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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
At the time of the study, 7,791 households in the study area - Mahankal, Konjosyom, and Bagmati 

rural municipalities in Lalitpur - had been identified as eligible to receive the Government of Nepal 

(GoN) housing reconstruction grant. Of these, 7,337 had signed the Partnership Agreement (PA) with 

the GoN, 7,320 had received the first tranche of 50,000 NPRs, 5,737 had received the second tranche 

of 150,000 NPRs, and 3,850 had received the third tranche of 100,000 NPRs. With just over 50% of 

households still to access the third tranche, this study was conducted \ to understand the factors 

impacting households’ progress through the reconstruction process.  

 

The main objective of the study was to find out the causes behind delays in housing reconstruction 

progress in rural areas of Lalitpur district. The study specifically focused on looking into the reasons 

why some households have not started to rebuild their house, what factors are affecting the rate of 

disbursement of the second and third tranches of the housing reconstruction grant and gathering 

more information on households’ plans for the reconstruction of a new earthquake resistant house.  

 

A household survey questionnaire and checklist were developed and both qualitative and 

quantitative data were collected through the household survey, Key Informant Interviews (KIIs), and 

Focus Group Discussions (FGDs). The household survey was conducted with 93 people who have 

received the first tranche of the housing reconstruction grant but who have not progressed to the 

second or third tranches. Six FGDs were conducted with 175 people who have received the first 

tranche but not the second or third tranches. Six KIIs were conducted with the ward chairpersons of 

six different wards. All data collected was categorised, coded, decoded, and analysed according to 

the study objectives.  

 

The study found that most of the participants in the household survey are illiterate and 73% work in 

agriculture / livestock farming as their main occupation. A small percentage - 14% - work as wage 

labour.  

 

In terms of living space, the study found that 50.5% respondents reported not having sufficient living 

space but of these only 45% have started constructing or constructed a new house. Out of the 93 

participants in the household survey, 64% have started constructing or constructed a new house but 

only 28% have received the second tranche of the housing reconstruction grant.  

 

The study found that of those respondents that have not started rebuilding, 47% reported that 

financial constraints were the reason they have not started, 19% are working overseas, 16% have 

not started because of land ownership issues, and 6% have not started to construct new house 

because they have another house or are living in their earthquake damaged house.  

 

The study explored the factors impacting the disbursement of the second tranche. Of the 72% of 

respondents who have not received the second tranche, 48% reported that it is because they have 

not started rebuilding, 44% reported that it is because they rebuilt before the NRA’s technical 

guidelines were introduced and their house is non-compliant, and 8% reported that they built after 

the technical guidelines were introduced but their house is non-compliant.  

 

Of the respondents that have not received the third tranche of the housing reconstruction grant, 

28% reported that it is because they haven’t progressed beyond plinth level and 35% reported that it 

is because their house is non-compliant. There are a large number of non-compliant houses in the 

study areas.  
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The study found that more than half of the participants in the household survey who have received 

the first installment but not started to construct a new house are planning to complete their 

reconstruction by the end of this fiscal year. 

 

The following recommendations have been developed based on the study findings: 

1. The NRA should develop a new policy to address the particular issues for households that 

rebuilt before the technical guidelines were introduced. 

2. Training on the corrections and exceptions manual, how to implement corrections, and how 

to communicate the corrections process to households needs to be provided to technical 

staff. 

3. The presence of social mobilisers at household / field level needs to be increased. Many 

issues that households face are not simply technical and teams of technical staff with social 

mobilisers would be more effective at providing support. 

4. The process to access the subsidised loans should be easier. 

5. In the study area (rural Lalitpur) the presence of technical staff is very low. The NRA and 

Building DLPIU Lalitpur should work to increase the presence of technical staff. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
Background 
The 25 April 2015 Gorkha earthquake, and the hundreds of aftershocks that followed, killed almost 

9,000 people, injured more than 22,000 people, and caused extensive damage to housing and 

infrastructure across 32 districts. The Post Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA) identified 14 districts 

as most affected and 18 districts as moderately affected and determined that the housing sector was 

the most affected, representing almost 50% of the disaster impact. In Lalitpur, 28,419 households 

have been identified as eligible for the housing reconstruction grant of 300,000 NPRs and 1,386 have 

been identified as eligible for the housing retrofit grant of 100,000 NPRs. The housing reconstruction 

in Lalitpur covers multiple contexts including heritage settlements, densely populated urban 

settlements, and rural settlements.  

 

The Government of Nepal (GoN) established the National Reconstruction Authority (NRA) in 

December 2015 to coordinate and manage the post-earthquake reconstruction. The GoN, through 

the NRA, has  developed the 'Grant Disbursement Procedures for Private Houses Destroyed by the 

Earthquake' which set out the procedures related to the housing reconstruction and retrofit grants. 

The housing reconstruction grant of 300,000 NPRs is provided in three tranches to incentivise safe 

construction practices. The first tranche of 50,000 NPRs is provided when the household signs the 

Partnership Agreement (PA) with the government. The second tranche of 150,000 NPRs is provided 

on completion of the foundation. The third tranche of 100,000 NPRs is provided on completion to 

roof band level. Once the roof is on and the house is complete a completion certificate is provided to 

the house. The process is similar for the retrofit grant, with the first tranche of 50,000 NPRs provided 

on signing the PA. The second tranche of 50,000 NPRs is provided on completion of the retrofit work.  

 

The NRA have deployed engineers, sub-engineers, and assistant sub-engineers to provide 

households with technical support and guidance as well as conducting the inspections associated 

with the tranche disbursement process. There are four Partner Organisations (POs) working on 

housing reconstruction in Lalitpur where there has been a much lower level of PO support than 

other districts throughout the recovery.  

 

Whilst many households have already progressed, or are progressing, through the housing recovery 

programme, there are households that have not progressed to the second tranche or third tranche 

of the housing reconstruction grant.  There are a wide range of factors that affect how households 

progress through the housing reconstruction grant process and these need to be better understood 

in order to provide targeted assistance to support households through the reconstruction process.    

 

Study Objectives 
The major objective of this study was to understand the factors that are impacting on households’ 

progress through the post-earthquake housing reconstruction. The specific objectives of the study 

were: 

1. To find out why some households that have received the first tranche of the housing 

reconstruction grant have not started to rebuild,   

2. To find out why some households have not been able to receive the second and third 

tranche of the housing reconstruction grant even though they have received the first 

tranche of the grant, and 

3. To find out, why some households who have received the second tranche have not been 

able to receive the third tranche of the housing reconstruction grant. 

https://hrrpnepal.us12.list-manage.com/track/click?u=e625790c6bdf9419f624ca776&id=8e68c01de3&e=fd77611e1f
https://hrrpnepal.us12.list-manage.com/track/click?u=e625790c6bdf9419f624ca776&id=8e68c01de3&e=fd77611e1f
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Limitations of the Study 
Most areas in Lalitpur face the same issues regarding the tranche disbursement for the housing 

reconstruction grant. However, as this study covers only rural areas in Lalitpur, the findings of this 

study may not be applicable for urban areas in the district. Also, this study may not cover all the 

factors impacting tranche disbursement for the housing reconstruction grant. This study also 

focused on the housing reconstruction grant and does not cover the challenges associated with the 

housing retrofit grant. 

 

CHAPTER II: METHODOLOGY  
Research Design 
This was a field-based, exploratory study that attempted to explore the factors impact earthquake 

housing reconstruction progress in the study areas inLalitpur district. Quantitative and qualitative 

methods were used to explore the reasons why some households have not been able to progress to 

the second and third tranches of the housing reconstruction grant.  

 

Study Area 
The study area is Mahankal, Konjosyom, and Bagmati rural municipalities in Lalitpur district. These 

areas were selected for the study as the number of households that have not progressed to second 

and third tranche of the housing reconstruction grant is higher in rural areas of the district than 

urban areas. 

 

Population and Sample 
The population for the study is all households eligible for the housing reconstruction grant who have 

received the first tranche of the grant but have not received the second or third tranche. 93 people 

who received the first tranche but have not received the second or third tranche took part in the 

household survey. The ward offices were requested to inform all households that had received the 

first tranche but not the second and third tranches that the survey was taking place and that anyone 

interested to participate needed to be at the ward office on a particular day. The survey was then 

conducted with everyone present in the ward offices on those days. Six Focus Group Discussions 

(FGDs) were conducted with 175 people who have received the first tranche but not the second or 

third tranches across different wards of the three rural municipalities. Six Key Informant Interviews 

(KIIs) were also conducted with ward chairpersons of the rural municipalities. The participants in the 

FGDs and the KIIs were selected purposively.  

 

Data Collection Tools and Techniques 
Because of the nature of the research questions and objectives, both quantitative and qualitative 

data were collected. Quantitative data were collected from the household survey and review of the 

housing reconstruction grant disbursement data and qualitative data was collected through the 

FGDs and KIIs.  

Survey Questionnaire 

The survey questionnaire is provided in Annex A.  Each questionnaire was checked, verified, and 

cleaned at the end of each day to minimise the possibility of incorrect information at the time of 

data entry in SPSS software.  

 

All household survey participants were provided with information on the purpose of the study and 

had to agree to take part before proceeding with answering the questions. Where participants were 

illiterate the questionnaire was completed in the presence of a witness.  
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Document Review 

As part of the study the Earthquake Housing Recovery Programme (EHRP), NRA MIS, and Building 

District Level Programme Implementation Unit (DLPIU) databases were reviewed to understand the 

overall status of housing reconstruction and tranche disbursement in the study area.  

Focus Group Discussion 

Six FGDs were conducted during the data collection. All six FDGs were conducted in different wards 

of the three rural municipalities. The FGDs were focused on discussing the factors that are impacting 

on households’ progress towards getting the second and third tranche of the housing reconstruction 

grant. The number of people participating in the FGDs ranged from 15 to 65 .  

Key Informant Interview 

KIIs were conducted to collect qualitative data. Six ward chairpersons were selected purposively as 

KII participants and the interviews were conducted based on a checklist which was developed for the 

KIIs. The KII checklist is provided in Annex B.  

 

Data Processing and Analysis 
After data collection the data was encoded in SPSS software. It was tabulated under different 

headings according to the study objectives. Qualitative data were also categorised into different 

themes and topics. Quantitative data is presented in tables, graphs, charts, and figures in this report. 

Quantitative and qualitative data are discussed sequentially. 
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CHAPTER III: ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter presents the overall findings of the study with analysis and discussion of these findings.  

 

Housing Reconstruction Context in the Study Area 
There are three rural municipalities in Lalitpur; Mahankal, Konjyosom, and Bagmati.  Across these 

three rural municipalities 7,791 households have been identified as eligible for the GoN housing 

reconstruction grant. The graph below presents the spread of eligible households across the three 

rural municipalities, as well presenting the numbers of households that have enrolled, have received 

the first tranche, have received the second tranche, and have received the third tranche of the 

housing reconstruction grant.  
 

 

Figure 1 - Housing Reconstruction Progress in Study Area 

Figure 1 clearly shows the significant gap between the number of households that have received the 

first tranche and the number that have received the second and third tranches. Across the three 

rural municipalities covered in the study area, more than 50% of households have not received the 

third tranche and 27% have not received the second tranche.  
 

Gender of the Respondents 
Almost 70% of participants in the household study were male, reflecting the higher number of men 

who are the head of household listed as eligible for the housing reconstruction grant.  
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Figure 2: Respondents’ Gender 

Figure 2 shows the percentage of male and female respondents to the household survey. The 

percentage of men involved in the household survey is higher than the overall number of women 

eligible for the housing reconstruction grant. Based on this it is inferred that the number of women 

who have received the first tranche but have not received the second and third tranches is higher 

than the number of men who have received the first tranche but not the second and third tranches.  

 

Respondents’ Education Level 
More than 50% of participants in the household survey are illiterate, 34% spent 5 years or less in 

school, and 15% spent 12 years or less in school.  

 
Figure 3 - Respondents' Education Level 
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Respondents’ Occupation  
Almost 90% of participants in the household survey were farmers and labourers. Respondents were 

able to select more than one response.  

 

Figure 4 - Respondents' Occupation 

Relationship Between Current Living Space and Starting Reconstruction 
The study found that the controversy between the room sufficiency for living and starting to make 

new house. Some of the beneficiaries argues that their house space/rooms are not sufficient to their 

family, however, they are not constructing new house. Below table present the relationship between 

the room sufficiency and starting to make new house. 

 
Table 1 - Relationship Between Current Living Space and Starting Reconstruction 

  

Starting to make new 
house Total 

Yes No 

Room sufficiency in present residential house 
Yes 37 9 46 

No 21 26 47 

Total 58 35 93 

 

Table 1 shows that 49.5% of respondents have sufficient space for their living requirements in their 

current living space. Of these, 80% have started to build a new house. The table also shows that 

50.5% respondents do not have sufficient living space but of these, 55% have not started to rebuild. 

The study found that the highest percentage of people who have not received the second and third 

tranches are people who do not have adequate living space in their current housing / shelter.  
 

Constructed New House and Received Second Tranche 
The study found that there is a significant gap between the number of people who have rebuilt and 

the number of people who have received the second tranche (disbursed on completion of 

foundations). This can be seen in Figure 5 below:   
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Figure 5 - % of respondents who have rebuilt vs. % of respondents who have received the 2nd tranche 

This gap was discussed during the FGDs and most people shared that they cannot access the second 

tranche because their houses are non-compliant. One of the FGD participants said: 

 

“My house completely collapsed in the earthquake. Very soon after, I rebuilt my house. At that time 

the NRA had not been established and the criteria for the reconstruction grant had not been 

introduced. But my application for the second tranche has been denied because my house has been 

categorised as non-compliant”.  

 

The study found that most houses constructed after signing the Partnership Agreement (PA) with 

the government are compliant but most houses which were constructed before signing the PA are 

non-compliant. One of the ward chairpersons shared during a KII: 

 

“Some houses are non-compliant because they constructed their houses before the NRA introduced 

the minimum criteria. So, the NRA should develop a different policy for those people.”  

 

The study found that there are two major reasons why households are not progressing to the second 

tranche:  

1. They have not started to construct a new house, or 

2. They constructed their house before the NRA introduced the technical requirements for the 

tranches and their houses have been found to be non-compliant.  

 

Reasons for Not Starting to Construct New House 
Almost half of the survey respondents who have not started to construct their house reported that 

the main reason is financial constraints. The full set of reasons reported in the survey is presented in 

the graph below:  
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Figure 6 - reasons for not starting to rebuild 

During the FGDs some participants shared that they have not been able to start rebuilding because 

of land ownership issues. In some parts of the rural municipalities people don’t have land ownership 

documents but the land they live on has been in their family for decades. According to the NRA 

policy, these people can sign a PA with the government, but only if the land owner provides 

permission for them to rebuild on the land and provides a copy of the land ownership 

documentation. During the FGDs, one participants shared:  
 

“I was able to sign the partnership agreement because my father in law gave permission for us to 

build on the land and provided a copy of the land ownership card. However, this was just for the 

enrollment process. As you know, we don’t have the land ownership card and we can’t construct a 

new house. We can’t move away from where we have been living because our livelihood activities 

are tied to this place. So, we are not constructing a new house. Some people have constructed their 

houses on public land, but the engineers and the ward are not recommending them for the second 

tranche.” 
 

During the KIIs, the impact of land ownership issues was also discussed. One ward chairperson said:  

 

“The partnership agreements have been signed as per the NRA guidelines, but we can’t recommend 

these households for the second tranche because of land ownership issues. The NRA have provision 

to provide up to two lakhs to these households, so they can buy land, but people are not interested in 

this scheme because their livelihood activities are tied to where they have been living. The NRA 

should take a new decision on this.”  

 
Some of the survey respondents reported that the head of household is working overseas, and the 

family are waiting for the head of household to return before starting to construct. One of the 

respondents said: 

  
“My husband is in foreign employment and I have two small children. I don’t have time to collect 

construction materials because it they have to be purchased from urban areas of Lalitpur. So, we 

have not started to construct a new house. My husband is coming back to Nepal next week and we 

will reconstruct within this year.”  
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So, the study found that there are people who have not started to reconstruct yet, but who are 

planning to rebuild. 

 

Reasons for not Receiving the Second Tranche 
Where survey participants had not received the second tranche, for the majority (48%) it is because 

they have not started to rebuild, for 44% it is because they rebuilt before the NRA published 

technical guidelines and the house is non-compliant, and for 8% it is because they rebuilt after the 

NRA published technical guidelines and the house is non-compliant. 

 

 
Figure 7 - reasons for not receiving the second tranche 

 

During a KII, one of the ward chairpersons said:  

 

“Some beneficiaries’ houses totally collapsed in the earthquake. They reconstructed their houses very 

quickly after the earthquake. At that time the NRA had not been formed and no guidelines for 

housing reconstruction had been introduced by the GoN. All of the houses constructed during that 

time are non-compliant. These people have received the first tranche, but they cannot progress to the 

second and third tranches.  

 

One of the FGD participants shared: 

 

“My house totally collapsed in the earthquake and I spent 8 months living in temporary shelter. After 

that I reconstructed my house, but I didn’t know about the NRA’s technical criteria at that time. 

When I have requested the second tranche, the inspection engineers said that they can’t recommend 

my house for the second tranche. I didn’t get any suggestions from the inspection engineers on how 

to apply corrections so that my house can be compliant. They just said that I either have to wait to 

the end of the project or build another house”  
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Reasons for not Receiving the Third Tranche 
None of the participants in the household survey have receive the third tranche. Figure 8 below 

presents the reasons that respondents have not received the third tranche. 
 

 
Figure 8 - reasons for not receiving the third tranche 

As discussed above, there are two types of non-compliant house in the study area; non-compliant 

houses constructed before NRA technical guidelines were introduced and non-compliant houses 

constructed after NRA technical guidelines were introduced. During the FGDs some participants that 

they constructed their house based on a design that had been provided by the inspection engineers. 

But then some of the engineers were changed and the new engineers refused to approve this 

design. One of the FGD participants said: 

 

“I constructed my house according to the advice provided by the engineer. The engineer agreed that I 

could include a double door on the front of the house. But when this engineer left, the new engineers 

said that this is non-compliant.”   

 

During the KIIs, the ward chairpersons shared that there are also cases of non-compliances because 

people have chosen to build their houses with more storeys than the number allowed under the 

guidelines, or with room sizes that exceed the allowed limits. I   

 

Plans for Housing Reconstruction  
More than half (55%) of survey respondents said that they will construct a new house, or if they had 

already started construction said they will complete their house. However, 45% of respondents said 

that they are not interested to construct a new house. Some of these people argue that they have 

already built a house and they will not be able to construct another to meet compliance 

requirements. They feel the government should provide the housing reconstruction grant for these 

houses. There are also respondents who have not constructed a new house and have no plans to.  
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Figure 9 - planning to build an earthquake resilient house 

During the FGDs, most participants who had received the second tranche but not progressed beyond 

plinth level were planning to complete their house within this year. Participants who are facing land 

issues are only planning to construct a new house if the GoN provides permission to rebuild in their 

existing place, otherwise they are not interested to build a new house. However, as they are living in 

temporary shelters on public land this is not a long term option and they will need support to find a 

suitable reconstruction option. Some of the FGD participants who rebuilt before the NRA introduced 

technical guidelines are planning to construct new houses so that they can access the second and 

third tranches. One FGD participant said: 

 

“I constructed my house before the NRA introduced technical guideline. The engineer has said that 

this house is not earthquake resistant. So, I am planning to construct another house in another plot 

of same location.”  

 

During the KIIs, one ward chairperson said:  

 

“Some beneficiaries have received the second tranche after completing their house up to plinth level. 

But now some of them are not in contact and some have migrated, so it is likely that some of them 

will not complete construction of their house.”  

 

Expected Timeframe for Housing Reconstruction 
Of the households that do want to rebuild, 85.4% plan to complete their construction by the end of 

Jestha, 12.5% plan to complete by the end of Chitra, and 2.1% plan to complete by the end of Magh. 
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Figure 10 - timeframe for housing reconstruction 

Plans for Return of First Tranche 
Of the survey respondents who have not started to construct a new house or who have constructed 

a non-compliant house, 55% are not going to construct a new house or are not interested to correct 

their house. The graph below presents the intentions of these respondents regarding return of the 

first tranche:  
 

 
Figure 11 - plans for return of first tranche 

The GoN and NRA has requested people who are not interested to construct new houses or who 

have received the first tranche on the basis of incorrect information to return the first tranche. 

However, the study found that only 9% of survey respondents are planning to return the amount. 
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CHAPTER IV: CONCLUSIONS  
This study explores the different factors affecting housing reconstruction progress in rural Lalitpur. 

More than half of survey respondents (50.54%) reported not having adequate living space, but they 

are not able to start reconstruction because of land ownership issues, financial constraints, and the 

head of household being in overseas employment. However, the study also found that some people 

are not following the technical guidelines because they do not allow them to build a house that 

meets their living requirements and some houses are now non-compliant because the number of 

storeys and / or the room sizes exceed allowed limits.  

 

The survey found that there are a large number of non-compliant houses, some that were built prior 

to the NRA reconstruction programme launching and some that were built after. During FGDs, 

participants shared that they are not receiving information on how to apply corrections, that they do 

not want to apply corrections, or that they intend to build another house in order to meet the 

technical requirements. This clearly indicates that more investment and support is required so that 

engineers in the field can provide clear information on correction requirements, and household can 

be supported through this process.  

 

Most survey respondents who had not started to reconstruct are planning to rebuild. However, they 

are hoping for favorable decisions from the NRA to make this possible, e.g. additional financial 

assistance, provision of land ownership cards, etc. However, there are respondents who are not 

interested to rebuild and some who have migrated from the villages and will not reconstruct.  

 

The NRA has requested the return of the first tranche by people who are not interested to rebuild or 

who have received the first tranche based on incorrect information. The survey found that just 9% of 

respondents who don’t plan to rebuild will return the first tranche. This indicates that recovery of 

the first tranche will be challenging. 

 

The following recommendations have been developed based on the study findings: 

1. The NRA should develop a new policy to address the particular issues for households that 

rebuilt before the technical guidelines were introduced. 

2. Training on the corrections and exceptions manual, how to implement corrections, and how 

to communicate the corrections process to households needs to be provided to technical 

staff. 

3. The presence of social mobilisers at household / field level needs to be increased. Many 

issues that households face are not simply technical and teams of technical staff with social 

mobilisers would be more effective at providing support. 

4. The process to access the subsidised loans should be easier. 

5. In the study area (rural Lalitpur) the presence of technical staff is very low. The NRA and 

Building DLPIU Lalitpur should work to increase the presence of technical staff. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



20 | P a g e  
 

Annex A: Household Survey Questionnaire 
 

/fli6«o k'glg{df0f k|flws/0f, lhNnf cfof]hgf sfof{Gjog O{sfO{ -cg'bfg Joj:yfkg tyf :yflgo k"jf{wf/_ 

nlntk'/af6  HRRP sf] ;xof]udf ;~rflnt bf];|f] tyf t];|f] ls:tf glng'sf sf/0fx?  ;DalGw 

cWoogsf] nflu tof/ ul/Psf] k|ZgfjnL 

gd:sf/ Û 

d]/f] gfd ========================================= xf] . d g]kfn ;/sf/, /fli6«o k'glg{df0f k|flws/0fn] ;~rfng 

ul//x]sf] lghL cfjf; k"glg{df0f sfo{qmd cGt{ut lhNnf cfof]hgf sfof{Gjog O{sfO{, nlntk'/n] cfof]hgf 

u/]sf] u0fgfsf nflu ;f]wstf{sf] ?kdf sfd ul//x]sf] 5' . xfdL clxn] /fli6«o k'glg{df0f k|flws/0fn] e"sDk 

lkl8t nfeu|fxL elg sfod u/]sf tkfO{ nfeu|fxLx?n] lsg bf];|f] tyf t];|f] ls:tf lng' ePg < eGg] 

l;nl;nfdf cWoog ;~rfng ul//x]sf 5f}+ . o; cWoogaf6 cfPsf] k|ltkmnn] /fli6«o k'glg{df0f 

k|flws/0fnfO{ efjL of]hgf lgdf{0fsf] nflu ;xof]u k'Ug]5 . cfzf 5 oxfF n] xfdLnfO{ ;xof]u ug'{x'g] 5 . 

 

v08 s nfeu|fxLsf] kl/ro 

1. !_ k"/f gfd -P]lR5s_ M 
#_ lnË M□k'?if □dlxnf □t];|f] ln+uL 

a. $_ hft÷hflt M %_ ufpFkflnsf÷gu/kflnsfM             ^_ j8f g++= M 

&_ pd]/M  *_ kl/jf/ ;+VofM 

(_ z}lIfs of]Uotf □ k9g / n]Vg g;Sg] □ ≤ %   □≤ !@   □≤ :gfts   □≤ :gftsf]Q/ 

!) 3/ d'nLsf] 

d"Vo k]zf  

 

• s[lif÷kz'kfng 
• Jofkf/÷:j/f]huf/ 
• a}b]lzs /f]huf/ 
• gf]s/L÷hflu/ 
• k/Dk/fut k]zf 
• Hofnf dhb'/L 
• a]/f]huf/ 
• cGo v'nfpg'xf]; ============================== 

v08 v M xfn al;/x]sf] 3/sf] cj:yf SKIP 

u 

! 

tkfO{sf] 

kl/jf/ xfn 

s'g 3/df 

al;/xg'ePsf] 

5 <  

• e"sDkn] Iflt ePsf] k'/fg} 3/  
• c:yfO{ 6x/f 
• e"sDk kl5 lgdf{0f u/]sf] gofF 3/ 
• e"sDkn] IftL gePsf] csf]{ 3/ 
• ef8fsf] 3/ 
• gft]bf/sf] 3/ 
• cGo 

 

u 

@ 

xfn al;/x]sf] 

3/sf] 

;+/rgfTds 

cj:yf s:tf] 

5< 

• c:yfoL 6x/f 
• 9'Ëf / df6f]sf] hf]8fO{ 
• 9'Ëf / l;d]G6sf] hf]8fO{ 
• O{6\6f / df6f]sf] hf]8fO{ 
• O{6\6f / l;d]G6sf] hf]8fO{ 
• cf/ l; l; 
• cGo ================-v'nfpg'xf];_ 

 

Uf 

$ 

xfn a;]sf] 

3/sf] sf]7f 

kof{Kt 5 5}g 

< 

• 5      
•  5}g  
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v08 3M  bf];|f] tyf t];|f] ls:tf glng'sf] sf/0fx? SKIP 

3 

! 

tkfO{n] 3/ 

lgdf{0f ug{ z'? 

ug'{eof]<  

• u/] -u/]sf] eg] 3 # df hfg] 
• u/]sf] 5}g     

 

3 

@ 

lsg ug'{ ePg 

< 

• a:g of]Uo csf]{ 3/ eP/ 
• 3/ agfpg O{R5's geP/ 
• kl/jf/sf cGo ;b:o klg nfeu|fxL  

    ePsf] eP/  

• 3/ agfpg hUuf geP/ 
• 3/ agfpgsf] nflu k};f geP/ 
• 3/ agfpg Go"gtd If]qkmnsf] hUuf 

geP/ 
• gu/kflnsfn] tf]s]sf] Go"gtd dfkb08 

gk'Ug] ePsf]n] 
• gfd ÷gfdfjnL km/s k/]sf]n] klxnf] 

ls:tfsf] /sd g} k|fKt u/]sf] 5}g 
• hUufsf] nfnk"hf{ geP/ 
• c+zj08f ;DaGWfL d'2f rln/x]sf]n] 
• u}x| ;/sf/L ;+:yfn] 3/ lgdf{0f 

ul/lbPsf]n] 
• ;xh k|s[ofaf6 qm[0f ;'ljwf pknAw x'g 

g;Sg] b]v]/ 
•  

cGo  ==============================================-

v'nfpg'xf];_ 

 

3 

# 

s] bf];|f] ls:tf 

lng'eof]< 

• lnP  
• lnPsf] 5}g -3 ^ df hfg]_ 

 

3 

$ 

bf];|f] ls:tf 

glng'sf] sf/0f 

s] xf]< 

• dfkb08 cfpg' eGbf klxn] g} agfPsf] 

3/sf] dfkb08 gk'u]sf]n] 
• ;Demf}tf kl5 agfPsf] 3/sf] dfkb08 

gk'u]sf]n] 
• k|fljlwsx? 3/ lgl/If0fdf gcfPsf]n] 
• gofF 3/ g} gagfPsf]n] 
• cGo 

 

3 

% 

t];|f] ls:tf 

lng' eof] <  

• lnP -oxL+ ;dfKt ug]{]_ 
• lnPsf] 5}g 

 

3 

^ 

t];|f] ls:tf 

lsg glng' 

ePsf]< 

 

• agfPsf] 3/sf] dfkb08 gk'u]/ 
• bf];|f] ls:tf k5fl8 3/ g} gagfPsf]n] 
• 3/ g} gagfPsf]n] 
• cGo ====================== 

 

3 

& 

ca 3/ lgdf{0f 

ug]{ ljrf/ ug'{ 

ePsf] 5 jf 

5}g <  

• 3/ lgdf{0f u5'{ 
• 3/ lgdf{0f ug]{ ljrf/ 5}g -3 & df hfg]_ 

 

3 

* 

3/ lgdf{0f 

slxn] ;Dd 

;DkGg ul/ 

;Sg'x'G5 <  

• df3 d;fGt leq 
• r}q d;fGt leq 
• h]7 d;fGt leq 
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3 

( 

3/ lgdf{0f 

gu/]df k};f 

lkmtf{ ug]{ 

af/]df s] 

ljrf/ ug'{ 

ePsf] 5 < 

• lkmtf{ u5'{ 
• lkmtf{ ug]{ larf/ 5}g . 

 

3 

!) 

s] Joj:yf 

eof] eg] 

cfjf; lgdf{0f 

ug'{x'G5 < 

• nfnk"hf{sf] Joj:yf eof] eg] 
• yk cg'bfgsf] Joj:yf eof] eg] 
• gu/kflnsfn] dfkb08 gk'u] kgL gS;f 

kf; ul/lbPdf 
• lhljsf] kfh{gsf] Joj:yf ePdf 
• 3/ lgdf{0f ug{sf] nflu ;/n qm[0fsf] 

Joj:yf ul/lbPdf 
• 3/ lgdf{0f ug]{ ;f]rdf g} 5}gf}+ 
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Annex B: Key Informant Interview Checklist 
 

• Reconstruction progress in the Ward 

• Tranche disbursement status  

• Reasons for delays in claiming 2nd tranche by beneficiaries  

• Reasons for delays in claiming 3rd tranche by beneficiaries 

• Conducive procedures from Ward Office endorsed to facilitate reconstruction by 

beneficiaries  

• Conducive procedures from Ward Office endorsed to deal with key reconstruction issues of 

beneficiaries  

• Advocacy done by Ward office to DLPIUs (Building and GMaLI) to facilitate reconstruction by 

beneficiaries 

• Relevant support forwarded from Ward office with Ward level stakeholders to facilitate 

reconstruction by beneficiaries  

• Support provided by Ward office in inspection process by DLPIU engineers 

• Further support needed to facilitate the relevant issues in reconstruction in wad areas 

 


