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Grant (UDG) funding for their sub projects, municipalities mus

Conditions (GACs).

To become eligible for the Urban Development Grant, 2 municipality ™™ 0
quircment 1s a

Participation Agreement. Once signed, and unless revoked, this 1€
condition that remains valid for the entire duration of the project

" d Grant
In addition, for the release of UDG funds, the municipality must meet the annually asses;emem "
Access Conditions (GACs), which are reviewed prior to the finalization of the Gove

Nepal's annual budget.

ust first sighs the
ne-time

: . . - - al
This report focuses on the assessment of GACs, which is necessary to determine municipz
Year 2026/2027. The assessment 1

eligibility for receiving UDG funds for the upcoming Fiscal
done based on the performance of the previous year FY 2024/2025.
itiated by the usual timeline of 1 February

Preparation of the GAC for FY 2025/26 could not be in ‘o th
2026 as NUGIP was scheduled to conclude on 15 July 2026. However, due to slow progress i 1he

implementation of some UDG subprojects, there was 2 risk that these activities would not be
completed within this period. Consequently, a decision was made to extend NUGIP by one year,

until 15 June 2027.
ation Manual (PIM) reflect

sound financial management. They are intended

to ensure that the recipient municipality is capable of utilizing the Urban Development Grant

(UDG) funds in compliance with project requirements, particularly in the arcas of procurement,
accounting, reporting, and application of the safeguard instruments. The four GACs against which

the municipalities are assessed are presented i

The Grant Access Criteria as outlined in the Project Implement

fundamental principles of good governance and

n Table 1.

Table 1 Four Minimum Grant Access Conditions (GACs)

GAC topic Description
1. Investment selection| e The Municipality must have followed a process of project
prOeees identification as described above and summarized in Table

2.4; Notably, project identification must be: based on a
needs gap analysis / strong justification endorsed by
citizens during consultations o be technically sound and
have a solid justification

o be compliant with the list of eligible activities

o meet the ESMF criteria; and :

o be included in the 3-year urban infrastructure development

plan
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2. Procurement/Contract| e Continued municipality compliance with v:.tzrs
management Bank’s procurement regulation for IPF borrowers-
2 nt
3.S EanIrm:iment and Social| » Continued compliance with the ESMP Né;nd OIS::I’) rc;i:c/;or
afeguards h as ESMF :
safeguard documents Suc : Pl (VCDP), with

v ity Develo e e
ulnerable Community Pf - jentified mitigating

regards to implementation  ©

measures (if any). E&S non
the field visit are addresse _
Plans (CAP) and reported Wit
accordingly.

d through
h

4. Transparent  financial
management and timey

e All Physical and Financial progress
within one month after the end of each

-compliancc

observed through
Corrective Action
pcO and Bank

reports submitted
quadrimester in the

formats as describedin PIM____———

Ifil an urgent need and are seen as

reporting

The first GAC intends to check if the proposed investment(s) fu )
a priority by the citizens. The criterion coincides with successful completion of the investment

planning and budgeting process which the municipalities seed to adhere to. This GAC is

particularly relevant for the first year of investments under the project, because, as for the
the condition is considered as ‘met’ for the duration of the

participation agreement, once fulfilled, :
(DPRs) are approved, the municipality is

project. It means that once the Detailed Project Reports

deemed to have properly followed the project selection process.
e set guidelines for procurement,

both on physical and financial
d will need to be met as long

The other three GACs verify that the municipality follows th
safeguard instruments and regular (quadrimester) reporting,
progress. These GACs stay relevant for the duration of the project an
as the investments are not finalized.

articular year, all applicable GACs must be met and failure to meet any (one or more)

For any p
med municipality in the upcoming year’s

will lead to non-inclusion of any amount for the conce
budget, which will delay project completion.

The annual assessment of the GACs will be conducted by the dedicated NUGIP team in MolD,
using the checklist as provided in Annex 13 of PIM. The NUGIP Project Management Support
Team (PMST) will assist the ministry in carrying out the exercise.

The assessment will be initiated as early February of each year and assess the municipality

performance in the previous calendar year.

The assessment will start with a review of documented evidence, but will also include site visits
and spot checks (if possible), notably for GAC 3 (i.e. for those municipalities that have an ESMP
prepared) and to a lesser extend GAC-2. During the assessment, municipalities may be requested
to provide additional information, whereby failure to provide such information in a timely manner
may lead to a notation of not having met the GACs.




.
—

Lo .
g ' *“"-‘ - g
X J - ~
3 &7 eiféf

Y
% - RN OF
&, e 8
0’5‘:’0’6  Intrastuct' og\“ 2
“ Dovelopment i

Con, g
mmml%&:% ; DUDBC staff,

The site visits and s s
pot checks are made if ill beaEpst
ecessary. Team will beggi s i
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ministry or the concerned provincial government

5:; :ﬁ: ]})::5 arl‘;mon o.f _t}f's report, no field visits specially targeting GAC has based on the
) have been visiting the field at different intervals. GAC assessments ar¢ 535

information provided by field visits at different time intervals and also from regular rcporlmg,fr.om
the UDG municipalities. The information provided here under relates with the most recent vIsIts.

peen made. PMST

Table 2:Field Visit details by PMST

S D:-lt'e ofName “ofPaosition Purpose Name of Municipality
N. [Visit Consultants Visited
01 |Feb 9 -Bal  Mukunda [Environment [E&S Monitoring [Mechinagar, Birtamod,
12,2026  |Pokhrel Safeguard [tahari
Expert
02 |Feb 12 -litendra Raj (Quality Project Works Mechinagar, Birtamod,
13,2026  |Shakya Management Quality Itahari,
Expert Inspection
03 |Feb 12 -Rakesh  Kumar [Road Expert [Project ~Work Mechinagar, Birtamod,
13,2026  [Dwivedi (International |Inspection [tahari
)
04 [Feb 20 -|Chowdhury Fazle [Team Leader [Technical Baglung,Vyas,
22,2026 [Bari mission visit Shuklagandaki, Pokhara,
05 |Feb 20 -|Rakesh  Kumar [Road Expert [Technical Baglung,Vyas,
22,2026  [Dwivedi (International |mission visit Shuklagandaki, Pokhara,
)
06 (Feb 20 - Bal Mukunda [Environment [Technical Baglung,Vyas,
22,2026  [Pokhrel Safeguard mission visit Shuklagandaki, Pokhara,
Expert

2. Participatory Agreement Signing with UDGs Municipalities
The initial Participation Agreement expired on 3 March 2026. The Participation Agreement was
renewed and signed on 3 March 2026 and has been extended until 3 March 2027.

3. Municipalities with Implementation activities

The UDG municipalities are at different stages of sub-project implementation. The subprojects in
Damak, Urlabari, and Putalibazar municipalities were completed within the stipulated timeframe
in 2025. Similarly, the subproject Tilottama-01, Tilottama-02, Pokhara-03, Mechinagar-01,
Triyuga-02, Birtamod, Tansen have been physically completed recently and the final payment is

expected to be released shortly.
3
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Pokhar_a 01 and Vyas are unlikely to be compl
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critical implementation delays and require close monitoring.

lagandaki, and

ot implemcnlation

1. Pokhara Metropolitan City
the initial phase,

unicipalities t0 initiate proJ¢
bproject was selected during

pokhara Metropolitan City was among the first m
Y 2023/24.

act@vities unde_r.NUG]P. One road improvement su
while two additional subprojects were approved in F

a) Talchowk-Begnas Road (3.284 km)
Construction is ongoing, with cumulative physical progress reaching 74.41%.

b) Dobilla-Bagmara Road (12.44 km)
s has reached 03.82%.

Construction works ongoing, and cumulative physical progres

c) Sisuwa—Sisaghat Road (4.14 km)
o be processed.

Construction has been completed, and only the final payment remains t

2. Tilottama Municipality
g. Details

All construction works have been completed, and only final payments remain outstandin
of the subprojects are as follows:

a) Tilottama-01 (Mangalapur — Bebra Road) - 5.0 km

as achieved 87% physical progress and is physically completed.

The subproject h
—1.84 km

b) Tilottama-02 (Bebra -Kanchibazzar Road)

The subproject has achieved 86% physical progress and is physically completed.

3. Birtamod Municipality
The construction works are substantially completed, with only final payments remaining to be

processed. Cumulative physical progress has reached 94%.

4. Damak Municipality

The subproject was successfully completed in May 2025.

5. Urlabari Municipality
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The subproject was Successfully completed in May 2025.

6. Ramgram Municipality

) _ . roached 74.54%.
Construction works are ongoing, and cumulative physical progress has 1 cached 7

7. Putalibazar Municipality

The subproject was successfully completed in May 2025.

8. Mechinagar Municipality

Implementation of the municipality's road improvement subprojects is progressing as follows:
a) Mechinagar-01 (Suryodaya Marg) — 8.38 km

Construction has been completed, with cumulative physical progress reaching Th.
b) Mechinagar-02 (Shahid Marg) - 5.47 km

Construction is ongoing, with cumulative physical progress reaching 78.65%.

9. Tansen Municipality

The subproject has been completed. Cumulative physical progress reached 97%, andl f‘ma(i
payments to the contractor have been completed. Payments to the DSC are expected to be release

shortly.
10. Shuklagandaki Municipality
Construction works are ongoing, and cumulative physical progress has reached 85.1%.
11. Triyuga Municipality
Implementation progress of the municipality's subprojects is as follows:
a) Triyuga-01 (Different Interconnected Road) - 9.93 km
Construction is ongoing, with cumulative physical progress reaching 92%.
b) Triyuga-02 (Sagarmatha Marg) — 6.68 km
Construction work has been completed, achieving cumulative physical progress of 97.3%.
12. Vyas Municipality

Construction works are ongoing, and cumulative physical progress has reached 43.21%.
5
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physical pro ress of 99 S;:aln;c f‘ance works remain. The subproject has achieved cu S
prog " and is nearing completion.

14. Itahari Municipality

Constructi i
on works nearbly completion, with cumulative physical progress reaching 95.24%.

15. Dhankuta Municipality
C i :

onstruction works are ongoing, with cumulative physical progress reaching 93.25%.
16. Rajbiraj Municipality
Construction works are ongoing, with cumulative physical progress reaching 87.95%.
17. Sundarharaicha Municipality

Construction works are ongoing, with cumulative physical progress reaching 91%.

4. GAC Assessment
The following section deals with the assessment of GAC. It is divided into three parts: UDG/ GAC-

1&3, UDG/GAC 2 and 4. UDG/GAC 1&3 has been taken together because the two items are
closely related with project selection and implementation.

4.1. UDG/ GAC - 1&3 assessment for municipalities

4.1.1 Pokhara Metropolitan City
Pokhara municipality is one of very early municipalities where implementation activities were

initiated. The municipality had selected one road improvement project in the early stage and other
two sub projects in FY 2023/24. The name of the first Sub-Project is “Improvement of Talchowk
Begnas Road (P23.i)” (3.284km) other two subprojects are:Dobilla-Bagmara and Sisuwa-
Sishaghat Road. The above two sub projects which are being considered for implementation have
not followed the detailed process of selection. DPRs were directly prepared for the sub projects

without following project selection process given in PIM.
Table 3. Outlines the process followed in selecting the ongoing sub project.

Table 3 UDG/ GAC — 1&3 for Pokhara Metropolitan

' S.N. | Requirement fOl‘; Resultll'! Remarks
| GAC1and3 ; f
1. Needs gap analysis Yes Reference: ol
. a. Approved Inception Report and SCW-
[ Report
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2. Strong Justification ‘;;s“* " ]

a. Approved Feasibility Report, _6'1

"Alternative Road Option"- Project
- Justification
3; Sub-pro; :
bybcﬁg‘z’ii‘:s a':;dorscd Yes Reference: i ort. 2.4
iy Other a.  Approved Feasibility Report,
Municipal PP SCW I
P (SCW-I and II) Annex A
stakeholders during Report :
consultationg b. Inception Report: SCW-I
4 St{b-?rojem Yes Reference:
prontized by (he a. Approved Feasibility Report, 24 "
Municipality Details of Stakeholder Consultative
Workshop — 2" (SCW-1 and II); Annex
A-SCW-II Report
: b. Inception Report: SCW—IV
3. | Technically sound Yes | Reference: i o
a. Approved Feasibility Report
6. | Compliant with| Yes | Reference:
eligible sub- a. Approved Feasibility Report, 7.2 and
Projects and avoided 8.2 "Project Categorization"
Negative List of sub-
Projects
7. Meet the ESMF| Yes Reference: :
criteria a. ESIA for Talchowk- Begnas -and
ESMPs for other two road prepared,

_approved and implemented

b. CESMP is in place and implemented

c. GRM functional; altogether 86
grievances recoded and resolved

d. SEA/SH CAP completed

e. Grievances registered in WB GRS also
resolved :

f. OCHS have improved over the year;
however, there remains room for
further improvement, CAP
recommendations. identified through
BTOR:s continue to be implemented.
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8. lncluded‘m the 3-year| Yes Reference: ) ™ SCW -
urban infrastructyre a. "Approved Inception Report’;
development plan I //
% Within Budget | Yes Reference: - Report
Allocation a. Approved Feasibilily P 0}
Ceiling Executive Summary "Summary
Block Cost”
10. I DPR - Report| Yes | DPR, ESVESMP Approved
Preparation (including
detailed design,
safeguard  document
preparation and
costing, drawings)
11. | Final Project Approval| Yes | Approved.

4.1.2 Tilottama Municipality

Table 4 gives information on Tilottama municipality where the project in under constructi.on- The
name of the Sub-Project is “Upgradation of Mangalapur Kanchibazar Road, Tilottama

Municipality” (5km).

Table 4 UDG/ GAC - 1&3 for Tilottama Municipality

by citizens and other
municipal stakeholders
during consultations

S.N. | Requirement for GAC Result | Remarks
1and3 | it il
L. Needs gap analysis Yes Reference:
' a. Approved Inception Report  and
SCW-I Report '
2. Strong Justification | Yes Reference:
a. Approved Feasibility Report, 7.1
"Alternative Road Option"- Project
Justification
3. Sub-projects endorsed| Yes Reference:

a. Approved Feasibility Report,
3.4 (SCW-I and II) Annex A-SCW 11
Report

b. Approved Inception Report,
SCW-I ‘
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4. Sub-Prn: - R
bub Project Prioritized| Yeg Reference: "
Yy the : L Repott 3.4
a. Approved Feasibility

Munidpa]ity Details of Stakeholder Consultativ?
Workshop - 2" (SCW—I and II);

Annex A-SCW-II Report

b. Approved Inception Report, SCW-I

Reference: i
a. Approved Feasibility Report, 4. :
Identified Issues and Constraints

|
5. Techmcally sound Yes

6. ?qmpliant with| Yes Reference:
eligible subprojects a. Approved Feasibility Report, 8.2and
ar}d avoided Negative 9.2 "Project Categorisation” 8.3and
List of sub- Projects 93  "Impact Identification and
Assessment"
7. ‘Meet  the ESME Yes Reference:
criteria : a. ESIA for Mangalapur - Kanchibazaf

Road and ESMP for Bewara Chowk
Kanchibazar Road prepared, approved
and implemented
b. Contractor’s ESMP is in place and

implemented :
¢. Altogether 11 grievances recoded and

resolved; GRM functional
d. SEA/SH CAP completed ,
e. Resettlement issue of Mrs. Rupa Gurung
resolved '
f. OCHS have improved over the year;
however, there remains room for further
improvement. CAP recommendations
identified through BTORs continue to be
implemented.

8. Included in the 3-year Yes Reference:

urban  infrastructure a. Approved Inception Report
development plan
9. | Within Budget | Yes Reference:
Allocation Ceiling a. Approved  Feasibility = Report,
Executive Summary "Summary of
: Block Cost"
10. DPR Report Yes DPR, ESI/ESMP Approved
Preparation
(including  detailed
design, safeguard
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; drawings)

Final ProjcctApproval Yes

Approved LIS

The new additj R

Municipality” ;ll(.);::c::))“-c "sion of “Upgradation of Mangalapur Kanchibazar Road, Tilottama

Road has been foung to lss}:-:nmpl"t_ed. The DPR for the Upgradation of Bebra -Kanchibazzai' road

the ongoing sub project T B the d’ﬁje’em steps followed in the selection and im;ilcmentatlon of
Ject. The sub project js completed and final payment is remaining.

4.13 R:imgram Municipality
Sub-Project Name: “Pokhara Paj; Panditpur Road (5.78Km.)

Table 5
able 5 UDG/ GAC - &3 for Ramgram Municipality

Jioin, =
S.I\. ‘ ?equwemen( GAC 1 nnci Result {Remarks. ‘ 7 s
| | | s

: Needs gap analysis | Yes Reference: .
Approved Inception Report

a
] and SCW-I Report

2. Strong Justification Yes Reference:
a Draft Feasibility Report
received 3.3 " Project

Justification"

3. Sub-projects endorsed by | Yes Reference:
citizens and other a Draft Feasibility Report
municipal  stakeholders (SCW-I and II) Annex 14
during SCW II Report, Approved
consultations Inception Report, SCW-I
4. Sub-Project prioritized by | Yes Reference:
the Municipality a. Draft Feasibility Report
E. Technically sound Yes Reference:
a. Draft Feasibility Report
Reference:

6. Compliant with eligible | Yes
subprojects and avoided
Negative List of sub-
Projects

7.7 Meet the ESMF criteria | Yes

a. Draft Feasibility Report

Reference:
a. ESIA for Pokharapali -
Panditpur' Road prepared,
approved and implemented |
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T b. CLSMP is in place and
implemented
c. GRM functional; altogether
8 grievances recoded and
resolved
d. SEA/SH CAP implemented
e. OCHS have improved over
the year; however, there
remains room for further
improvement. CAP
recommendations identified
RN through BTORs continue to
8. Inc be implemented.
urb:ll;ded mmg]:stri‘c)t’s:r = Reference: .
; devilﬂ’_m_cﬂpjan = a. Approved Inception Report
: é‘:lll}::] Budget - Allocation Yes Reference:
¥ a. Draft rLaSlblllty Report |
Executive Summary]
10. DP R : "Summary of Block Cost"
Repon Preparation | Completed | DPR, ES/ESMP Approved
(Including detailed
design, safeguard
document preparation and
costing,
drawings)
11. Final Project Approval Yes Approved

4.1.4 Birtamod Municipality
Sub-Project Name: Upgradation of Buttabari-Pyakurel Chowk Road (6.26km)

Table 6 gives information on Birtamod municipality where the project is being implemented.

Table 6 UDG/ GAC — 1&3 for Birtamod Municipality

S.N.| Requirement for GAC 1 Result Remarks
| a_ng 3 IR AL i
1. Needs gap analysis Yes Reference:
a. Approved Inception Report and
SCWI Report
2, Strong Justification Yes Reference:
a. Approved Feasibility Report, 3.3
" Project Justification"

1




S.N

Requiremcnt
r Al ]
and 3 or GAC l]

citizens and other
:111iiicxpa1 stakeholders
uring consultations

—_—
Sub-Project prioritized by
the Municipality

Result

Yes

e ———
Sub-projects endnrsm'“““--;.- o

-

Reference:

Remarks St Davelop "

Vi "‘,’Dilmm n‘,‘_’*

== Do) Gt

[’ AL TRy
sibility  Report
d 11) Anncx I-

Reference:
o Approved ¢
3.5 (SCW—I an
SCW 11 Report

b, Approved IncC Report,

ption

e
P

SCW-I
‘bility Report,
ved Feasibility
) ;'\I;Pr'? Details of Stakeholdc'x:
Consultative Workshop —
(SCW-I and 1I); Annex

SCW-II Report
b. Approved Inception Report,

scwal

Technically sound

Yes

Reference: £
a Approved Feasibility Report

Compliant with eligible
subprojects and avoided
Negative

List of sub- Projects

Yes

Reference: 3
a. Approved Feasibility ~Report,

8.2and

9.2 "Project Categorisation'|

8.3and
9.3 "Impact Identification and
Assessment”

Meet the ESMF criteria

Yes

Reference:
a. ESIA for Buttabari- Pyakurel

Chowk Road prepared, approved
and implemented :
b. CESMP prepared and implemented
¢. GRM functional; altogether 26
grievances recoded and resolved
d. SEA/SH CAP completed
e. OCHS have improved over the
year; however, there remains room
for further improvement. CAP
recommendations identified
through BTORs continue to be
implemented.

Included in the 3-year
urban infrastructure

development plan

Yes

Reference:
a. Approved Inception Report

12
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b o or GAC I Resule | Remarks "f‘?;:if’fff’_’f',, i
R N —— |
9 Within Budget *J Yos Relt s
| . cference:
o Al 2. Approved Feasibility Report
e Executive Summary "Summary
of
10. | DPR Repop prm———t—_ Block Cost”
Rfeport Preparation | yes DPR, ESI/ESMP Approved
(Including detailed ’
design, safeguard
document Preparation and
costing,
drawings)
11. | Final Project Approval Yes Approved

4.1.5 Baglung Municipality
S‘-’b'P roject Name: P1, Mulapani school-Hararchaur, Titaura road (8.56km), P2, Majhibasti
Nigaheghat Road (1.62km), P3, Odarchaur-Dhodeni-Phorse road (2.14km). Total 12.32km.

Table 7 UDG/ GAC - 1&3 for Baglung Municipality

S.N.[ Requirement GAC 1 and 3 | Result Remarks 2
Needs gap analysis Yes Reference:
a. Approved Inception Report
and SCWI Report
2. Strong Justification Yes Reference:
a. Draft Feasibility Report
received 3.3 " Project
Justification"
3. | Sub-projects endorsed by | Yes Reference:

a. Draft Feasibility Report

citizens and other municipal
(SCW-I and II) Annex 1-

stakeholders during
consultations SCW II Report
b. Approved Inception Report,
SCW-I
4. | Sub-Project prioritized Yes Reference:
by the a.  Draft Feasibility Report
Municipality
5. | Technically sound Yes Reference:
a._ Draft Feasibility Report
13
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'T“—-——-——-f.n_‘f“‘ CAC T mdd T - E’é-‘”an’ﬁfdﬁr‘:nw,,..p
. Compliant mzﬁ“ﬁ‘*—* LRIAPIL ' Remarks ;’:ﬂlﬂﬂ%ﬂ‘ﬁl}w ;.;;,J
projects gng e U] Yes | Reference: e
Negative List of sub- ;):::-Idcd . Draft Feasibillty Repo
7. | Meet the ESMF erifers jeets| |
eria Yes Reference: ond
implcmcmcd for all three rod
projects
b. Contractor’s ESMP  preparcd
and implcmcnlcd
¢. GRM functional; altogether
grievances recoded  an
resolved
d. SEA/SH CAP completed
e. OSI and cHS regularly
monitored and complied
f, OCHS have improved over the
year; however. there remains
room for further improvement.
CAP recommendation
identified through BTORs
continue to be implemented.
8. ?ncluded in the 3-year urban| Yes Reference:
infras
o tructure  development a. Approved Inception Report
. \Vl-tl}in Budget Allocation | Yes Reference:
Cellmg a. FCZISlblllty Report’
Esxecutive : Summary
: "Summary of Block Cost"
10. | DPR Report Preparation Completed DPR, ESI/ESMP Approved
(Including detailed design,
safeguard document
preparation
and costing, drawings)
11. | Final Project Approval Yes Approved

4.1.6 Vyas Municipality
Sub-Project Name: Upgradation of Parasarmarg Budikhola -Beltari-Farkachaurpokhrelfath

(10.56km)

Tuble 8: UDG/ GAC — 1&3 for Vyas Municipalily

14
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S 82p analyg;g ¥ Risismarsiuane e
¢S | Reference: ‘
o e Rd:_r m/:(;pmvcd Inception Report
2. W\ and SCW-1 Report
Yes Reference: )
o Draft Feasibility ~Report
reccived 3.3 " Project
3. | Sub-projects endorsed py [ Ve Justification”
Citizens ang other munjc; Y| Yes Reference: e Report
stakeholders pal o Draft’, Feasibliy. oo ]
consultations during (SCW-I and II) Annex
SCW II Report
b. Approved Inception Report,
- i;:;ii?;f: prioritized by the | Yes Reference: o
Y a. Draft Feasibility Report
S. | Technically soung Yes Reference:
- sk a. Draft Feasibility Report
6. Comphapt with Yes Reference:
eligible  sub-projects a. Draft Feasibility Report
and avoided Negative List of
sub- Projects
7. Meet the ESMF criteria Yes Reference:

a. ESMP for Parasar Marga
prepared, approved and is
being implemented

b. CESMPis in place and is being
implemented

c. GRM functional; altogether 22
grievances  recoded  and
resolved

d. SEA/SH issue resolved and
corrective  actions  also
completed

e. OCHS have improved over the
year; however, there remains
room for further improvement.
CAP recommendations
identified through BTORs
continue to be implemented.

8. | Included in the 3-year urban | Yes Reference:
infrastructure  development a. Approved Inception Report
plan

15
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Ceiling 8¢t Allocation Yes

10.

Reference:

- e luibilityd " BEE
a. Draft Fc‘/&'}zm ysummary

ISXCCU“VC t"
ck Cos

ommary of Block €O

proved

W‘-‘
(Including P detailf:crleparatlon
safeguard
preparation  and
drawings)

design,
document
costing,

11.

Completed | DPR, ESI/ESMP AP

I

Final Project Approval Yes

Approved _ _—

4.1.7 Triguya Municipality
Sub-Project Name: P1-P8, Total length 14.65km

Table 9: UDG/ GAC ~ 1&3 Triyuga Municipality

: S
S.N. Req“'[ﬁ‘f}ﬂ}iﬁﬁg 1and3 | Result Remarks s A
| Needsgapanalysis | Yes | Reforence
.. Approved [nception Report
and SCW-1 Report 2
2. Strong Justification Yes Reference:
.. Draft Feasibility Report
received 3.3 " Project
Justification”
3. | Sub-projects endorsed by | Yes Reference: '
citizens and other municipal a. Draft Feasibility Report
stakeholders ~ during (SCW-I and II) Annex 1-
consultations SCW 1I Report Approved
: Inception Report, SCW-I -
4. | Sub-Project prioritized by the | Yes Reference:
Municipality a. Draft Feasibility Report
5. | Technically sound Yes Reference: o
a.  Draft Feasibility Report
6. | Compliant with eligible sub; Yes Reference:
projects and avoided a. Draft Feasibility Report
Negative List of sub-
Projects
7. | Meet the ESMF criteria Yes Reference;
‘ A6 a. ESMP for both
Interconnecting Road  and
] Sagarmatha Road prépared,

16
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Included in the 3-year urban
infrastructure  development
plan

Yes

Reference:
o Approved

I

Inception Report

Within  Budget Allocation
Ceiling

Yes

Reference:
Draft Feasibility Report.

Executive
Summary
Block Cost"

a.

ngummary Of

10.

DPR Report Preparation
(including detailed design,
safeguard document
preparation and  costing,
drawings)

Completed

DPR, ESVESMP Approved

11.

Yes

Final Project Approval

Approved

4.1.8 Mechinagar Municipality
Sub-Project Name: P1, Suryodaya Marg

(8.48km), P2, Sahid marga (5.47km), Total 13.95km.

Tuble 10: UDG/ GAC — 1&3 Mechinagar Municipality

SN, Requirement GAC 1and 3 [ Result__ | Remarks 5 |
1. | Needs gap analysis Yes e “
a. Approved Inception Report
and SCW-I Report
2. | Strong Justification Yes Reference:
a. Draft Feasibility Report
received 3.3 " Project
Justification"

17
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.N. | Require e Ty
?sm A balLS TRes T -
3. SUb-projcc—t_@;b%éugl;:?-jlii—l}ﬂL_ Remarks """
H'H S¢ ) Y',' N “fere ol +}o »
citizens and other municimﬁ ¢S Rcluull;t:m |-‘cusihi|i‘y Report
stakeholders during " (q’(“ w.l and 1) Annex 1(]
consultations gCw I Report {\;:)provc
d .nort, & al
| - lnccp"()n_]-{(‘,p()r . 3
4. Sub-P Cpryn TR S ... -
T roject prioritized by the | Yes Reference: ot Report
nicipality + Draft Feasibility Rep
: ]
5. Technically sound Yes Reference: % p
o Draft Feasibility RePOT___
6. Cor.nphant with eligible sub{ Yes Reference: r
projects  and  avoided o Draft Feasibility Report
Negative List of sub-
Projects
I
| 7. Meet the ESMF criteria Yes Reference:

‘ a. ESMPs for both Suryodaya
Marga and Sahid Marga
prepared, approved  and
implemented

b. CESMP is in place and
implemented
¢. GRM functional; altogether 29
; grievances recoded and 27 are
i resolved
d. SEA/SH CAP completed
e. OCHS have improved over the
ycar; however, there remains
room for further improvement.
CAP recommendations
identified through BTOR.%
continue to be implemented.
8. Included in the 3-year urban | Yes Reference:
infrastructure  development a. Approved Inception Report
plan

9. | Within Budget Allocation | Yes Reference:

Ceiling a. Draft Feasibility Report,
Executive Summary
| "Summary of Block Cost"

10. | DPR Report Preparation Completed | DPR Approved (ESI/ESMP in the

(including detailed design, process of approval)
safeguard document

—
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S.N. | Requirement GG
lllmt
prepar (”-\-(-_' ““" 2 |l¢"m||w | Re Ks -
pé .lum‘ and o | Remar 7 ,.,_,mrqm =
'"l‘ Babarma*

drawings)

11. | Final Project Anmmo
— -~ Approval Yes 777 \Pm wed
i , / ove

4.1.9 Tansen Municipality
sub-Project Name: Dumrekhola-Hulundi road(6.67km)

fuble 11: UDG/ GAC - I &3 for Tansen .‘.Iunici]mli!v

p—

| S.N. | _ \
" l

] . | Needs gap analysis ch Reference:
. Approved Inception Report
-y and SCW-I Report
& Strong Justification Yes Reference:
. Draft Feasibility Repo
received 3.3 " Projec
_ Justification”
; 3. Sub-projects endorsed by | Yes Reference: '|
! citizens and other municipal . Draft Feasibility Repon:"
[ stakeholders during (SCW-I and II) Annex 1-
[ consultations SCW II Report \
: b. Approved Inception Report,
3 SCW-I1
4. Sub-Project prioritized by the | Yes Reference:
Municipality a. Draft Feasibility Report
5. | Technically sound Yes

Reference:

6. | Compliant withag]-iable sub4 Yes
a. Draft Feasibility Report

projects  and avoided
Negative  List of sub-
Projects I

Meet the ESMF criteria Yes Reference: |
a. ESMP for the road project
l

prepared,  approved  and
implemented

b. CESMP prepared an
implemented

19
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e, GRM functional; altoget

—cther 17

c.
gricvances
resolved o

d. SIiA/SlICAI’ complete »

¢. OCHS have improved ovcr’ .
year; however, there rcmdln:
room for further jmprovement;
CAP rccommcnduhon.s
identificd through BTORS

continue to be ingplcmcntc I |

reco Cd and a]l

8. Included in the 3- —
infrastructure de)\,;e?r v Referenee: i rt
plan clopment o. Approved Inception Repo
. - e — __’____—_-—-—'_‘——--—-‘
¢ 23"::]}1 113’ Budget Allocation | Yes Reference:
ne a. Draft Feasibility Report,
ExecutiveSummary i
[ "Summary of B_I‘_’_C__IE_@.._J
10. | DPR Report Preparation | Completed | DPR, ESVESMP Approved
(Including detailed design,
safeguard document
preparation and costing,
drawings)
11. | Final Project Approval | Yes Approved

41,10 Dhankuta Municipality
Sub-Project Name: Upgradation of Hile Madhuganga road (7 km).

Tuble 12: UDG/ GAC — 1&3 for Dhankuta Municipality

S.N. | Requirement GAC'1 and 3 ResuﬂltJLRcharki“ - _J
1. | Needs gap analysis Yes Reference:
a. Approved Inception Report
and SCW-I Report
2. | Strong Justification Yes Reference:
a. Draft Feasibility Report
received 3.3 " Project
Justification"
3. | Sub-projects endorsed by Yes Reference: .
citizens and other municipal a. Draft Feasibility Report
stakeholders during (SCW-I and 11) Annex 14
consultations SCW II Report ‘
b. Approved Inception Report,
SCW-I
e

20
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4. f/;’b‘Pfojectm opmer .f"‘P
. ‘miCiPality ) / - ,,,,,,.w"-‘Rcfcrcncc:
e . a  Draft Feasibility Report
5' chhnica"y S()und S S I —
Yes Reference: Report
= = = o Coancibi e ¢ -
6. Compliant with c"gm—_‘_ e ~a Draft Feasibility REPOE_—
projects  and ' .buh- Yes Reference: et mramast
Negative  List olfumdcd . Draft Feasibility Repo
Proicets : sub-
rojects
( 7. Meet the ESMF criterd T o
criteria Yes Reference: ‘
. a. ESIA for Bihebare Hat -~
| Bhirgau- Hile Sadak road
| prepared, approved and
implemented o i
b. Contractor’s ESMP 1510 place
; and implemented |
| c. GRM functional; altogether 13
_ grievances recoded and al?
j resolved ;
§ d. SEA/SH CAP completed |
| e. OCHS have improved over the
! year; however, there remains
' room for further improvement.
! CAP recommendations
} identified through BTORs
i continue to be implemented. |
8. Included in the 3-year urban | Yes Reference:
infrastructure  development a. Approved Inception Report
plan
i[ 9. | Within Budget Allocation | Yes Reference:
| Ceiling .. Draft Feasibility Report.
! Executive Summary 1
1 "Summary of Block Cost" |
10. | DPR Report Preparation Completed | DPR, (ESI/ESMP) approved
(including detailed design,
safeguard document
preparation  and costing,
L drawings) S,
1. | Final Project Approval | Yes [ Approved
4, .
h L11 Itahari Municipality
tb-Project Name: Jute Bikas to Taltalaiya Road (8.4 km)

lable ;3. UDG/ GAC — 1&3 for ltahari Municipality
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1. | Ne "‘"c"‘l't*{:—ll(—l and 3 | Resull  TRemoone °'wm,,c,_,,,¢ml_ :‘?;“"'.
- eds gap analysiy e Remarks et e
Yes Reference: ) 8"‘;{"2*“6 "
K& a Approved Inception P
| Stron —— ' .port —
2. SlfOnmmio“' e and SCWI Repor
Yes Reference: » Report
a. Draft  Feasibility  BcP
reccived 33 " Project
3 N - .luslif'lcalig[l_"_r_#__ﬁn_ —
3 “Projects endorseq by | Yes .
citizens and oth ici = Reference: e 2eport
¢f Municipal o Draft Feasibility —Rep
stakehold.ers during (SCW-1 and II) Anncx 1
consultations SCW II Report Al:)provc!
e i Ny I nccptionﬁj-{lp_”_v_,s_('ﬂ_&—‘
4. Sub-Project prioritized by | Yes Referetice:
o a. Draft Feasibility Report
Municipality |
5. Technically sound Yes Reference:
‘ a.  Draft Feasibility Report
6. Compliant  with eligible | Yes Reference:
subprojects and avoided a. Draft Feasibility Report
Negative List of sub-
Projects
L7, Meet the ESMF criteria Yes Reference:
a. ESIA for both Jutbikas-
| Taltalaiya and  Bargachhi

Chowk (Koshi Highway) -
~ Mahendra  School-Taltalaiya
(Sera Khola) road prepared.
approved and implemented

b. CESMP is in place and
implemented

¢. GRM functional; altogether 37’~t
grievances  recoded  and
resolved

d. CAP recommended througt]
field visit implemented

e. SEA/SH CAP completed

f. OSH and CHS have improved
over the year; however, there

remains room for further
improvement. CAP
recommendations  identified

through BTORs continue to be
implemented.

22
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4.1.12 Shuklagandaki Municipality

Sub-Project Name:

“Dulegauda Lamagaun Road (7.22 km.)

Table 14: UDG/ GAC - 1 &3 Jfor Shuklagandaki Municipality

S.N. Rt_:iq‘i’rement GAC 1 and 3| Result | Remarks 7,
. | Needs gap analysis Yes | Reference:
a. Approved Inception Report
and SCWI Report
2. Strong Justification Yes Reference:
a. Draft Feasibility Report
received 3.3 Project
Justification"
3. Sub-projects endorsed by | Yes Reference:
citizens and other municipal a. Draft Feasibility Report
stakeholders during (SCW-I and 1I) Annex 1-
consultations SCW II Report
b Approved Inception Report,
SCW-I
4. Sub-Project prioritized by | Yes Reference: .
the Municipality a. Draft Feasibility Report
57 Technically sound Yes Reference:
n._Draft Feasibility Report

23
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S.N. Req[ilrement GAC i — (“' '640%‘”‘,“-_’_.‘.:—-71\‘.
M\\"J‘Eﬁ}—i‘l}ff“" H‘ﬁR‘t—n:trks T P ot :
. J—__.lh) .,~'-J '
8. Included i the 3.yenr 1 R
“Year urban | v —
mfraStl'ucture de an | Yes Reference:
plan velopment a. Approved Inception Report
.| Within Bugga—— |
: Ceil;:an Budget Allocagion (Yes [ Reference: SN
¢ a. Draft Feasibility Report,
: Summary
Executive )
" lock Cost'
Is: P%m DPR ES??&ETAZZ?OVCFF‘—J
(including detaileq design plete ,
safeguard document
Preparation apq Costing,
drawings)
11. | Final Project Approval Yes Approved
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S Rewuirement GRg Wt 8
6. | Compliant ~yjg, o el Remarks  Prjecaont™™* 0
SUbPT(?jects .and uV()idc:i Yes Reference: i
Nc"f““"e List of sul a. Drafl Feasibility Report
Projects Mt
Criteria Yoo ——[———]
Reference:
a. ESIA for Dulegaunda-
Lamagaun Road prepared,
approved and is  being
implemented
b. CESMP  prepared  and
implemented
¢. GRM functional; altogether
grievances  recoded  an
resolved
d. CAP recommended throug
field visits is  bein
implemented 1
e. SEA/SH CAP completed
f. OCHS have improved over the
year; however, there remains
room for further improvement.
CAP recommendations
identified through ~BTORs
continue to be implemented.
8. Included in the 3-year urban | Yes Reference:
infrastructure development a. Approved Inception Report
plan
9. | Within Budget Allocation | Yes Reference:
Ceiling a. Draft Feasibility Report,
Executive Summary
"Summary of Block Cost"
10. | DPR Report Preparation | Completed | DPR, ES/ESMP Approved
(Including detailed design,
safeguard document
preparation and ~ costing,
|| drawings) B S
1. | Final Project Approval Yes Approved ]

i3 Sundarharaicha Municipality

'"b'f’rojcct Name: Chiuramill to Goathgaun and Maheswor Subba Marga (9.85 km)
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fuble 13: UDG/ GAC - 13 1, Sundarp, gt ™
TR araichq Municipaliry %:":Mumm«? e
b B ‘ll"{'gt_ncnt(;,\c,md” —pldCogdimT
1. Needs gap af;;'l_l;;i‘s“—'%“""‘ __Y{_CEE“ '_Bf‘l_!l_nﬂ(s_ ____,._1—-—"""'""‘
cs Reference: )
o Approved Inception Report an
2. | Strong Justification - SCWIReport
cference:
o Draft  Feasibility ~ Report
received 33 " Project
m— . . . nll I
:::Z?n.s ol and ° - other a Drz.lft Feasibility =~ Report
nicip stakeholders (SCW-I and II) Annex 1-SCW
during consultationg Il Report Approved Inception
- ‘ Report, SCW-1
. Sub-Pro_|.e<.:t prioritized by | Yes Reference:
the Municipality a. Draft Feasibility Report
5. TCChnica“y sound ch Rcfcrcncc:
: a. . Draft Feasibility Report
6. Complfant with eligible | Yes Reference:
subprojects and avoided a. Draft Feasibility Report
Negative List of sub-
Projects
7. | Meet the ESMF criteria Yes Reference:

a. ESMP for both Maheshwar
Subba Marga and = Gothgaun
Chiuramil Purwanchal
Biswabidhyalaya road prepared
approved and implemented

b. CESMP prepared
implemented

¢. GRM formed and functional

d. SEA/SH CAP is being done;
Service Provider Mapping in
progress

e. OCHS have improved over the
year; however, there remains
room for further improvement!
CAP recommendations identified
through BTORs continue to be
implemented.

and
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- .ﬂd A\
urban infrag,n-l,c)t:ii.ir e Reference: Projoct CW""“";;E"
L development plap ¢ 2. Approved InceftionRepO
9. | Within Budget Ajjocai— Y ]
Ceiling’ = Reference: .
4 . Draft Feasibility Report
. Executive Sumll"ﬂal')’
10. | DPR Report Preparag "Summary of Block Cost____
(Including detailed desigonn Completed DPR, ESI/ESMP Approved
safeguar_d documcn;
préparation anpd costin
drawings) &
11. | Final Project Approval v
pproval | Yes Approved R
41.14 Rajbiraj Municipality
-Project Name: i :
Sub-Proj e: Upgradation of Different Roads of Rajbiraj Municipality (14.21 Km)
Tuble 16: UDG/ GAC ~ 1&3 for Rajbiraj Municipality
S.N. | Requirement GAC 1 and 3| Result | Remarks
1. | Needs gap analysis Yes Reference: :
a. Approved Inception Repo
and SCWI Report
2. Strong Justification Yes Reference:
a. Draft Feasibility Report
received 3.3 " Project
Justification"
3. Sub-projects endorsed by | Yes Reference: _
citizens and other municipal a. Draft Feasibility Report
stakeholders during (SCW-I and II) Annex 1-
consultations SCW II Report
b. Approved Inception Report.
SCW-I
4. | Sub-Project prioritized by | Yes Reference:
the Municipality a. Draft Feasibility Report
5. | Technically sound Yes Reference:
a. Draft Feasibility Report
6. | Compliant with eligible | Yes Reference:
subprojects and avoided a. Draft Feasibility Report
Negative List of sub-
Projects
| 7| Meetthe ESMF criteria | Yes Reference:
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a. ESMP fo

Dumari  Road
Bishahariya-Singiyaun Roa
prepared, approve an
implemented

b. CESMp  prepared @0
implemented

c. SIA report prepared  an

compensation paid to 56 PAPY
out of 57. A supplementary SI
is being prepared.

d. Implementation ©
about to start

e. GRM formed and functional;
out of total 6 gricvance
resolved

f. SEA/SH CAP completed

g. OCHS have improved over th
year; however, there remains
room for further improvement.
CAP recommendatio
identified  through BTOR_J
continue to be implemented.

f VCDP i

gl gl BT i
olan a. Approved Inception Report
9. Wi.tlTin Budget Allocation | Yes Reference:
Ceiling a. Draft Feasibility Report,
Executive Summary
"Summary of Block Cost"
10. | DPR Report Preparation Completed | Original DPR, ESI/ESMP
(Including detailed design, Approved. The DPR needs to be
safeguard document reviewed & updated, Musar Basti
preparation and costing, Impact assessment report needs to
drawings) be prepared, including
compensation  costs. Detailc:i
Assessment of three roads sub
projects with shifted center lines
report to be prepared, Update of
ESMP required.
11, | Final Project Approval Yes Approved
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4 rant Access Condition - 3 g, p
" GAC conditions are assesseq reg

1
. nent

0 llrlicipa]ities as:

rocur

. ardi
of the project. The GACr in

ﬁ;b/f-’ 17: GAC-2 Sor procurement/Conty g, Management
gemen

en:cnllContract Management
4 thc'
8 Procurement/Contract Management g

assessment. checklist has been filled for all the 14

- l‘;";‘z.

f/ o § ;
o - [
g ‘EE"_,;,,’ > & ,}‘:.
% % & ’ S
%, 2%, Vernain M G
9/ Io'o’ e &\Q‘q N
A 0,0’64 Mirasicu- oV 1‘3{0
%" Dcvofopme a e X A
’”Mumdhﬂ"‘““omﬂ

sN. | Requirement for GAC 2 "Result| Remarks
1 Procurement of Co;ﬁm | Result| Remarks |
L] . . crv.
municipalities (Selection of firm forl:)egct))y w:
L — . ‘*\\x |
11| Reimbursable eligible under DA Lopy Yes |As per  the
financing
e o agreement
L. roch‘ement Is being carried out following World | Yes
Bank  Procurement Regulations  for  IPF
Borrowers dated July 2016, revised November
= 2017, August 2018 and November 2020
1.3 |Municipalities used the procurement plan | Yes  |The Contract
prepared, uploaded and updated by PCO and Amendment

cleared by _World Bank in Systematic Tracking of
Exchange in Procurement (STEP system)

documents are
currently being
uploaded to STEP.
The remaining
documents to be
received from the
municipalities will

be collected and
subsequently
uploaded.

1.4

Procurement is being carried out following World
Bank Procurement threshold for consulting
services for Nepal

Yes

14.1

For Cost estimate > USD 300,000

Municipalities used World Bank’s Standard
Request for Proposals (SRFP) document prepared
by PCO and reviewed/approved by World Bank
in STEP system

Yes

Project Co-ordinanc® )

Municipalities (Pokhara metropolitan) issued
amendments in the RFP document; reviewed at
PCO and reviewed/approved by World Bank in
STEP system

Open

Procurement ~ Approach/Competition:

intemational
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» 10T congyly .
Evaluation Mg}y, LUN8 Services

% 2

@. !::4,
LN

% o
v ‘
i a‘ O’.mm““ o= . ‘y_\')&d‘

it |
g

> )
%,(”8,, " tragprye s
n

Con

Selection  Methog: Quality g
th an ‘o8 s

selection (QCBS) f
d: Rated Criterig o

—

—_—_“'—\

World Bank Oversipht: poo

sht: p e
Bank’s no objection recupT Review - World

Yes

Yes

Yes

[ Yes

|ien

7,
"foct Co-ordina’ ¢
MWarm . .

e ———

livaluation report:
reviewed at I’Cd
and World Bank for

Selection  procesd

already completed |

in STEP system

Yes

Municipalities (other than P
issued amendments inthe R
reviewed at PCO

okhara metropolitan)
FP document (ifany);

Yes

Procurement Approach/Competition:

: Open
National .

Yes

Selection Method: Quality and Cost Based
selection (QCBS)

Yes

Evaluation Method: Rated Criteria

Yes

Evaluation reports
available

Bank’s no objection received only for the Terms
of References (ToR) in the STEP system

World Bank Oversight: Post‘Review - World |

Complied with ICB!

selection process available

Yes

Procurement of Works by the munfcipalities
(Selection of contractors)

Yes

2.1

Reimbursable eligible under IDA Loan

Yes

2.2

Procurement is being carried out following World
Bank Procurement Regulations for IPF
Borrowers dated July 2016, revised November
2017, August 2018 and November 2020

Yes

2.3

Municipalities used the procurement plan
prepared, uploaded and updated by PCO and
cleared by World Bank in STEP system

Yes

Procurement is being carried out following World
Bank Procurement threshold for Works for Nepal

For Cost estimate > USD 5.0 Million

-t |

Oevalopment ""),_
.':mt.'
A9
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A [Municipalities ugeq World

ank’s  Standard [ Yes

Procurement Documeny (SPD)/ Request for Bids B

(RFB) prepared by . -
PCO and approveq i

- by World Bank in STEP

B .N'lmuupalm'cs (Pokhara metropolitan  and | Yes

Tlottama) issued amendments in the bidding |

document; reviewed
\ at p
reviewed/approved by World B T

system ank in STEP
/'-E—hPI‘OCUl'Emcm Appro aCh/C e e
ompetition-
International petition:  Open | Yes
D | Selection Method: Request for Bids (R ) Yes
. v\
E |Evaluation Method: Most Advantageous Bid | Yes Evaluation reportg
(MAP)/ Lowest Evaluated Cost with PCO  and
i World Bank

G Wor]cj Ba.nk.()vlersight: Prior Review - World | Yes
Bank’s no objection received in the STEP system
e for every step in the procurement roadmap

2.5 |Ongoing selection process being reviewed by | Yes
PCO/WB

13 Grant Access Condition — 4 Transparent Financial Management and Timely reporting
All Municipalities use the software named Sub-National Treasury Regulatory Application
(SUTRA) for their accounting and financial reporting.

Monthly Progress Reports (MPRs) are being submitted by all municipalities. However, not all
municipalities have submitted their trimestral progress reports. Therefore, where trimestral
progress reports are unavailable, information from the MPRs is used as an alternative source for
recording and tracking progress. MPRs are received from the municipalities by the first week of
the following month. The MPRs provide adequate information on the physical and financial
progress of the works. However, the E&S compliance aspects and updated site photographs could
be further strengthened to provide a more comprehensive reflection of the current implementation
satus and further improve the quality of the reports. In the meantime, the additional E&S
information and updates have been obtained through communication with the respective
PlUs/DSCs and incorporated into the monitoring process.Table 18 provides information on
tompliance with the financial management agreed actions. Rajbiraj municipality has also adopted
inernal control guidelines and guidelines are also

published on muncipality’s official website.
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fuble 18: Financial Mangg

ement - IREED ¢ TIONS

/ﬂ?;—'— Formation | Foemui
AunictPATE: tion | For —— ’
' of Audit MI::::"“" Submission | Adonti lon of Viaintenanc® Hemarks
Committee rnal | of Iy plian of | Adoptlol dit
Control iternal | Internal Accounting of ADCH '
Team audit report | Control Policies OAG A"Ifi.:'\‘r':"r‘nn
. Audits
L — | Guidelines | Form No. 272 "-.:ulviﬂﬂ plan_1_
______ LN G
: ans
gahart 1 1 1 assured 1
1 1 0 comghy e
/—f action
Eirtam()d 1 1 /T./"—‘
“echinagar | 1 : L 1 [ —
“phankuta 1 1 ! 1 1 A el
danaah | i 1 i G
Ea e 1 1 1 1 !
D f
[|Tyv92 ! 1 1 . — |1
| 1 1 Follow ug
" and
|Rajbira) 1 1 1 1 0 assured o
' 1 comply the
acten
“ pokhara 1
4 1 1 1 1 1
| S ——
Vya 1 1 1 1 1 1
| suklagandaki | 1 1 1 1 1 1
[ bmate
Follow up
and
| Baglung 1 1 1 1 1 0 assured i
comply the
— actien
'|Ramgram 1 1 1 1 1 1
| Tilotamma 1 1 1 1 1 1
/| Tansen 1 1 1 1 1 1
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19 Summarizes the assessmeny poq Its
107", alities ults for
unlclp

19: Overview of GAC Assessmeny results aff

Municipalities

all' project completion remaining UDG

~< | Urban Area | Prc"minary unG N

[N | Condition GAgl DG | UDG |UDG | Result |

I PA Signing | GACZ| GAC3 GACd, |

pokhara | v/ B ST S T

v . .

' [ Metropolitan v v v Qualifies _for UG
City upcoming FY

1 Tahari_ Sub

7 [ltahari  Sub- |V v v i for UDG

{' Metropolitan v v Sucﬂ::iilsg : YO" J

| City p

— | v

3 |Baglune Voo J W, Qualifies for UDG

| Mahty upcoming FY

rTaﬂS?", A v V. / Qualifies for UDG

| Mlpallty upcoming FY

T |Mechinagar |/ v 1/ 17 |/ |Qualifies for UDG
Municipality upcoming FY

¢ |Birtamod v v v J v Qualifies for UDG
Municipality upcoming FY

7 | Sundarharaich | v v v v Qualifies for UDG

- | aMunicipality upcoming FY

1 | Rajbiraj v v J v J Qualifies for UDG
Municipality upcoming FY

9 | Triyuga v v V. v v Qualifies for UDG
Municipality upcoming FY

10 | Shuklagandaki | v/ J v v v Qualifies for UDG
Municipality upcoming FY

II' | Ramgram v J N ¥ T Qualifies for UDG

| Municipality upcoming FY

2 | Tilottama J v v v v Qualifies for UDG

— Municipality upcoming FY

!13 Dhankuta 7 J J Iy J Qualifies for UDG

| Municipality upcoming FY

[Vyas 7 7 |v . J Qualifies for UDG
i’l}’_“iipality upcoming FY
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et
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Proy,,, t 00d .
Gummary and Conclusion 'ﬁ,f,,‘,*,:’,’,"‘.?"f.“}ﬁt

?rumpzt-l:cr: é:)irl;(;::ieon; hafs .b-ccn renewed and signed by all UDG municipalitics with
ﬂmainlﬂg p;é}AC-Z related s vitien, Al municipalitics were found to be complying with the
m\'isions of U/ ST it C 10 procurement and contract obligations. The remaining documents
f @ upload‘?d in P will be collected from the municipalitics b);'.thc PCO and subsequently

W0
line with the GAC-4 provisions, all UDG municipalities are regularly submitting physic'al and
. ycial Progress reports. All selected UDG municipalities have reported compliance with the

o financial actions, and follow-up is being carried out by the pCO/PMST to ensurc continued
nt upon which final

y
£

J:jhereﬂce' pCO will undertake a review of E&S compliance, continge
~ments may be released.
o

» GAC assessment revealed that all UDG municipalities with remaining project completion
vities have met the required GAC conditions.

Signature:

PR
........ 2.’,\4 ) /;:*“a;\wo\o‘
0

. . . \e
Mr. Lila Khatiwad \\ v
A sy

Project Director
NUGIP
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Annex: 4'.:&”:’:::-:'::1’-.:\:‘: .
Latest Project Status: Tk ¢
S.N. I Sub-Project -
W%:M&J
2. Tansen | OMpleted l
g 3. | Tiottama 01 Completed |
e ' Pokhara 02 ig:::z:": |
k% <) ?Okh,am < ComplotZd ’
" 6. | Tilottama 02
7 Bitamod eckiaraliXER)
[ 8', Damak Completed
e _»_f‘."_]»”abé.ﬁ : e Completed
10. ‘Putanbazér‘ g oo
1k Baglung Completed
12. | ltahari ‘ Physical=97.14%
Financial=96.36%
~43. | Triyuga 01 I— Physical=g6%
Financial=88.82%
T [ Tiyga02 | Bhysicaicerav
Financial=90.96%
15. Ramgram Physical =90.31%
Financial=79.38%
16. | Dhankuta Physical=96%
Financial=93.27%
17. | Vyas Physical=45%
Financial=36.5%
18, | Pokhara 01 Physical=74.41%
Financial=64.78%
18, [ Shukiagandaki | Physical=80%
Financial= 87.5%
20 |Rapirsj | Physical=90.05%

—_—
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34, | Mechinagar 02 [ Physicai=s1% - et coande™
Baparman~ ¥
- Financial=80.12%
_ 33| Sundarharaicha | Physical=g2%
Financial=89.42%
] -
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