personal land for the construction of the Madarasa. The building was built by craftsperson and labors of the same community, which made local employment possible during the construction and added an asset to the community built by their own hand. The working together of the community people strengthened social cohesion and helped in the promotion of communal peace. The capacity of local people has increased in managing local development activities through resource mobilization and up-keeping the account in a transparent way.  As there is indigenous skill required to build the building, the community can do the maintenance of the building in the future. Although there is no maintenance fund, the management committee is confident on the future maintenance, as they intend to mobilize local craftsperson and labors. 

First of all, the project is serving the need of the poor and the deprived Muslim minority, indicating the benefit obtained by the excluded in the development by the project. Usually, female members of the Muslim community do not come forward to work in the social work. But in this case, six of the seven members of the User's Committee are female. 

2.2 
Madarasa Ahalle Sunnat Garib Nabaj

Project Name: 	Madarasa  Ahalle Sunnat Garib Nabaj 
Location:		Kachuri Thera 5, Dhanusha
Project Cost:		Rs 229,000.00
Community:		Rs 204,000.00
Project:		Rs 25,000.00

 (
2
. Madarasa Ahalle Sunnat Garib Nabaj, Kachuri Tera 5
)This project has been implemented in the poor and deprived community of Muslim minority. VDC selection was based on the "DAG Mapping" criteria and the community was selected the least developed one where development activities were not implemented before. There are 50 families of Muslim (30 ultra poor, 15 poor and 5 medium) living in the community, who earn their living as farm labors. The project is the priority project of the community as it fulfills the immediate need of the community's meeting place, guest house, prayer center and cultural school. This is the first project implemented in the community. 

 (
3
. Meeting with the community at Kachuri Tera
)The building was completed in four months at the cost of Rs 229,000.00. The project provided Rs 204,000.00 and the community contribution is Rs 25,000.00 in terms of labor. Each of the 50 households contributed two labors for free for the construction of the building. The result is a physical asset added to the community. The building was designed by the LDF technician and was supervised by the overseer of the LDF every 5 days. A 5 member management committee (comprised of all Muslim) was formed, with the composition of 3 male, 2 female and one Dalit on the committee.  Transparency was maintained well. A hoarding board was placed at site during construction. The wall is made of brick in cement mortar, which is good. But, the roof is made of tile over bamboo joists and purling, which does not last long. A layer of plastic is seen to be inserted between the purling and tile.

There was no facility to learn Urdu and religious education for the children of the Muslim community. Since the completion of the building, the community has hired an Imam to teach cultural education to the Muslim children. Currently, 45 students study there.  The community is poor and do not have space for guests at their house. The building is being used as the guest house in the night. In addition, the building is serving the need of community meeting and prayer centre. 

This is the felt need of the community, and stood well on the top of their community development priority. Since skilled craftsperson is not available in the community, masons and carpenters were hired from the neighboring community.  The project did pay for the rest of the community labor. Community people worked together that strengthen social cohesion and helped in building peace. Capacity of local people has increased in managing local development activities through resource mobilization and up-keeping the account in a transparent way. Each family has contributed Rs 80 to create a maintenance fund. The community is prepared to contribute more if it needs. 

First of all, the project is serving the need of the poor and the deprived Muslim minority, which has directly contributed to the boost up of the excluded in development. Usually, female members of the Muslim community do not come forward to work in the social work. But in this case 2 of the 5 members of the User's Committee are female. Besides, a Dalit among the Muslim also has been included in the User's Committee.

2.3 
Community Building, Gobindapur

Project Name: 	Community Building
Location:		Anandanagar, Gobindapur 1, Dhanusha
Project Cost:		Rs 211,875.00   
Community:		Rs 7,805.00
Project:		Rs 204,000.00

The project has been implemented in poor and deprived community of Musahar. VDC selection was based on the "DAG Mapping" criteria and the community was selected the least developed one where development activities were not implemented before. 

 (
4
. 
Community
 
Building
 at Govindapur 1, Anandanagar
)There are 100 Musahar families in the community, all of whom belong to the ultra poor group. They do not have their own land to build houses and live mostly in the river bed and forest land. They earn their living as farm labors. This project is the priority project of the community as it fulfills the immediate need of the community's meeting place, guest house, social gathering area, shelter during flooding and school for the Musahar children. This is the first development project implemented in the community. 

The building was completed in four months at the cost of Rs 211,875.00 in which the project provided Rs 204,000.00 and the community contribution is Rs 7,805.00 in terms of labor. As a result, a physical asset has been added to the community. The building was designed by the LDF technician and it was supervised by the overseer of the LDF every 7 days. A 7 member management committee (all Musahar) was formed in which 3 were male and 4 female.  Transparency was maintained well. A hoarding board was placed at the site during construction. The wall is made of brick in cement mortar, which is good. But, the roof is made of asbestos sheet over wooden joists and bamboo purling, which does not last long.	

There are only two persons who are literate in the Mushar community. Therefore, they want to educate their children. Since the completion of the building, it has been used as the school of the Musahar children.  The community is poor and they do not have space for their guest in their house. The building is being used as the guest house in the night. The whole community is on the flood plain; therefore the building is also used as shelter during flooding. Besides, the building is serving the need of community meeting centre. 

This is the felt need of the community, which was on the top of their priority. Though the community do not have highly skilled craftsperson they have adequate skill to build the building of that level.   More than that, the important thing noted during the visit was the raised level of confidence among the members of the Mushar community in implementing development projects. There is a management committee to take care of the building and manage the activities that takes place there.  Community people worked together that strengthen social cohesion and helped in the promotion of peace. Capacity of local people has increased in managing local development activities through resource mobilization and maintaining the account in a transparent way. There is no fund envisaged for future maintenance and the community expects external support for the purpose.

First of all, the project is serving the need of the poor and deprived Musahar community. This group never got the chance to be the beneficiary of the development before has been included with priority. Normally, female members of this community do not come forward to work in the social work. In this case, however, 4 of the 7 members of the User's Committee are female. 

2.4 Road Project

Project Name: 	Road, Drainage and Culvert
Location	:	Lavtoli 4, Dhanusha
Project Cost	:	Rs 470,000.00
Community	:	Rs 70,000.00
VDC		:	Rs 100,000.00
Project	:	Rs 300,000.00

 (
5
. Improved Road and Drainage
 at Lavtoli 4
)In the absence of proper drainage and the requirement to cross over a gully, the inhabitants of Lavtoli 4 and 7, who belong to Dalits and indigenous Tharu community were suffering during rainy season. VDC selection was based on the "DAG Mapping" criteria and the community was selected on the basis of it being the least developed one where development activities were not implemented before. About 300 families of Dalits and under-privileged Tharu benefited directly from this project as the project created job for them during construction. Upon completion, this project also allowed comfortable movement during the rainy season. The project is the priority project of the community as the people were looking for safe access to their farm and market. This is the first project implemented in the community. 

The project was completed in 7 months at the cost of Rs 470,000.00 in which the QIPSI provided Rs 300,000.00 and the community contributed Rs 70,000.00 in terms of labor and materials. Besides, the VDC provided Rs 100,000.00 for the project. The culvert, road and drainage were designed by the LDF technician and it was supervised by the overseer of the LDF. Originally, the culvert was designed for hum pipe.  The community was not satisfied with it. Therefore, they generated additional resources locally and requested VDC for support. Lower part of the road has been elevated by filling and a proper drainage has been constructed on its side. A 7 member management committee was formed to implement the project. Transparency was well maintained through public audit and discussion in the User's Committee meeting. A hoarding board was placed at the site during construction. The materials used are cement, bricks, stone and steel. The quality of construction is good.	

In absence of proper drainage, a stretch of road used to be under water obstructing the mobility of people and castles in the rainy season. But people now have uninterrupted movement along the road throughout the year. The road, culvert and drainage were found very effective as people can go to their work easily, children can go to school safely and it has made the life of people comfortable, especially during rainy season. 

 (
6
. Meeting with the community at Lavtoil VDC
)This is the felt need of the community, which was on the top of their priority. The community worked together to overcome common problems, which consequently strengthened social harmony and cohesion. Involvement in community development and implementation of project has increased the confidence and skill of local people. As a result of the successful completion of the project, people have easy access to the market where they can sell their products and generate income. Children can move easily and do not have to be absent for regular classes at school. Besides, the community got the employment equivalent to Rs 100,000.00 during construction phase. However, there is no maintenance fund and dependency on external aid is increasing among the people. The management committee expects support from the VDC for the improvement and maintenance of those parts.

First of all, the project is serving the need of the poor and the deprived low cast, ethnic minority community which never got the chance to be the beneficiary of the development before. Usually, female members of the community do not come forward to contribute to the social work. But in this case, 3 of the 7 members of the committee were female.  Among them, 6 including the chairperson were Dalits and one was Tharu. 

2.5 Fish pond

Project Name: 	Milat Pokhari 
Location:		Juddagunj, Shreepur 8, Sunsari
Project Cost:		133 person day		
Cash	: 		Rs 7,980
Rice	: 		400 kg	
Dal	: 		67 kg

 (
7
. Fish Pond at Juddhajugunj, Shreepur 8, Sunsari 
)The project was implemented in the flood affected area of Shreepur 8 in Sunsari district to support flood affected communities caused by the disaster of August 18, 2008 (Bhadra 2, 2065) as relief package. People lost their land and home when the dam of Koshi barrage broke. Hundreds of family lost their home and thousands of hector of land was covered by sand. The project was the immediate need of the community to create job for their hand to mouth. In addition, a physical asset has been created in the community, which is expected to provide regular income. The project benefited 43 poor Muslim families.  

The fishpond was completed in two months at the cost of Rs 33,250.00, which was given in terms of rice, dal and cash. A total of 133 person day job was created and each labor was paid 3 kg rice, 500 gm lintel and Rs 60 in cash per day. The project was implemented by a NGO called DEPROSC and WFP acted as the supporting organization.	

Main objective of the implementation of the project was to create jobs for the flood affected community to address their immediate problem of hand-to-mouth. Each household generates income equivalent to Rs 3,500.00. Secondly, the pond was built to create community asset and raise fish for a regular income to the community in the future. However, it was noted during the visit that the pound could not retain water and the community had to install a pump to recharge the pond, which appeared to be a financial burden to the poor community. 

The project gave immediate relief to the poor and the community victimized by the flood. The pond was built to generate a regular income to the community and create job. However, as it was built on sandy river bed, water could not retain. The community has installed a pump to recharge the pond, but it is going to be a costly solution. Therefore, the issue of sustainability is in question. 

There is a management committee to take care of the pond.  The project added an asset to the community. Community people worked together, which resulted in the strengthening of social cohesion and helped peace building. Capacity of local people has increased in managing local development activities through resource mobilization and transparently keeping the financial account. However, there is no fund envisaged for future maintenance. The community expects external support for the purpose. 

The project served the community of Muslim minority. The work was implemented through a User's committee which included women. Both male and female worked in the project. Since the project was targeted to the flood affected families, the whole family benefited from the project regardless of who in the family worked. 

2.6 
Community Building, Dumraha

Project Name: 	Ghaira Mahila Samudhaik Bhawan 
Location:		Ghaira tole, Dumraha 8, Sunsari
Project Cost:		Rs 231,000.00
Community:		Rs 101,000.00
Project:		Rs 130,000.00

 (
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. 
Community
 
Building
 at Gaira Tole, Dumraha 8.
)The project has been implemented in the poor and deprived community of Urau at the leadership of a women's group. VDC selection was based on the "DAG Mapping" criteria and the selected community is one of the least developed in the country. There are 27 Urau families in the community, all of whom belong to an ultra poor category. They are living in low land. They earn their living as farm labors. The project is the priority project of the community as it fulfills the immediate need of the community's meeting place, guest house, social gathering area, shelter during flooding and school for the community children. This is the first project implemented in the community. 

The building was completed in four months at the cost of Rs 231,000.00 in which the project provided Rs 130,000.00 and the community contribution is Rs 101,000.00 in terms of labor, material and cash (equivalent to Rs 8,000.00 cash, Rs 50,000 materials and Rs 43,000 labors). The 8,000.00 cash contribution was donated from the emergency fund under saving and credit program of the women's group called Ghaira Mahila Samuaha. The building was designed by the LDF technician and it was supervised by the overseer of the LDF, who visited the site three times during construction phase. An 11 member management committee (all women) was formed.  Transparency was maintained well as the committee used to present the details of expenditure in every meeting. The wall is made of brick in cement mortar and the roof is covered with CGI sheet over wooden members. The building was built by local craftsperson and the quality is good. There was delay in fund transfer from LDF. The building would have finished about a month ago if the community had received project grant in time.

The VDC had already launched the Village Development Program under DLGSP. Therefore, social mobilization was already in practice and a women's active group has been running the saving and credit program. The building has a multipurpose utility. Primarily, the women group uses it as a meeting venue. In addition, it has also been used as the school for the children. The building is also serving the need of community meeting centre. The whole community is on the flood plain; therefore the building was planned for the shelter during flooding. However, it was noted that the plinth was not raised high enough and that the floor flooded during last rainy season.

 (
9
. Active Women's Group of Urau Community
)This project is the felt need of the community, and on the top of their priority. The building was built by a local craftsperson and the community has enough skills to maintain it. There is a women's group to take care of the building and manage the activities that takes place there. The group has long experience of social mobilization and fund managing. The group has strong tie with the VDF and LDF. More than that, the important thing noted during the visit was the level of confidence raised among the women members of the Urau community in implementing development projects.  The project added an asset to the community. Community people worked together that strengthened social cohesion and promoted peace building. Capacity of local people, especially the Urau women has increased in managing local development activities through resource mobilization and maintaining the account in a transparent way. There is no fund envisaged for the future maintenance. However, they are thinking to use emergency fund of their saving's interest for the purpose.

The project is the result of courage and unity of Urau women. The building is serving the need of the poor and deprived Urau community that never got a chance to be the beneficiary of the developmental activities before has been included with priority. This is an exemplary project where women of the deprived community can play a lead role in implementing development projects. 


2.7 
Health Post Building

Project Name: 	Sub-Health Post Building Construction
Location:		Badalamji 1, Dailekh
Project Cost:		Rs 420,196.00
Community:		Rs 92,549.00
VDC:			Rs 50,000.00
Project (QIPSI):	Rs 277,647.00

 (
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. 
Sub-Healthpost
 
Building
 at Badalamji, Dailekh
)The project has been implemented in the VDC of deprived and Muslim minorities live, where people were affected by conflict and by an outbreak of diarrhea.  First of all, a criterion was developed and unanimously agreed by all party meeting in the DDC. Then the VDCs and communities were selected following the criterion. A person died and 645 households were affected during the outbreak. Neither the people were aware of the disease nor did they have access to health services. Therefore, construction of sub-health post was the priority of the community for the basic health service. Now the sub-health post is serving 6054 people of Badalamji and about 3000 people of the neighboring VDCs. 

The building was completed in four months at the cost of Rs 420,196.00 in which the project provided Rs 277,647.00 and the community contribution is Rs 92,549.00 in terms of labor and material. Initially, the VDC had given Rs 50,000.00 to buy the medicine, which the in-charge of the sub-health post in consultation and agreement with the health committee used to build the foundation (up to plinth level) of the building. The QIPSI grant was used to build the superstructure. The LDF technician provided technical support both during designing and construction phase. Local materials such as stone and wood have been used for wall and roofing structure. Corrugated iron sheet and cement were imported from outside.    Transparency was maintained by writing the details of income and expenditure on the wall. Besides, the committee used to give the details of expenditure in every meeting. The building was built by local craftsperson and the quality is good. 

It has been observed that the building is being used effectively. A 9 member Construction Committee was formed during construction phase and the committee was responsible for the whole activities. There is an Assistant Health Worker assigned to provide basic health service and maternity care and birthing services. The building has been the centre of health services of 6054 people of Badalamji VDC and about 3000 people of the neighboring VDCs. 

 (
Figure 
11
. Meeting with the Community at Badalamji
)This is the felt need of the community, and on the top of their development priority. The surrounding community, especially the inhabitance of Badalamji and neighboring VDCs are getting basic health care, maternity care service and birthing care in the building. The building was built by the local craftsperson and they have enough skill to maintain it. Besides, the community has a maintenance fund and a health committee has been formed to manage health facilities. More than that is the level of health consciousness raised among the community members and realization that development can flourish in harmony, teamwork and cooperation among people living in a community.  In addition, capacity and level of confidence of local people has been increased in implementing development projects through resource mobilization and maintaining the account in a transparent way. The project added an asset to the community. Community people worked together which strengthened social cohesion and helped in the peace building process. 

The purpose of the project is to create a venue for health services. Irrespective of the cast, creed and gender, the building provides the service to all. During construction phase, 3 of the 9 members of the User's Committee were women and among them 2 were Dalit and one was Muslim.  This is an exemplary project that the male, female, Dalits and Muslim of the community of remote area worked together for common benefit. 

2.8 
Water and Sanitation

Project Name: 	Water and Sanitation
Location:		Naule Katuwa 9, Dailekh
Project Cost:		Rs 904,904.00
Community:		Rs 453,904.00
Project (QIPSI):	Rs 451,000.00

 (
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. Toilet built under QIPSI at Naule Katuwal 9
) (
13
. Recently completed Tap Stand at Naule Katuwal 9.
)Dailekh was one of the three districts where diarrhea epidemic broke in July to September 2009. It was the national priority to address the epidemic. The project has been implemented in the VDCs affected by an outbreak of diarrhea. Naule Katuwa was one of the most affected VDCs where a person died and 459 households were affected during the outbreak. The VDC selection was based on the criterion developed and unanimously agreed by all party meeting in the DDC. Then the VDCs and communities were selected following the criterion. Ward no. 9 of Naule Katuwa VDC was affected by an outbreak of Acute Watery Diarrhea which is an indication of poor accessibility to   basic services as well as low level of awareness on sanitation and personal hygiene. The immediate need of the communities was to improve and enable easy access to the basic services through the implementation of livelihood initiatives. The initiatives required special focus on the supply of potable water, construction of toilets, improving personal hygiene as well as providing general awareness rising on personal hygiene and sanitation. Therefore, water supply and sanitation project was launched.

The project was started and completed under QUIPSI III. A drinking water scheme with intake, reservoir tank and 5 taps were built that served the settlement of Dalits. In addition, 29 toilets were built in the same settlement under the phase III. Out of 72 HHs, only 29 were covered in this phase. The remaining 43 HHs is being covered by QIPSI IV. Total cost of the project was Rs 904,904.00 in which the QIPSI provided Rs 451,000.00 and the community contribution is Rs 453,904.00 in terms of labor and material. The project added physical asset to the community.

Estimated cost of one unit of toilet is Rs 22,707.00. The QIPSI grant was used to buy squatting pan, cement, CGI sheet, skill labor and wood for door. In phase III, QIPSI grant for a unit of toilet was Rs 9,876. The rest was paid by the community in terms of material and labor. The LDF technician provided technical support both during designing and construction phase. Local materials such as stone and wood have been used for wall and roofing structure. Corrugated iron sheet and cement were the imported from outside. Transparency was maintained by writing the details of income and expenditure on the wall. Besides, the committee used to give the details of expenditure in every meeting. The toilet blocks were built by local craftsperson and the quality is good. The project could not be completed within the time given initially as it was peak agricultural season and the time of major national festivals.

Drinking Water and Sanitation scheme completed at Naule Katuwa 9 is highly effective. The water supply scheme consists of an intake, reservoir and 5 tap stands.  The scheme is functioning well and serves 29 families with potable water. Besides, 29 units of toilet have been completed with good quality. The toilets are used effectively. There is no open defecation around the community. The VDC had already launched Village Development Program under DLGSP. Therefore, community based organizations formed at cluster level are continuing social mobilization. These organizations were active during construction and they undertook the management of the project through a 9 member User's Committee. 

 (
14
. Meeting with the Community
)The community is aware that the diarrhea was spread due to poor sanitation and polluted drinking water. Therefore, they completed the Water and Sanitation project with great interest. After the completion of the project, it has been further realized that the life has become more comfortable as they do not have to go far to fetch water and go away from home for defecation. This has been a realized need of the community as there has no cases of diarrhea after the completion of the project. 

The project was built by the people of the community and there exists this skill. Besides, the community has a maintenance fund for the water supply scheme and there is a committee to take care of it. The toilet is the property of individual family, which they can maintain individually. More than that is the level of health consciousness raised among the community members and realization that development can flourish in harmony, teamwork and cooperation among people living in a community. Therefore, despite the ideological differences political parties have unanimity in development agenda. In addition, capacity and level of confidence of local people has been increased in implementing development projects through resource mobilization and up-keeping the account in a transparent way. Projects under the funding of QIPSI continued even during the time the government regular developmental activities were deadlocked, which has given a highly positive massage in the favor of UNDP supported projects. Community people worked together that strengthen social cohesion and helped in building peace. 

The purpose of the project is to create awareness on health and sanitation and supply potable water among the community people. Irrespective of the cast, creed and gender, the project provides the service to all. However, the project was implemented in the diarrhea affected community with priority to the Dalits and poor. In the QIPSI III, 29 of the 72 HHs of ward 9 of the VDC were included to build the toilet and it was reported that the remaining 43 HHs are going to include in QIPSI IV. During construction phase, 4 of the 9 members of the User's Committee were women and one was Dalit among them.  
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