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FOREWORD 

This Road Sector Assessment Study has been prepared by the World Bank with active 
involvement of the Government of Nepal, the Department for International Development (DFID), 
the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC). The purpose 
of this study is to determine the current status of the road sector in Nepal, identify the main issues 
and problems it faces, and provide a practical way to address these issues. It is the result of an 
extensive process of consultations with the Government of Nepal, both during the implementation 
of the study as well as in the review and approval of the study findings.  

The study covers fifteen topics, which have been looked at in detail for both the Strategic Road 
Network (SRN) and the Local Road Network (LRN). These topics are dealt with in separate notes 
that were prepared by staff and consultants of the World Bank, DFID, ADB and SDC, with active 
involvement of different government staff members. The notes have subsequently been presented 
to two Working Groups for the LRN and the SRN, after which the final versions of the notes were 
prepared incorporating the comments and additional information received. The members of the two 
Working Groups are listed below. 
 
Working Group SRN 
Joint Secretary, MPPW Mr. Kamal Raj Pande (up to January 2012) 
Joint Secretary, MPPW Mr. Ramesh Raj Bista (from January 2012 onwards) 
Joint Secretary, NPC Mr. Gopi Mainali 
Director General, DOR Mr. Indu Sharma Dhakal (up to January 2012) 
Director General, DOR Mr. Dinker Sharma (from January 2012 onwards) 
Deputy Director General, DOR Mr. Bishnu Om Bade 
Deputy Director General, DOR Mr. Hari Bhakta Shrestha 
Executive Director, RBN Mr. Ramesh Bastola 
 
Working Group LRN 
Joint Secretary, MLD Mr. Dinesh Thapaliya 
Joint Secretary, NPC Mr. Gopi Mainali 
Director General, DOLIDAR Mr. Bhupendra Basnet 
Deputy Director General, DOLIDAR Mr. Bhim Upadhyaya  
Executive Director, RBN Mr. Ramesh Bastola 
Senior Divisional Engineer, DOLIDAR Mr. Ganga Basnet 
 
This main report provides a summary of the final notes, presenting the most important issues and 
the recommended actions. The detailed notes themselves are included in the Annexes to the 
report. This document serves to provide a basis for determining the way forward for the road sector 
in Nepal, assisting the Government of Nepal to identify the necessary steps to be undertaken in 
close collaboration with its road sector development partners. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Nepal is a landlocked country in which road transport is overwhelmingly responsible for the 
transportation of cargo and passengers in the absence of rail, sea or inland waterways. The length 
of its road network has tripled in the past 10 years, with most of the increase taking place in the 
rural road network. Funding for the road sector has tripled in the past 5 years alone, although its 
allocation is still ad hoc rather than planned. Responsibility for its roads and the traffic on them is 
shared by ministries, departments and local bodies whose capacity remains weak, while 
outsourcing remains very limited.  

Most of the network consists of fair weather roads1 which, combined with a lack of bridges, makes 
for very poor access during the rainy season. There is very little planned maintenance, reducing 
the effective life of the road network and limiting accessibility. The increased use of equipment in 
districts undermines the benefits of the traditional labour-based approach, while the involvement of 
user committees2 without proper technical assistance results in substandard roads being built. The 
local road construction industry is able to carry out most road works, but faces problems obtaining 
a steady flow of contracts and keeping qualified staff. Road safety in Nepal is among the worst in 
the world, and seems set to worsen as traffic volumes increase. Social and environmental 
safeguards are poorly addressed. Proper monitoring and evaluation of the sector is weak, making 
it difficult to track progress and define proper strategies and targets for the future. Governance is 
slowly improving, but the road sector continues to suffer from a lack of transparency and 
accountability. 

Although studies in the last ten years have looked at specific road sector issues in Nepal, a 
comprehensive road sector assessment covering both the Strategic Road Network (SRN) and the 
Local Road Network (LRN) does not exist. Without this, a proper overview of the sector issues is 
not possible and strategies to address them cannot be drawn up. In response to this, the World 
Bank initiated this Nepal Road Sector Assessment Study, with active support from the Government 
of Nepal, the Department for International Development (DFID), the Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) and the Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC).  

This report provides a summary assessment of various aspects of road sector management in 
Nepal and presents recommended actions to address the identified issues and weaknesses 
(additional details are provided in the study notes prepared under this study that are contained in 
the Annexes to this report). The identified issues and recommended actions have been developed 
in consultation with the relevant government Ministries and Departments and the different 
development partners active in the road sector in Nepal. For this purpose, two Working Groups 
have been set up, coordinated by respectively the Ministry of Physical Planning and Works 
(MPPW) for the SRN and the Ministry of Local Development (MLD) for the LRN. This report aims 
to serve as the basis for discussions regarding the way forward for the road sector in Nepal, and 
the two Working Groups will continue to serve a coordinating role in the implementation of the 
recommended actions, liaising with other Ministries where this is necessary. It is expected that 
most of the recommended actions can be undertaken (or at least initiated) by the end of 2015 
(detailed action plans and timeframes can be found in Chapter 16 of this report). 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This Road Sector Assessment Study identifies a number of issues related to the different topics 
and provides detailed action plans to address these issues. The main issues and related actions 
are listed below, some of which relate to specific topics, while others relate to several different 
topics.  

                                                
1
 Fair weather roads are generally not useable during rains or even during the entire rainy season due to a poor road 

surface or as a result of a lack of proper cross drainage.  
2
 A “User Committee" refers to a committee formed by a group of persons directly benefitting from the formation, 

implementation, management, repair or maintenance of a particular construction work, which comprises those persons 
selected by them from among themselves applying a particular procedure (Local Body Financial Administration 
Regulations 1999). 



NEPAL ROAD SECTOR ASSESSMENT STUDY 

4 

1． Different definitions of the existing road classes exist in parallel and a proper legal basis is 
lacking. 

 Amend the Public Roads Act (1974) and develop complementary Public Road 
Regulations to provide a single classification system for all road classes and define the 
responsibility for their management.  

 Review the use of road subclasses.  

 Ensure that funding allocations reflect network size.  

 Ensure that changes to road classes comply with these definitions and are published in 
the Nepal Gazette. 

2． The roles and responsibilities of DOR, DOLIDAR and the DDCs are not properly defined and 
their capacity is insufficient to cope with the increased volume of works. At local level an 
appropriate representation mechanism is lacking and the multitude of committees is causing 
confusion and reducing transparency. 

 Concentrate all SRN and LRN activities with respectively DOR and the DDCs/DOLIDAR.  

 Avoid duplicate structures and scattered responsibilities.  

 Ensure that information flows go through the responsible units in DOR and DOLIDAR.  

 Clarify the division of roles and responsibilities between LDOs and DTOs, making DTOs 
responsible for the daily management of the Annual Work Plan.  

 Develop an appropriate accountable representation mechanism at district level as an 
interim measure until local elections can be held.  

 Review and enforce policies and guidelines regarding LRN committees.  

 Promote the outsourcing of planning, survey and design, works supervision and project 
monitoring, ensuring appropriate quality control mechanisms are in place.  

 Improve the management capacity of DRO/DOR and DTO/DOLIDAR staff. 

3． Inventories for roads and bridges are not up-to-date and lack detailed information on surface 
type and condition. 

 Update and expand the SRN Road Register and put it online for use as a common 
database for planning and statistics.  

 Link LRN funding to simple inventories and annual condition surveys, and compile data at 
national level for monitoring purposes and as a basis for developing appropriate 
strategies.  

 Expand inventories to provide data on different bituminous surface types and alternative 
surfacing materials.  

 Carry out regular condition surveys of all roads and bridges. 

4． Planning and allocation of road sector funding is often politically motivated, resulting in 
funding being spread over a multitude of small projects (sprinkler effect). This in turn 
complicates technical supervision and reduces transparency. 

 Promote proper planning and focus funding on roads identified in the Priority Investment 
Plan (PIP - 2007) for the SRN and the District Transport Master Plans (DTMP) for the 
LRN.  

 Update the PIP and DTMPs.  

 Prioritise upgrading, rehabilitation and maintenance of the existing road networks rather 
than new construction.  

 Harmonise and update standards for upgrading the road surface based on traffic levels.  

 Provide appropriate selection and prioritisation criteria for ranking road rehabilitation and 
maintenance as well as bridge construction.  
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5． Implementation of road sector activities is affected by poor procurement management and 
inappropriate contracting modalities, while in the LRN user committees are misused to 
bypass procurement procedures. 

 Introduce multiyear contracts and promote performance-based contracts to avoid 
procurement delays and reduce the management burden.  

 Outsource technical supervision to ensure quality control and take steps to prevent more 
non-engineered roads being built.  

 Tender more works to contractors rather than transferring funds to user committees in 
order to improve efficiency and transparency.  

 Review regulations on the use of equipment and user committees, and ensure proper 
monitoring and enforcement by DDCs/DOLIDAR to avoid misuse.  

 Develop equipment norms for use in the LRN and amend the LEP approach to allow for 
greater equipment use in certain conditions.  

 Ensure proper representation in user committees and provide them with technical 
assistance and auditing.  

 Promote labour-based maintenance. 

6． The existing road networks are not being properly being maintained, resulting in deteriorating 
road conditions. 

 Increase funding allocations to maintenance by giving RBN the full budget it is entitled to, 
facilitating donor support to maintenance, and enforcing existing maintenance allocation 
targets for the LRN.  

 Improve maintenance planning by simplifying ARMPs and making them a requirement for 
more sources of funding.  

 Expand ARMPs to cover all roads and to identify the maintenance funding gap.  

 Develop proper prioritisation criteria for maintenance and rehabilitation.  

 Develop suitable routine maintenance implementation modalities (microenterprises, 
maintenance teams, or lengthworkers) and promote (multi)annual performance-based 
contracts.  

 Base SRN road condition categories on a mix of SDI and IRI to ensure both aspects of 
road deterioration are reflected. 

7． Road safety in Nepal is very poor due to a lack of clearly defined responsibilities and the 
absence of proper coordination. 

 Develop a Road Safety Act and a Road Safety Plan.  

 Define the lead agency for coordinating road safety in the SRN and LRN and involve a 
mix of private and public sector parties.  

 Improve capacities and resources of all those responsible for road safety.  

 Carry out regular surveys of accident data on SRN and LRN and respond to common 
causes of accidents.  

 Require road projects to include road safety measures in their designs.  

 Include road safety audits as part of annual road condition surveys. 

8． The regulatory framework for environmental and social safeguards is insufficient and 
practical implementation measures are lacking. 

 Strengthen the social and environmental safeguard units in MPPW/DOR and 
MLD/DOLIDAR.  

 Update the Environmental Protection Regulations (2007) and related implementation 
guidelines.  

 Enforce proper works supervision to avoid non-engineered roads.  
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 Strengthen the Land Acquisition Act (1977) and the Land Acquisition, Compensation and 
Resettlement Policy to provide a proper regulatory framework for resettlement, and 
develop complementary guidelines.  

 Provide clear guidelines for voluntary land donations.  

 Draw up a clear policy on Indigenous Peoples safeguards for infrastructure projects.  

 Develop standard safeguard frameworks for use in all LRN and SRN projects. 

9． Monitoring and evaluation in the road sector is affected by limited capacities at all levels and 
does not properly evaluate outcomes and impacts of road sector activities. 

 Prepare a business plan and logical framework for DOR and DOLIDAR with outputs, 
outcomes and impacts, as well as targets and timeframes.  

 Revise DTMP guidelines to include a section on monitoring indicators.  

 Draw up guidelines for M&E in the LRN and SRN.  

 Prepare a single set of M&E procedures for government and donor-funded projects.  

 Involve departmental M&E units in all projects no matter the source of funds.  

 Provide sufficient financial resources for M&E.  

 Focus ministry and national level M&E on outcomes and impacts. 

10． Many different policy documents and guidelines exist in parallel, resulting in confusion during 
implementation. Many documents are no longer suitable to the changed context of the road 
sector in Nepal. Certain guidelines are lacking, while others are overly complicated. Many 
existing policies and regulations are not being implemented. 

 Harmonise existing policy documents and guidelines and follow up with regular rolling 
updates.  

 Adjust current strategies, standards and norms to the changed context of the road sector.  

 Develop guidelines for social assessments, road safety and M&E.  

 Prepare a strategic document for the LRN.  

 Simplify DTMP and ARMP procedures and guidelines.  

 Monitor and enforce existing regulations. 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. This Nepal Road Sector Assessment Study provides a summary assessment of various 
aspects of road sector management in Nepal and presents recommended actions to address the 
issues and weaknesses identified. The study has been carried out with full involvement of the 
relevant Ministries and Departments of the Government of Nepal and its development partners 
active in the road sector. Two Working Groups have been set up from the side of the Government, 
coordinated by respectively the Ministry of Physical Planning and Works (MPPW) for the SRN and 
the Ministry of Local Development (MLD) for the LRN. The two Working Groups have been actively 
involved in the coordination of inputs to the study and the review of the study results. Various 
development partners have furthermore been involved in supporting different parts of the study, 
and all study results have been shared and presented in national level workshops for the SRN and 
LRN.  

2. The issues and weaknesses identified in this report as well as the recommended actions to 
address them have been reviewed and approved by both the Government of Nepal (through its two 
Working Groups) and the development partners active in the road sector. This report forms the end 
result of this consultation process and provides a basis for determining the way forward for the 
road sector in Nepal, whereby the recommended actions will be taken up by the respective 
Ministries and Departments with support from the development partners. The two Working Groups 
will continue to serve a coordinating role in the implementation of the recommended actions, 
liaising with other Ministries where this is necessary. It is expected that most of the recommended 
actions can be undertaken (or at least initiated) by the end of 2015. 

3. This report is structured in response to the main problems facing the road sector in Nepal, 
aiming to provide a practical reference document regarding the most pressing issues and the 
recommended actions to address them. It starts by providing an overview of the road sector in 
terms of inventory and classification and explains the institutional framework and the roles and 
responsibilities for the different roads. It continues by looking at the funding sources for the road 
sector and how the allocation of these funds is planned and prioritized. On the engineering side, it 
pays special attention to road surfacing, road maintenance and bridge management. 
Implementation modalities are also looked at in terms of the construction technologies being used, 
the degree of outsourcing of different road sector management activities and the capacity of the 
existing road construction industry. Road safety and social and environmental safeguards are 
treated separately to highlight the specific issues faced in these areas. With respect to 
transparency, a detailed description is provided of the issues being faced in the road sector 
regarding monitoring and evaluation as well as governance. Lastly, specific attention is given to the 
legislative and policy framework as this relates to the different aspects mentioned above, ensuring 
that a proper framework is put in place to support the identified actions. A summary of the 
recommended actions is provided at the end of each chapter, and a detailed consolidated action 
plan is provided at the end of the report stipulating the different actions to be undertaken, the 
responsible organizations for doing so and the expected timeframe for completion. While this 
report provides a summary assessment of these different aspects of road sector management and 
provides recommended actions, additional details are provided in the study notes prepared under 
this study that are contained in the Annexes to this report. 
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1. ROAD CLASSIFICATION AND INVENTORY 

4. The road network in Nepal consists of the Strategic Road Network (SRN) that is managed at 
central level and the Local Road Network (LRN) that is managed at local level. The SRN consists 
of national highways (NH) and feeder roads (FR). All roads within municipal boundaries that do not 
belong to the SRN are considered urban roads (UR), while the remaining roads are classified as 
either district roads (DR) or village roads (VR)3. 

5. Many different definitions for these road classes exist in parallel and are spread over a 
multitude of legislative and policy documents, causing ambiguity regarding the proper definition to 
be used. Some of these documents also introduce additional classes that are not defined 
anywhere, generally based on the location of a specific road4. Some documents also introduce 
subclasses, such as the major and minor feeder roads or the class A and class B district roads. 
Minor feeder roads only identify a very small subset of roads, however, while class B district roads 
encompass all but the most insignificant village roads, effectively doubling or tripling the district 
road network without any corresponding transfer of funding5. In neither case does the subclass 
have any influence on prioritisation or fund allocation within the road class, and as such the use of 
subclasses seems superfluous. A proper legal basis for road classification is missing, as the only 
legal instrument dealing with road classification is the Public Roads Act (1974), but this does not 
provide a definition of the different classes, nor does it assign responsibilities for their 
management. 

6. Many of the SRN roads have not been 
formally classified as such. Formally the SRN 
consists of 15 highways and 51 feeder roads as 
defined in 1994. An additional 7 highways and 
145 feeder roads have been added since then, 
but the formal notification in the Nepal Gazette is 
pending. This is also evident in the Road 
Register, where many SRN roads are still 
classified as district or urban roads. Definitions of 
the different road classes are generally based on 
connectivity (the type of places that are 
connected by the road), but it is not clear to what 
extent these definitions are being properly 
applied, as anecdotal evidence suggests that not 
all the existing road classes comply with the 
definitions. Some roads have been included in the 
SRN because of political interests, while some 
strategic roads have been left as LRN roads until 
they are upgraded. 

7. The road code that is used to uniquely identify each road is not used consistently. The existing 
code for the SRN allows for only two digits to identify a road, but due to the large number of feeder 
roads this is no longer sufficient. The SRN road code does not provide for any subclasses as 
currently used in the feeder roads. In the SRN additional letters are added to the code to 
distinguish different surface types in a specific road section, and although this is considered 
appropriate, this is not properly defined in the road code guidelines. In the LRN many roads have 
not been assigned a code or are being appointed a different code each year, making it impossible 
to compare different inventory data and evaluate progress. 

                                                
3
 Older documents also distinguish Agricultural Roads, but these are not properly defined and the use of this term seems 

to have been abandoned. 
4
 Mid Hill (MH), Postal Road (PR) and Strategic Urban Road (SUR). 

5
 Meanwhile the remaining village roads are no longer defined as a separate class and include only a small network of 

relatively unimportant roads with considerable funding. 

 
Gravelling of Postal Road by DDC before transferring it 

to DOR as SRN road 
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8. The Road Register is the road inventory of the SRN and includes geometric, surface, condition 
and traffic data for each road section. The Road Register contains only limited information, 
however, which is not regularly updated, resulting in discrepancies with road statistics collected 
from other sources and complicating its use as the basis for Annual Road Maintenance Plans 
(ARMP). The Road Register also does not make clear distinction between different bituminous 
pavement types6, complicating the planning of maintenance interventions. Road condition data 
(SDI and IRI) is provided for only part of the paved network (40% of the SRN), while traffic data is 
only provided for a quarter of the SRN roads. Annual statistical information is provided in the 
Statistics of the Strategic Road Network (SSRN), which for 2010 indicate an existing SRN network 
of 10,835 km and an additional 3,278 km planned or under construction. 

Table 1: SRN length by road class (km) 

 NH FR (major) FR (minor) MH PR Total 

Existing 3,392 5,538 578 734 592 10,835 
Under construction 33 315 18 326 76 769 
Planned 344 1,956 132 0 77 2,509 
Total 3,769 7,809 728 1,060 745 14,113 
Source: SSRN 2010 
 

9. Inventory data for the LRN is not readily available. As a result, the exact length of the LRN is 
unknown, with estimates varying from 25,000 km to 60,000 km. The latest survey carried out by 
the Department of Local Infrastructure Development and Agricultural Roads (DOLIDAR) based on 
information provided by the District Technical Offices (DTO) has so far identified over 50,000 km of 
rural roads, although not all district data has been received yet. Only some 5% of the LRN consists 
of paved roads, most of which are in the Terai. In the Hills by far the majority of unpaved roads are 
earthen, while in the Terai the majority have a gravel surface. Road condition data is absent 
altogether, although as a rule of thumb it is considered that half the rural roads are inoperable. 
However, it is not clear what the exact reason is for these roads being inoperable, nor is it known 
what the condition is of the remaining roads.  

10. The main reason for the lack of road inventory data for the LRN is that the existing inventories 
are not regularly updated by the DTOs. In part this is due to the fact that roads in the districts are 
being constructed and improved by a wide range of different actors, without providing the 
necessary data to the DTO. Existing inventory formats are also overly complicated, requiring the 
collection of excessive amounts of data that are not even used in planning or monitoring, thus 
forming a waste of resources. Even where data is provided by the DTOs, this often bypasses 
DOLIDAR and is not compiled at central level. 

ACTION PLAN 
Develop a single classification for all roads in Nepal with a proper legal basis (Public Roads Act 
(1974) and Regulations), clearly defining each road class and who will manage it. Ensure that any 
changes comply with these definitions and are published in the Nepal Gazette. Update and expand 
the Road Register for all SRN planning and statistics and put it on line to ensure the use of a 
common data base. Review the reclassification of village roads to class B district roads and make 
sure that funding reflects network size. Link rural road funding to simple inventory and annual road 
condition surveys and compile data at national level.  

  

                                                
6
 Asphalt Concrete premix (AC), Single/Double Bituminous Surface Treatment (SBST/DBST) and Otta Seal. 
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2. INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK  

11. A wide variety of different institutions is involved in the road sector in Nepal. Formally the 
responsibility for the SRN lies with the Ministry of Physical Planning and Works (MPPW) and its 
Department of Roads (DOR). For the LRN the overall responsibility lies with the Ministry of Local 
Development (MLD) and its Department of Local Infrastructure Development and Agricultural 
Roads (DOLIDAR), while the responsibility for the daily management lies with the local bodies 
(DDCs, VDCs and municipalities). However, in practice these institutions tend to be active in each 
other’s road networks. Other ministries are also active in the road sector, including the Ministry of 
Labour and Transport Management (MLTM) and its Department of Transport Management 
(DOTM), the Ministry of Home Affairs (MHA) through the Nepal Traffic Police (NTP), the Ministry of 
Irrigation, the Ministry of Civil Aviation and the Nepal Army. Roads Board Nepal (RBN) furthermore 
provides funding to both the SRN and LRN. 

Figure 1: Organizational chart for the road sector in Nepal 

 
 

12. In the SRN, MPPW is responsible for developing policies and monitoring, while DOR is 
responsible for development, maintenance and management of the SRN. In practice, however, 
MPPW is sometimes directly involved in implementation (e.g. Kathmandu-Terai fast track and 
outer ring road). A lack of coordination between MPPW and the MOTM and the MHA is hampering 
effectiveness in the case of road safety. In the case of maintenance funding, parallel funding flows 
existed for a long time between DOR and RBN but currently all maintenance funding appears to 
flow through RBN.  

13. DOR is supported by 5 Regional Directorates, 25 Divisional Road Offices (DRO), 6 Heavy 
Equipment Divisions and several project offices. At central level several different branches and 
units exist, as well as project offices and directorates. There is considerable overlap in activities 
between these different branches/units as well as between formal units and project offices. As a 
result, coordination and monitoring of activities is complicated. 

14. In the LRN, MLD and DOLIDAR are responsible for policy formulation and for providing 
technical support to the local bodies. DOLIDAR is also responsible for information management 
and monitoring, although this function is complicated by the fact that it is bypassed in certain 
information flows (e.g. DDCs report directly to MLD and RBN). DOLIDAR also has no control over 
funding flows other than the centrally coordinated rural road projects, and has no means to enforce 
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compliance with existing policies. As a result, DOLIDAR does not have a proper overview of the 
rural road sector that would allow it to evaluate progress and define proper strategies and policies. 

15. At the district level, local bodies are 
responsible for the management of the LRN, with 
DDCs in the 75 districts responsible for the district 
roads and 3,915 VDCs responsible for the village 
roads. DOLIDAR created District Technical 
Offices (DTO) as a temporary measure to provide 
technical support to the DDCs until they could 
develop their own technical capacity. Given the 
fact that the DTOs are responsible for all types of 
rural infrastructure and that budgets are spread 
over many small projects (often more than 500 
per year), their capacity tends to be insufficient to 
ensure proper technical supervision and due 
diligence, despite some DDCs hiring additional 
engineers. This is further exacerbated by the 
recent reclassification of a large part of the village 
road network as class B district roads. 

16. Due to the absence of local elections since 2002, the DDCs themselves are currently headed 
by the Local Development Officer (LDO) who formally holds the post of DDC Secretary. The fact 
that the DTO reports to DOLIDAR and is responsible for technical management, while the LDO 
reports to MLD and is responsible for financial and administrative management, has led to 
problems in the coordination between the DTO and the LDO. This is further complicated where the 
DTO engineer is senior to the LDO. 

17. After the dissolution of elected representatives at district level in 2002, as an interim measure 
the role of the District Council was fulfilled by an All Party Mechanism (APM) with representation 
from the different political parties. Although the APM officially only had an advisory role, in practice 
it tended to have significant influence on decision making and the allocation of the budget. This 
mechanism lacked accountability, however, and resulted in rules and regulations being flaunted, 
causing the Commission for Investigation of Abuse of Authority (CIAA) to call for its dissolution in 
December 2011. The CIAA has directed MLD to put in place a new mechanism until local elections 
can be organized, introducing increased accountability and responsibility.  

18. Several policy documents also call for the creation of committees at district and road level. 
This has resulted in a proliferation of different committees with overlapping responsibilities, often 
with similar members, complicating implementation and reducing transparency. Many of these 
committees have been hijacked by political representatives and contractors as a means of 
influencing budget allocations and obtaining contracts. The local road user committees7 (LRUC) 
that are involved in the implementation of most LRN works are especially affected, resulting in a 
significant increase in irregularities and poor quality works. This has caused the CIAA to call for 
them to be recreated with representation of actual road users and complemented with proper 
technical supervision and  financial auditing. 

19. Several other ministries are also active in the LRN, often without proper coordination with MLD 
or DOLIDAR. DOR is active in certain LRN roads and especially in LRN bridges. Similarly DDCs 
have been involved in certain SRN roads where they considered that DOR was not doing enough 
to ensure easy access. RBN provides maintenance funding for the LRN, although DDCs tend to 
give little importance to RBN due to the relatively low levels of funding it provides.  

  

                                                
7
 A “User Committee" refers to a committee formed by a group of persons directly benefitting from the formation, 

implementation, management, repair or maintenance of a particular construction work, which comprises those persons 
selected by them from among themselves applying a particular procedure (Local Body Financial Administration 
Regulations 1999). 

 
DTO engineer inspecting maintenance works 
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ACTION PLAN 
Focus all activities in the SRN and LRN with respectively DOR and the DDCs/DOLIDAR. Amend 
the DOR structure to avoid duplication and bring the DOTM under MPPW. Improve DOLIDAR’s 
monitoring capacity and provide it with a copy of all reports and funding information from DDCs, 
MLD or RBN that are related to the LRN. Clearly define the roles of the DTO and LDO, making the 
DTO responsible for daily management of the budget approved in the Annual Work Plan. Develop 
a proper representative mechanism at district level which is accountable. Review the role of LRN 
committees and ensure proper representation. Improve DOLIDAR’s monitoring of committees to 
make them comply with existing regulations and procedures. 
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3. ROAD SECTOR FINANCING 

20. The budget for the road sector is increasing steadily, tripling in the last five years for both the 
LRN and SRN. Funding from donors makes up a significant portion of this budget (46%, of which 
33% grants and 13% loans). In the case of the SRN, funding for the road sector is channelled 
through MPPW, where it currently forms 70% of the ministerial budget. The total budget for the 
SRN for 2011/12 is estimated to be in the order of NPR 31 billion8 (8% of the national budget). A 
large portion of this funding comes from donors9, shifting increasingly from loans to grants (for the 
2011/12 SRN budget, 31% is from donor grants and 16% from loans). 

Table 2:  Budget for strategic roads (NPR million) 

Funding source  2007/08   2008/09   2009/10   2010/11   2011/12  

National budget 168,996 236,016 285,930 337,900 384,900 

MPPW budget 13,084 25,318 35,694 41,841 44,501 

MPPW budget allocation for SRN  8,858 13,272 19,228 26,892 30,627 

MPPW budget expenditure for SRN 7,366 9,768 16,945 22,694 n/a 
Source: MOF Red Books 
   

21. In the case of the LRN, the number of funding sources is far greater. Approximately half the 
allocated LRN funding comes from rural road projects (45%)10. These projects are largely financed 
by donors11 (for 2011/12, 54% of the rural road project budgets is from donor grants and 20% from 
loans). Unconditional grants from MLD to DDCs and VDCs form an important funding source for 
DDCs, and approximately half this funding is allocated to roads, providing 31% of the LRN budget 
in 2011/12 (approximately 35% of these unconditional grants comes from donor funding). A quarter 
to a third of DDC internal revenue is spent on rural roads, averaging 8% of the LRN budget, while 
community contributions make up a significant 11% of the budget. Funding from RBN forms less 
than 1% of the LRN budget, with similar amounts coming from the Constituency Development 
Fund and DOR.  

Figure 2: Funding sources for rural roads 

 
Source: PER, MOF Red Book, DTMPs  

 
22. Based on an analysis of DTMPs and allocations in the national budget, the total budget for the 
LRN for 2011/12 is estimated to be in the order of NPR 26 billion (6% of the national budget). 
Overall, 80% of LRN funding comes from central level, mostly from MLD where it takes up more 
than 40% of the ministerial budget. A large portion of the overall LRN funding comes from donors 
(44% of the LRN budget in 2011/12), both in the unconditional grants and in the rural road projects, 
mostly in the form of grants (35% of the LRN budget in 2011/12).   

                                                
8
 This includes RBN funding for maintenance. 

9
 Important donors in the SRN are India, World Bank, ADB, Japan, and China. 

10
 RAP, RAIDP, RRRSDP, DRSP, DRILP, RCIW, RTI-SWAp, Agriculture and Local Level Road Project. Actual rural road 

project funding in the district varies from 20-80% of total LRN funding. 
11

 Important donors in the LRN are World Bank, ADB, DFID, SDC, JICA and the OPEC fund. 
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Table 3:  Budget for rural roads (NPR million) 

Funding source  2007/08   2008/09   2009/10   2010/11   2011/12  

National budget 168,996 236,016 285,930 337,900 384,900 

MLD budget 13,084 25,318 35,694 41,841 44,501 

DDC unconditional grant (50%)* 525 734 1,115 1,217 1,806 

VDC unconditional grant (50%)* 1,822 3,819 3,638 3,915 4,629 

LGCDP top-up grant (50%)* - 404 1,661 2,251 1,517 

Rural road projects + SWAp 4,470 5,560 7,710 9,047 11,630 

MLD budget to roads 6,817 10,516 14,124 16,430 19,582 

Roads Board Nepal (13%)* 97 86 171 325 360 

Internal revenue** 708 1,093 1,467 1,707 2,034 

Community contributions** 974 1,502 2,018 2,347 2,797 

Other** 354 546 734 854 1,017 

Estimated rural road budget 8,950 13,744 18,514 21,663 25,790 
Source: PER, MOF Red Book, DTMPs  
* The percentages relate to the portion of the total funding from the respective source allocated to rural roads. 
**  Estimation based on allocation from national budget and average importance in DDC budget according to DTMP 
 

23. Despite the significant increases in road sector funding, the portion of the budget going to 
maintenance remains low. Most of the funding for SRN maintenance comes from RBN (70% of 
RBN funding goes to the SRN). Although RBN’s budget has almost quadrupled over the past 5 
years, it still only receives 68% of the budget it is formally entitled to. As a percentage of total SRN 
funding, RBN funding has remained more or less the same while other maintenance funding 
(mainly projects) has decreased, resulting in the percentage of the SRN budget going to 
maintenance actually reducing over the past 5 years (from 35% to 11%). As a result, the SRN 
maintenance budget has remained more or less the same in absolute terms while the road network 
to be maintained has increased significantly, reducing the maintenance budget available per km. 
The amount of maintenance funding from donors has also decreased from 45% to 16%. 

Table 4:  Maintenance budget for strategic roads (NPR million) 

Funding source  2007/08   2008/09   2009/10   2010/11   2011/12  

MPPW budget allocation for SRN  8,858 13,272 19,228 26,892 30,627 
MPPW budget allocation for maintenance 3,090 n/a 3,379 3,783 3,364 

as % of MPPW budget allocation for SRN 35% n/a 18% 14% 11% 

MPPW budget expenditure for maintenance 1,048 1,177 2,502 2,514 n/a 
RBN budget allocation for maintenance12 746 650 1,315 2,500 2,768 

as % of MPPW budget allocation for SRN 8% 5% 7% 9% 9% 

RBN budget expenditure to maintenance13 760 665 1,315 1,932 n/a 
Source: MOF Red Books 

 
24. In the case of LRN maintenance, the funding sources and their importance are more or less 
the same as for the overall LRN budget. According to an assessment of 10 recent ARMPs14, rural 
road project (including SWAp) funding is slightly more important, forming 55% of total maintenance 
funding allocation, while unconditional grants (especially VDC grants) and internal revenue are less 
important (33%), indicating the lower priority given to maintenance by DDCs and VDCs. 
Community contributions are also much lower (2%), while RBN funding is significantly more 
important, forming 9% of all LRN maintenance funding. All in all, funding allocations to 
maintenance make up only 4-5% of total LRN budgets, much lower than the national target of 10%. 

                                                
12

 The figures presented here are total RBN budgets. On average, 70% of the presented RBN allocations and 
expenditure goes to the SRN, with the remainder allocated to urban and rural roads. 
13

 The absorption capacity of RBN is high (especially compared to other maintenance investments), with the Red Book 
reporting almost 100% of the allocated funding being spent each year. Due to the involvement of many districts and 
municipalities, additional time is provided by RBN for financial reporting (up to October), and as a result actual 
expenditure data is often only presented the following year. 
14

 Dadeldhura, Dailekh, Jhapa, Khotang, Morang, Okhaldunga, Parbat, Ramechhap, Sankhuwasabha, Sindhuli. It is 
important to note that 6 of the 10 districts are SWAp pilot districts. 
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Anecdotal evidence suggests that actual expenditure on maintenance is significantly lower than the 
reported allocations. 

Figure 3: Funding sources for rural road maintenance 

 
Source: ARMPs 

 
25. Financial accountability and transparency are areas requiring significant improvement in the 
road sector. The SRN budget is published in the annual Red Book, indicating the budget 
allocations to different roads, while RBN funding allocations are based on Annual Road 
Maintenance Plans (ARMP) and are published in the annual RBN reports. This publication of the 
budget has lead to greater transparency regarding budget allocations, which is further increased in 
the case of maintenance due to the move towards a single source of funding (RBN). However, 
financial accountability and transparency during implementation remain low. 

26. In the case of the LRN, financial irregularities in the DDCs have been increasing, including 
many long outstanding advances and funds that need to be recovered. The multiple funding 
sources, each with their own budgeting and reporting requirements, as well as the large number of 
small projects being implemented, have complicated financial auditing of LRN activities and 
reduced transparency. The skill level of the financial units and internal auditors at district level was 
found to be insufficient, while the objectivity of internal and external auditors was questioned due to 
conflicts of interest and the fact that auditing of DDCs falls outside the mandate of the Office of the 
Auditor General. The large number of irregularities combined with the lack of accountability of the 
APM has led to the dissolution of this mechanism. The implementation through user committees 
forms 70% of all expenditure in the LRN and is similarly affected by irregularities due to a lack of 
accountability and proper supervision, in practice forming a means of avoiding existing 
procurement regulations.  

ACTION PLAN 
Increase funds for maintenance by giving RBN its full budget as defined under the Roads Board 
Act (2002). Stimulate donor support to road maintenance by channelling funding through RBN in 
line with the SWAp. Allow use of RBN funding for rehabilitation, but only up to a certain maximum 
percentage and ensuring additional funding is provided. Use a single budget and report system to 
track the many sources of LRN funding, reducing the management burden and improving 
transparency. Ensure funding allocations to LRN maintenance comply with the existing targets. Put 
in place more accountable and representative mechanisms in the DDCs. Tender more works to 
contractors rather than transferring funds to user committees in order to improve efficiency and 
transparency. Improve the strength of DDC financial units and use more third party and public 
audits. Link road funding allocations to DDCs to minimum conditions and performance measures.  
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4. PLANNING AND PRIORITIZATION 

27. Planning and prioritization in the road sector tends to be strongly influenced by political 
priorities rather than based on actual prioritization criteria and planning procedures. Funding is 
“shared” between political parties and sprinkled over a large collection of small road projects, with 
these projects often continuing for several years in order for the works to be completed. This has 
reduced the effectiveness and efficiency of road sector investments. 

28. The expenditure rate of SRN funding is quite high, averaging 83% over the past 5 years. 
However, efficiency and effectiveness are considered quite low, as funding is not focused on 
priority roads as identified in several policy documents such as the Priority Investment Plan (2007). 
This is evident from the fact that the SRN road length has already surpassed the targets set in 
these policy documents, while the priority roads have yet to be completed. To a large extent this is 
due to political intervention, with funding distributed in an ad hoc manner based on political 
interests rather than agreed priorities. As a result, DROs tend to be responsible for an average of 
40-75 small road projects each year, most of which cost less than NPR 10 million. This sprinkler 
effect is reducing the benefits and rates of return of priority roads that take longer to complete. It 
also increases the management burden for DROs, which are unable to provide proper technical 
supervision, affecting the quality of works. This situation is further aggravated at the end of the 
financial year, with as much as 70% of total funding being spent in the last trimester. This is partly 
due to late budget approval and procurement delays, but is also caused by poor implementation 
planning and management on the part of DOR. 

29. In the LRN the expenditure rate is lower (70-80%) and efficiency and effectiveness are 
considered to be very poor. Planning in the LRN is based on the District Transport Master Plans 
(DTMP) which define the roads to be constructed, upgraded and rehabilitated in the 5 year 
planning period based on specific prioritisation criteria. The DTMPs tend to be very voluminous 
documents requiring significant data collection, most of which is not used in the prioritisation of 
interventions. Prioritisation criteria for the different types of intervention are not always appropriate, 
while simultaneous ranking for different types of interventions is not possible and a certain 
percentage of the budget is allocated to each intervention type. In practice, the same happens with 
different road classes, which each receive a percentage of the budget instead of allocations being 
based on objective criteria. In the case of maintenance, the DTMPs tend to limit themselves to 
allocating a certain percentage of the available budget to maintenance, which does not necessarily 
comply with national minimum targets. 

30. DDCs do not always prepare DTMPs, however, and where they do, these DTMPs tend to be 
followed only for donor-funded projects. Instead, the available budget tends to be shared among 
the political parties making up the APM, and spread over many small road projects across the 
district (as many as 100-300 road projects per year in a single district), without taking into account 
the existing implementation capacity. This sprinkler effect is reducing the benefits of priority roads 
that take longer to complete, while the decreasing investment levels per km only serve to appease 
political parties rather than resulting in sustainable roads. The many small projects are also 
increasing the burden on the DTOs, reducing their ability to provide proper technical supervision 
and leading to poor quality works (non-engineered roads). 

31. The result has been an explosive expansion 
of the LRN during the past decade, by far 
exceeding the strategic targets set for the LRN. 

The technical standard of these roads has been poor, however, resulting in half the network 
currently being considered inoperable. The requirement for new construction has drastically 
reduced and there is now a need to upgrade the existing roads to a maintainable all-weather 
standard. This is also reflected in the latest DTMPs, where allocations tend to focus on upgrading, 
especially in the Terai. However, proper policies and targets for prioritising roads and defining the 
required upgrading standard do not exist.  
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32. Maintenance planning revolves around the 
Annual Road Maintenance Plans (ARMP). In the 
case of the SRN, these are prepared by the 
DROs and consolidated by DOR, with annual 
allocations approved by RBN. The average 
expenditure rate for maintenance is much lower 
than for the SRN as a whole (59% - see Table 2), 
although in the case of RBN funding the 
expenditure rate is almost 100% (see Table 4). 
However, maintenance allocations from RBN are 
insufficient and only allow 50-60% of the routine 
and recurrent maintenance needs of the SRN to 
be covered (unpaved roads only) and 
approximately a third of identified periodic and 
specific maintenance needs. The identified 
periodic maintenance needs only reflect 45% of 
the SRN, however, as the screening process for periodic maintenance results in the exclusion of 
unpaved roads. The consequent lack of maintenance is resulting in a maintenance backlog, while 
proper funding mechanisms for rehabilitation do not yet exist15.  

33. Periodic maintenance and even rehabilitation tends to focus on surface treatments and seals 
in the case of the SRN, even for roads with high traffic levels, resulting in higher economic costs 
due to the accelerated deterioration of such pavements and the increased user costs due to the 
high roughness. In spite of the existence of official policies regarding surfacing and economic 
analyses demonstrating the benefits of asphalt concrete overlays, over 90% of the paved network 
has simple surface treatments. The combination of surface treatments with a lack of proper 
maintenance has resulted in increased roughness, emphasising the low effectiveness of 
maintenance investments (see also the section on maintenance). 

34. In the case of the LRN, allocations to maintenance in the DTMPs tend to be insufficient and 
are further reduced in the subsequent ARMPs. Existing targets regarding allocations from 
unconditional grants (2%), internal revenue (3%) and overall LRN funding (10%) are not being met, 
with approximately 4-5% of LRN funding allocated to maintenance, which is further reduced during 
implementation to an estimated 2-3% (mostly from rural road projects). The lack of maintenance 
combined with poor quality assurance in construction has resulted in over half the existing LRN 
becoming inoperable. 

ACTION PLAN 
Promote proper planning and restrict road sector funding allocation to roads identified in the PIP for 
the SRN and the DTMP for the LRN. Update the PIP and simplify DTMP and ARMP preparation 
procedures. Upgrade, rehabilitate and maintain the current SRN and LRN roads rather than further 
expanding these road networks. Update the Rural Infrastructure Development Strategic Action 
Plan (2007). Draw up proper standards to decide when to upgrade roads depending on foreseen 
traffic levels and base these standards on an economic cost analysis. Increase funding to 
maintenance to protect investments, using target allocations (full RBN entitlement for SRN, 10% 
target for LRN) and identifying the funding gap.  

  

                                                
15

 RBN has this year started providing limited financing for rehabilitation. 

 
Non-engineered district road made inoperable due to a 

lack of drainage 
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5. ROAD SURFACING 

Over half the SRN and more than 95% of the LRN remains unpaved, with a third of the SRN and 
half the LRN having only an earthen surface. Most of the highways16 and a large portion of the 
feeder roads have a bituminous surface, while most of the remaining roads are earthen. Only a 
small portion has a gravel surface due to DOR’s policy to provide cheap bituminous surfacing 
rather than leaving the road unsealed. Most bituminous surfaces consist of surface treatments, 
with Otta seals recently introduced as an alternative. Existing inventories do not distinguish 
between different types of bituminous surfacing, although less than 10% of bituminous roads are 
considered to have an asphalt concrete surface.  

Table 5:  Road surfaces for SRN roads by road class (km)
17

 

Road class Bituminous Gravel Earthen Total 

National Highways 2,721 80% 323 10% 348 10% 3,392 

Feeder Roads (Major)
18

 2,043 37% 1,212 22% 2,283 41% 5,538 

Feeder Roads (Minor) 103 18% 115 20% 360 62% 578 

Mid-hill Roads 18 2% 36 5% 681 93% 735 

Postal Road 68 11% 379 64% 146 25% 593 

Total SRN 4,952 46% 2,065 19% 3,818 35% 10,835 

Source: SSRN 2010 
 

35. Actual data on surface types in the LRN is 
lacking, although it is clear that by far the majority 
of rural roads are unpaved (over 95%), mainly 
earthen in the Hills (95-100%) and predominantly 
gravel in the Terai (70-80%). Bituminous 
surfacing forms only a small percentage, mainly 
in the Terai, predominantly consisting of surface 
dressings and recently introduced Otta seals. 
With the explosive expansion of the LRN in the 
past decade and the subsequent decreased 
requirement for new construction, the focus of 
investments is shifting to upgrading and it is likely 
that the distribution of surface types will change 
dramatically over the next 5 years. 

 
Table 4: Road surfaces for LRN roads - indications (km) 

Source Total length Blacktop Gravel Earthen 

2007 DOR PIP 4,306 3% 44% 53% 
2009 SWAp Framework 14,293 3% 19% 77% 
2010 SWAp pilot districts 3,654 3% 47% 50% 

Jhapa 1,001 8% 72% 20% 
Morang 1,281 2% 78% 20% 
Dadeldhura 212 - - 100% 
Parbat 555 - 2% 98% 
Sankhuwasabha 369 - 2% 98% 
Dailekh 281 - - 100% 

 
36. Norms for the selection of surface types based on traffic levels have been developed by DOR 
for use in the SRN, although these are spread over many different documents and in practice 
appear not to be followed. Many roads with high traffic volumes, which according to the norms 
require asphalt concrete surfacing, only have surface treatments (79%). The same is the case for 
roads with low traffic volumes which tend to also have surface treatments (68%) despite gravel 

                                                
16

 The Mid Hill Highway and the Postal Road are exceptions as they are still under construction or upgrading. 
17

 The Mid-hill and postal roads are new SRN roads under construction or upgrading, and are formally highway class. 
18

 Major feeder roads include links with more than 100 AADT between different highways, links between a highway or 
feeder road and a district or zone headquarters, and links between a highway and an important place (industry, tourism, 
public utilities or power generation). The minor feeder road is defined as a link between a feeder road or urban road and 
such an important place (Road Classification and Road Responsibilities - 2001). 

 
Poor earthen road surface causing access problems 

during rainy season 
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being prescribed. The focus on surface treatments seems to be based on the low construction 
costs, and does not appear to take proper account of the lifecycle costs and the resulting total 
transport costs which are higher than for asphalt concrete in the case of higher traffic volumes. The 
result of this focus on surface treatments in the SRN has been an increase in road roughness and 
resulting user costs. Although the surface treatments tend to reduce surface distress, they do little 
to improve roughness (see also the section on maintenance).  

37. Proper norms to guide the surface selection in the LRN do not exist, resulting in ad hoc 
decision making regarding the surface type whereby it is common practice to upgrade earthen 
roads to gravel standard and subsequently to bituminous standard. This approach does not take 
proper account of existing road characteristics (traffic, topography, rainfall, etc.) and their influence 
on construction costs and maintenance costs for different surface standards19. The impact on 
community involvement and employment generation is also not properly assessed during surface 
selection, while promising alternative surface types such as stone paving are not being 
contemplated at all. Weak quality control at district level may also influence the selection of road 
surfaces, opting for easier surface types such as Otta seals. 

ACTION PLAN 
Ensure SRN and LRN road inventories include recent surface data, distinguish different bituminous 
surface types and include alternatives such as cement concrete and stone paving. Review and 
harmonise surfacing standards for both SRN and LRN, and monitor compliance. Make surfacing 
standards dependent on traffic levels based on an analysis of economic costs. Focus more on 
asphalt concrete for high volume SRN roads and review alternate surface types for low volume 
SRN and LRN roads. Carry out surface trials and collect data on the performance of surface types 
present in Nepal. 

  

                                                
19

 For instance, for steep roads with high traffic volumes in high rainfall areas, upgrading to gravel standard may be 
uneconomical and direct upgrading to bituminous standard may be preferable, while for roads with low traffic volumes 
bituminous surfaces may not be economically justifiable at all. 



NEPAL ROAD SECTOR ASSESSMENT STUDY 

20 

6. ROAD MAINTENANCE 

38. Maintenance planning revolves around the Annual Road Maintenance Plans (ARMP). ARMPs 
for the SRN are prepared by the 25 DROs and a consolidated ARMP is prepared by DOR and 
submitted to RBN for funding. The ARMPs cover only the paved roads and a few important 
unpaved roads, however, and the unpaved roads that form 40% of the SRN are effectively being 
“screened out” and do not receive any maintenance except for some ad hoc repairs. For the roads 
included in the ARMP, RBN funding tends to cover all routine and recurrent maintenance needs for 
the paved road network, but only a third of the specific and periodic maintenance needs 
(respectively 38% and 32% in 2011/12). This lack of coverage is partly due to the fact that RBN 
only receives 68% of the funds it is entitled to (up from an average of 45% in the previous 5 years). 
The result is a maintenance backlog and increasing need for rehabilitation, which tends to be 
addressed through donor-funded projects due to a lack of appropriate government funding 
mechanisms. This financial year, however, NPR 100 million has been made available for 
rehabilitation through RBN. Allocations to periodic and specific maintenance as well as 
rehabilitation are generally not based on economic benefits (taking into account traffic levels and 
network condition, as well as the most appropriate intervention type). Instead, funding tends to be 
allocated in a more arbitrary manner, focusing on roads with more significant damage, and 
applying those technical solutions that allow the greatest road length to be covered instead of 
solutions that result in the greatest (long-term) benefits. 

39. The lack of maintenance coverage in the 
SRN has resulted in road conditions becoming 
worse, with the percentage of roads in good or 
fair condition according to the surface distress 
index (SDI<3.0) dropping from 86% in 2004 to 
78% in 2010. Periodic maintenance is generally 
limited to surface treatments, which improve the 
SDI but have little effect on roughness (IRI). As a 
result, the road condition according to the IRI has 
been affected even more significantly, with good 
and fair roads (IRI<6) reducing from 61% in 2004 
to 1% in 2010 (96% in bad condition - IRI>8). 

40. Based on the maintenance needs identified in the 2011/12 ARMP (excluding rehabilitation, 
reconstruction and upgrading), it is estimated that full maintenance coverage including all SRN 
roads (paved and unpaved) would come to approximately NPR 9 billion in the short run (as a result 
of the maintenance backlog), reducing to NPR 6-7 billion in the longer run for a road network of 
11,000km. This would require RBN funding to increase by 250%, in addition to which extra funding 
for rehabilitation would be required.  

41. In the case of the LRN, ARMPs tend to only be required for RBN funding and sometimes for 
rural road projects. Although RBN was envisaged as a single window for road maintenance 
funding, it has not lived up to this expectation and only provides minimal funding for the LRN (a few 
million rupees per district). As a result, ARMPs tend not to be prepared by DDCs due to the limited 
amount of funding that can be mobilised. RBN has been increasingly simplifying the ARMP in an 
attempt to stimulate their use by DDCs, but stringent reporting requirements for the use of the 
funding still put off most DDCs. The ARMP now consists of only a one-page road status table that 
is insufficient to be considered a maintenance plan. A new initiative for LRN maintenance funding 
is the Sector-wide approach (SWAp), providing an effective medium for longer term maintenance 
funding by donors, and forming an important source of maintenance funding in the pilot districts (on 
average, 26% of allocation). This may provide the necessary incentive to DDCs to prepare 
ARMPs. 

42. Originally DOLIDAR was envisaged to prepare consolidated ARMPs for the LRN and submit 
these to RBN, but due to delays in carrying out this task the DDCs are now required to submit their 
ARMPs directly to RBN. Proper guidelines for the preparation of ARMPs for the LRN do not exist, 
although RBN does provide training each year. Different prioritisation criteria for ranking the 
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maintenance of roads are in use, with the Rural Road Maintenance Directives (2008) even 
containing two separate sets of criteria. Meanwhile, no criteria exist for prioritising between 
different maintenance types. The lack of proper inventories and up-to-date condition data further 
complicates the preparation of the ARMPs for the LRN. 

43. Even where ARMPs are prepared (generally with donor assistance), these only identify the 
maintenance activities to be carried out with the available funding, and do not identify the full 
maintenance requirements, making it impossible to determine the maintenance gap or to 
determine sustainable maintenance funding levels. Periodic maintenance is often not included in 
the ARMP, and where it is, the cost per kilometre tends to exceed the allowable level for this 
maintenance type, implying that the works involve rehabilitation rather than periodic maintenance. 
The level of coherence between ARMPs and DTMPs tends to be very low, even to the extent of 
containing different road inventories. 

44.  Implementation of routine maintenance in the SRN is carried out by lengthworkers paid on a 
time basis, resulting in a high management burden and recently leading to problems with workers 
demanding to become DOR staff with full benefits. Recurrent pavement repairs are carried out by 
contractors on a volume-basis, but this has lead to implementation delays and consequent 
increases in damages and maintenance costs. Periodic and specific maintenance are also carried 
out by contractors, but procurement delays sometimes reduce the time available to implement 
these works. Emergency maintenance is carried out by the DROs through force account, although 
contractors are sometimes hired. Performance-based maintenance contracts have also been 
piloted, but weak bidding documents have 
resulted in disputes regarding the responsibilities 
of contractor and employer. 

45. In the LRN, maintenance related policy 
documents call for a number of different 
committees and groups to be created, 
complicating implementation and reducing 
transparency and accountability. In practice, 
maintenance implementation tends to be through 
user committees or force account, although 
positive experiences exist with the direct 
contracting of maintenance teams and 
lengthworkers in donor-funded pilot projects. 
Performance-based maintenance contracts have 
been piloted with an aim of reducing the 
management burden resulting from the need for 
workplans and detailed inspections. 

ACTION PLAN 
Expand the scope of the ARMP to include all road types in Nepal, make it more simple and easy to 
prepare and link it to more sources of funding to help compliance. Carry out annual road condition 
surveys, with all SRN roads surveyed at least once every two years. Ensure ARMPs identify the 
gap between actual maintenance needs and available funding. Provide proper ranking criteria to 
determine which maintenance needs to prioritise in the annual plan. Increase maintenance funding 
by giving RBN its full entitlement, gradually increasing the fuel levy, and channelling additional 
donor funding through RBN to support the SWAp approach to maintenance. Harmonise policy 
documents related to maintenance, reducing the number of hierarchical levels involved in 
maintenance. Promote continuous maintenance in the LRN through maintenance teams or length 
workers, hired either by the DDC or by user committees. Base SRN road condition categories on a 
mix of SDI and IRI to ensure both aspects of road deterioration are reflected. Improve procurement 
management and apply multi-year contracts for SRN maintenance to avoid delays. Introduce micro 
enterprises in the SRN for routine maintenance and further pilot Output- and Performance-based 
Road Contracts (OPRC) with improved bidding documents and proper training of contractors and 
staff.  
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7. BRIDGE MANAGEMENT 

46. A proper inventory of existing bridges does not exist. The number of bridges listed in the SRN 
statistics for 2010 is lower than the number of bridges in 2004, making the data in the inventory 
questionable. DOR is busy preparing a Bridge Management System (BMS), and as part of this 
process it plans to carry out a detailed bridge inventory, which will be regularly updated. For the 
LRN no bridge inventory currently exists, although the Local Road Bridge Project (LRBP) is 
planning to carry out an inventory. Keeping the LRN bridge inventory updated will be a major 
challenge, however, given the problems already encountered with the LRN road inventory. 

47. Data on the condition of bridges is even 
scarcer. Guidelines for the inspection and 
maintenance of bridges (2008) were developed 
by DOR, but are not being applied. Many bridges 
in the SRN are 40-45 years old and according to 
a condition assessment carried out in 2005 some 
10% was considered to require substantive repair 
or rehabilitation. As part of the BMS for the SRN, 
a condition survey is planned to be carried out 
every 2 years. For the LRN, bridge condition data 
is lacking altogether. 

48. Data on the requirement for new bridges is also lacking. In the SRN it is estimated that some 
800 bridges are required with many new SRN roads currently lacking bridges. For the SRN an 
assessment of the bridge requirement will be carried out as part of the BMS preparation. In the 
LRN the lack of bridges is making many roads impassable during the rainy season and DOLIDAR 
reports that approximately 3,500 bridges are required to ensure proper access, although it is 
expected that in many cases cheaper alternatives such as (vented) drifts may be more appropriate. 

49.  The responsibility for SRN bridge 
management is fragmented, with both DOR’s 
Bridge Project as well as several road projects 
involved in bridge development. This is causing a 
lack of consolidated information and in the past 
has resulted in many different standards being 
applied. A number of bridge projects are included 
in the annual programme without proper surveys 
and designs, leading to delays in implementation. 
At the same time DOR lacks the capacity to 
properly review the designs. DOR also manages 
many LRN bridge projects, reducing its capacity 
to develop the required bridges in the SRN.  

50. Capacity constraints at district level result in project steps in LRN bridge development not 
being followed properly, with proper survey and geological and hydrological investigations being 
skipped and designs being prepared as desk studies. As a result, adjustments are generally 
required to the bridge location and design during implementation. No specific bridge standards for 
LRN roads exist, leading to over-dimensioning and high construction costs due to the use of SRN 
bridge standards. DOLIDAR has recently become involved in LRN bridge development through its 
Bridge Section, with technical support being provided by the Local Road Bridge Support Unit 
(LRBSU). This Bridge Section will gradually take over responsibility for the management and 
monitoring of LRN bridges, and for setting appropriate standards. Improved coordination between 
the different actors in SRN and LRN bridge development is required to ensure proper planning and 
enforce unified standards. 

51. Funding for SRN bridges mainly goes through Bridge Project, with an initial allocation of NPR 
2 billion in 2011-12. Around half the actual funding is allocated at the end of the financial year from 
non-expended funds from other budgets, and it is likely that the actual budget for 2011-12 will 

 
Collapsed bridge in the SRN 

 
 

 
Vented drift in the LRN 



NEPAL ROAD SECTOR ASSESSMENT STUDY 

24 

increase to around NPR 4 billion. As a result of this practice, annual construction programmes 
often exceed the available budget in expectance of supplementary budgets later in the year, 
causing difficulties regarding fund flows and progress payments, and often resulting in 
implementation delays. Additional funding for SRN bridges will come from a World Bank funded 
project providing NPR 1 billion annually for the next 5 years. Maintenance funding for SRN bridges 
was very limited in the past, forming only 1% or 2% of the bridge development budget, but in 2010-
11 it increased tenfold to 8% and again doubled in 2011-12, now forming NPR 600 million. Some 
limited funding for routine maintenance of bridges is received from RBN. 

52. For the LRN, bridge funding comes from specific road projects and from the conditional grants 
to the DDCs that were recently introduced. Additional donor grants are available from SDC (TA 
and piloting only) and JICA (TA and investment for 35 bridges). However, existing funding levels 
for LRN bridges are below the targets as defined in the Rural Infrastructure Development Strategic 
Action Plan (2007).  

53. There is no proper bridge planning. Bridge projects are often based on political interests, 
sometimes without any proper surveys and designs, and funding is spread over a large number of 
bridges (sprinkler effect). Mid-term or long-term plans for bridge development do not exist, 
although the BMS will allow multiannual programmes to be prepared for SRN bridge development 
based on a prioritisation process using specific criteria. Bridge maintenance planning does not 
really exist, but is expected to improve with the development of the BMS.  

54. In the case of the LRN, bridge development is supposed to be included in the DTMP. Proper 
selection and prioritisation criteria do not exist, however, and planning tends to be politically 
motivated. Eligibility and prioritisation criteria are being developed by DOLIDAR and LRBP to allow 
for more objective planning, and are expected to be in force from FY 2012-13. National targets 
have been set to develop 30-35 bridges annually, and this financial year there are 65 bridges in 
different stages of development. 

ACTION PLAN 
Update inventories of existing bridges and their conditions. Make an inventory of required bridges 
and define proper selection and prioritisation criteria. Draw up a BMS for the SRN based on the 
new data and use this as a tool for multiyear planning of construction and maintenance. Make SRN 
bridge budgets depend less on non-expended funds and limit DOR’s focus to SRN bridges. Draw 
up standards for LRN bridges and create proper bridge design procedures. Increase resources to 
DOLIDAR’s Bridge Section to allow for proper supervision and monitoring of LRN bridge network. 
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8. CONSTRUCTION TECHNOLOGY 

55. Construction technology refers to the choice between labour-based and equipment-based 
technologies in the implementation of road construction and maintenance. Although equipment-
based technologies are generally used in the SRN, in the LRN the use of labour-based 
technologies is promoted, with the labour-based, environmentally friendly, participatory (LEP) 
approach being the norm. This approach was developed in the nineties in light of low levels of 
locally available equipment in the districts and the potential for creating local employment and 
incomes. This approach is reflected in the Local Self Governance Act (1999), the Local 
Infrastructure Development Policy (2004) and the Public Procurement Act (2007) and Regulations 
(2007), which call for the involvement of user committees in smaller infrastructure works (up to 
NPR 6 million) which can be carried out using local labour.  

56.  In most districts equipment is now readily 
available, however, resulting in a shift towards 
equipment-based implementation due to the 
much lower implementation costs for certain 
activities (mainly earth movement). However, 
because of a lack of work norms for equipment 
use in the LRN, labour-based norms are still 
being applied, resulting in cost savings and 
potentially high profit margins in case equipment 
is used. This has led to the subcontracting of 
contractors and equipment in the implementation 
of works, both of which are strictly prohibited 
according to the Public Procurement Act (2007) 
and Regulations (2007) and the Local Body 
Financial Administration Regulations (1999).  

57. It has also caused a shift in the make-up of 
many user committees, with increasing 
representation of local political parties and 
contractors instead of actual users. This in turn 
has increased the pressure on DDCs to 
implement works through public transfers to user 
committees, thus avoiding public procurement 
processes and resulting in an estimated 70% of 
LRN expenditure currently being implemented 
through such committees. It has furthermore led 
to a focus on “track opening”, where works are 
limited to earth movement where profits from 
equipment use are greatest, leading to the 
proliferation of non-engineered roads that tend to 
become non-motorable with 1-2 years. A lack of 
proper monitoring and enforcement has 
exacerbated this problem, as is evident from 
donor-funded projects where user committees 
tend to properly represent users and apply 
labour-based methods. 

58. The LEP approach is no longer suitable in the 
changed context where equipment is readily 
available and is less expensive than labour for 
certain activities. The approach needs to evolve 
to incorporate equipment use for those activities 

where quality, cost or safety justify it. This requires the revision of the existing work norms and 
technical specifications to guide the use of equipment, but also requires adaptation of existing 
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regulations regarding the involvement of user committees and their use of equipment, finding a 
proper balance between public transfers to user committees and (sub)contracting of contractors. 
Monitoring and enforcement of existing regulations also needs to be improved, to avoid the user 
committee modality being misused. 

59. LRN maintenance is an area where there is an enormous scope for the application of labour-
based technology and the creation of local employment and incomes. The continuous nature of 
such work can result in long-term employment, with significant impact on livelihoods. Limited 
experiences already exist with lengthworkers and maintenance teams, but need to be further 
developed to make them suitable to the characteristics of rural roads, where funding levels are low, 
management capacities are limited, and road conditions are poor. 

ACTION PLAN 
Review legislation and policy documents on the use of equipment and user committees. Revise 
DOLIDAR’s Work Norms (1998) and Technical Specifications for Agricultural and Rural Roads 
(1998) to include the use of equipment in certain conditions. Take steps to prevent more non-
engineered roads being built. Monitor and enforce regulations to avoid misuse of the transfer of 
funds to user committees. Promote labour-based road maintenance using lengthworkers or 
maintenance teams. 
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9. OUTSOURCING 

60. Although outsourcing has become common in the implementation of works, it is still limited in 
the case of supporting services such as planning, survey and design, supervision and monitoring. 
The volume of works and services being provided are rapidly increasing (tripling of the budget in 
the last five years alone) while the structure of DOR, DOLIDAR and the DDCs has remained 
largely the same for the last decade, resulting in insufficient in-house capacity. High staff turnovers 
in government have also made it difficult to retain competent staff to carry out specialised activities. 
There is thus a great potential for outsourcing. This will require training of existing staff, however, 
transforming them into managers instead of implementers. 

61. In the SRN, outsourcing of services has increased significantly, with survey, design, 
supervision and data collection already largely outsourced to individual consultants and 
consultancy firms. The implementation of construction and maintenance is also largely outsourced 
to contractors, while routine maintenance is outsourced to individual lengthworkers. Only 
emergency maintenance is to a certain degree still implemented through force account. 

62. DOR is facing some difficulties in procurement management, however, with procurement 
delays causing problems for road condition surveys and recurrent maintenance. Problems are also 
being faced in terms of incompliance by contractors as well as lengthworkers recently demanding 
to become government staff. Improved procurement planning together with alternative outsourcing 
modalities such as the use of multiannual contracts, the application of performance-based 
contracts and the grouping of lengthworkers into microenterprises, are likely to address many of 
these problems and reduce the management burden.  

63. There is also scope for further outsourcing of management activities in DOR, increasing its 
ability to properly manage the ever increasing volume of work and ensuring the involvement of 
specialists in activities where DOR units remain weak and lack experienced staff. In doing so, the 
responsibilities of DOR and DRO staff will further shift towards the management of consultants, 
and the review and approval of draft plans and reports. Proper quality control mechanisms will 
need to be introduced to avoid that outsourcing leads to lower quality. These may include quality 
control indicators in contracts, as well as clear penalties in the case of non-compliance.  

64. In the case of the LRN, the capacity of DDCs and DOLIDAR is insufficient to properly manage 
and implement the existing volume of works. Despite this fact, outsourcing remains uncommon in 
the LRN except in donor-funded projects, and DTO engineers and DOLIDAR staff still carry out 
most of the required tasks themselves. The result is an absence of proper planning, road 
development without proper survey and design, a lack of technical supervision, and little to no 
monitoring. These are all considered activities where the DDCs and DOLIDAR feel they should be 
involved, and as a result they are not outsourced.  

65. However, it is possible to involve consultants in the preparatory work, shifting the responsibility 
of DDC and DOLIDAR staff to the revision and approval of plans and reports. In donor-funded 
projects this is already practiced, with consultants involved in the preparation of ARMP and DTMP 
reports, the survey and design for roads and bridges, the technical supervision of implementation 
and the survey and monitoring of road conditions and work progress. This needs to be replicated in 
the daily work of DTO and DOLIDAR engineers, making them responsible for the management of 
consultants rather than direct implementation. 

66. In the case of the implementation of LRN works, outsourcing is more common, although some 
works are still carried out through force account. In the case of the LRN, the Public Procurement 
Act (2007) allows for the transfer of funds to user committees for simple labour-based works of up 
to NPR 6 million, with an estimated 70% of LRN works carried out using this modality. This 
modality is being misused as a means of avoiding the public procurement process, however, with 
works often subcontracted to contractors and carried out using equipment. The low technical skills 
of these user committees combined with a lack of proper technical supervision also tend to result in 
poor quality works (non-engineered roads). Meanwhile, over 11,000 local contractors are looking 
for work and are effectively excluded from a large portion of the LRN market. 
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ACTION PLAN 
Given higher work volumes and the need for specialist inputs, further outsource the planning, 
survey and design of road works, supervision of works and project monitoring. Draw up proper 
quality control mechanisms. Build up the management capacity of DOR, DOLIDAR and DTO staff 
through a tailor made training programme. Improve procurement management and introduce new 
contract types (e.g. performance-based maintenance) to avoid delays and disputes. Enforce user 
committee regulations and carry out more projects through the public procurement process. 
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10. ROAD CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY 

67. The budget for the road sector has tripled in the past five years and this trend is expected to 
continue. The length of the SRN has more than doubled in the last decade, while the LRN length is 
estimated to have tripled in the same period. Although there is a decreasing demand for new 
construction, there is an increasing need for upgrading works (over 50% of the SRN and 95% of 
the LRN are unpaved) and bridge construction (an estimated 4,000 new bridges are required and 
many of the 1,400 existing bridges need repairs or replacement), as well as for maintenance and 
rehabilitation works (over half the LRN is not motorable). The demand for services from the 
construction industry is therefore expected to grow, especially in the case of the LRN, with a large 
portion of these works suitable for domestic consultancy firms and contractors.  

68. The number of contractors and consulting firms has increased significantly, with over 100 
associated consulting firms and nearly 13,000 associated contractors in 2011. These are able to 
conduct most works, although the number of consultants and contractors able to carry out larger 
contracts is limited. Where necessary, they can attract foreign experts or form joint ventures with 
foreign firms to ensure the capacity, expertise and equipment required. The modality of joint 
ventures is being increasingly misused, however, with the international partner generally not 
participating in contract implementation, which is affecting the quality of works and resulting in time 
overruns due to insufficient capacity. This is also evident in national joint ventures, and appropriate 
contract clauses and qualification standards need to be developed to ensure that the right type of 
contractor is attracted. 

69. The domestic construction industry faces 
problems due to the unsteady and imbalanced 
flow of contracts, leading to unhealthy competition 
and excessively low bids. Smaller contractors 
furthermore tend to be excluded from a large 
share of the LRN market due to the 
implementation of many projects through user 
committees. Proper planning, budgeting, contract 
packaging, and procurement management are 
required to address this problem, as well as the 
introduction of alternative contracting modalities 
such as multiannual service contracts and 
performance-based contracts. 

70. The unsteady contract flow is also making it difficult to retain experienced personnel. A lack of 
qualified and skilled staff due to insufficient graduates and attractive foreign job markets further 
complicates the situation. This has led to a shortage of bridge design, pavement design and 
material and quality control engineers, as well as a shortage of sub-engineers and experienced 
and competent bridge contractors. 

71. Contractors tend to have sufficient access to equipment, although timely access can be a 
problem for smaller contractors, resulting in implementation delays. Efficient use of this equipment 
is a problem, however, with much equipment operating at less than 50% of its capacity. Improved 
management of equipment and proper alternatives to ownership (hiring, leasing, equipment pools) 
are required to ensure more efficient use. 

72. The organizational structure of DOR, DOLIDAR and the DDCs has not adapted to the 
increasing budgets and work volume, and their capacity is insufficient for the proper management 
of the road works. There is a need to outsource more activities to the private sector and promote 
public-private partnerships, ranging from multi-year performance-based maintenance contracts to 
BOT/BOOT type arrangements. In order for this to be successful, the management capacity of 
DOR, DOLIDAR and the DDCs needs to be improved. 
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ACTION PLAN 
Promote vocational training to respond to the human resource needs of the construction industry. 
Ensure proper planning, budgeting and procurement and explore the use of new contracting 
modalities. Ensure proper use of the user committee modality, carrying out a greater portion of 
works through procurement procedures involving contractors. Improve contract packaging and 
qualification criteria to attract contractors with sufficient capacity and avoid misuse of the joint 
venture modality. Establish a private sector equipment management and training centre. Improve 
the managerial capacities of DOR, DOLIDAR and DDC staff and promote the outsourcing of 
technical activities. 
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11. ROAD SAFETY 

73. The number of road accidents and related fatalities is very high in Nepal, with over 1,700 
deaths in 2009-1020. The number of fatalities per 10,000 vehicles is 17.1, which is amongst the 
highest in the world (compared to, for instance, 12.3 in Cambodia and 0.7 in the United Kingdom) 
and has been steadily increasing over the past few years. This data mainly relates to the SRN, 
however, as data for the LRN is largely lacking. As the network length, number of vehicles and 
driving speed in the LRN increase, road safety is only going to become more important. 

74. In the case of the SRN, the majority of fatalities occur outside the Kathmandu valley and 
involve trucks and busses, with many fatalities being pedestrians and accidents often caused by 
careless driving. In the LRN it appears that road and terrain conditions also play a major role in 
rural road accidents, especially in the Hills. A detailed analysis of LRN accident data is required to 
identify the prominent causes of accidents. 

75. Traffic safety is regulated by the Motor 
Vehicle and Transport Management Act (1993) 
and Regulations (1997), which regulate the 
behaviour of road users and the condition of 
vehicles. The issuance of driver’s licences, 
roadworthiness certificates and route permits by 
the Department of Traffic Management (DOTM) is 
fraught with problems ranging from insufficient 
resources and testing equipment to rampant 
corruption. The enforcement of traffic rules by the 
Nepal Traffic Police (NTP) is hampered by low 
fines (NPR 200 or less) and insufficient 
resources, while many rules are inadequate or 
lacking. In the LRN the situation is even worse 
due to the limited resources available at local 
level to enforce existing regulations. 

76. The improvement of road safety engineering is not properly regulated anywhere, and 
responsibility is not clearly allocated, although in practice DOR appears to be responsible in the 
case of the SRN. In the late nineties, several guidelines and manuals on road safety engineering 
were developed by DOR, although it appears they are not properly applied as safety engineering 
continues to be lacking in most SRN projects. For the LRN no road safety guidelines or manuals 
exist. These need to be developed by DOLIDAR, and should take into account the specific 
characteristics of rural roads, many of which are unpaved, in poor condition, and susceptible to 
damage due to inappropriate drainage facilities. Funding for SRN safety engineering comes from 
RBN, DOR and donors, but is very limited, while for the LRN donor-funded projects are only now 
starting to pay attention to safety issues. Improved maintenance is also likely to have a positive 
impact on road safety in both the LRN and SRN. 

77. Road safety management is weak, with responsibilities spread over 4 different ministries and 
the local bodies. Resources and capacities are limited in all agencies involved in road safety, and 
need to be improved. Coordination is a major problem, as no lead agency has been identified and 
current legislation fails to provide a coordinated approach to the different road safety aspects and 
actors involved. For the LRN, Transport Management Committees (TMC) have been formed, but 
these do not include the DTO engineers who are responsible for safety engineering. It is highly 
recommended to transform the Motor Vehicle and Transport Management Act (1993) into a Road 
Traffic Safety Act to regulate and coordinate different aspects of road safety management for both 
the SRN and LRN (taking into account the specific characteristics of both networks) and identifying 
the lead agency responsible for coordination. Although DOR recently developed a Road Safety 
Business Plan (2010), it is not clear to which extent the DOTM and NTP have been involved, and 
this document does not provide a concrete action plan, nor does it set any targets for improving 
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road safety. It is therefore recommended to develop a multiannual Road Safety Plan with 
achievable targets and a concrete action plan. 

ACTION PLAN 
Develop a Road Safety Act and Road Safety Plan and include specific LRN safety measures. 
Define a lead agency for coordinating road safety in the SRN and LRN and involve a mix of private 
and public sector stakeholders in implementing road safety activities. Improve capacities and 
resources of all those responsible for road safety. Carry out regular surveys and analysis of 
accident data on SRN and LRN and respond to common causes of accidents. Require road 
projects to include road safety measures in their designs. Make road safety audits mandatory for 
SRN and LRN. Include road safety audits as part of annual LRN road condition surveys.  
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12. SAFEGUARDS 

78. The regulatory framework for environmental safeguards is well developed in Nepal with the 
Environmental Protection Act (EPA - 1997) and Regulations (EPR - 1997). Some discrepancies 
continue to exist with the safeguard policies of development partners, however, especially 
regarding environmental categorization of projects, mechanisms for institutionalising the 
Environmental Management Framework into project implementation, environmental impact 
monitoring, and public consultation and participation during compliance monitoring and reporting. 
These aspects of environmental safeguards require further strengthening in the EPR and related 
guidelines. 

79. In terms of the institutional framework, MPPW does not have a dedicated unit to deal with 
environmental safeguards, despite the large number of infrastructure projects it deals with. DOR 
has a Geo-environment and Social Unit (GESU) responsible for environmental safeguards, 
although for certain roads the ADB Directorate is responsible. These overlapping responsibilities 
tend to result in poor coordination. In the case of the LRN, MLD has a dedicated environmental 
unit, although the staff members have no environmental background. In DOLIDAR the Monitoring, 
Environment and Technology Development Section is responsible, but in practice its only role is to 
forward IEE TORs and reports to MLD and it is therefore often bypassed. In the DDCs the 
capacities remain weak, despite the establishment of Safeguard Desks and intensive orientation 
training. 

80. In the SRN environmental assessments tend 
to be carried out, but proper institutionalisation of 
environmental management frameworks in 
implementation is limited, and proper monitoring 
is lacking. The development of appropriate 
guidelines in line with the proposed revisions to 
the EPR is likely to improve this situation. In the 
LRN, environmental assessments are generally 
not carried out and environmental impacts tend to 
go unchecked, despite existing legislation and 
policies calling for the application of a labour-
based, environmentally friendly and participatory 
(LEP) approach. This is especially the case in the 
many non-engineered roads, where haphazard 
slope cutting and spoil disposal are common, and 
slope stabilising measures and proper drainage 
facilities are lacking, resulting in large landslides 
and erosion. Proper design and supervision are 
required to reduce such environmental impacts. 

81. In the case of social safeguards, the existing 
regulatory framework is very limited. The Land 
Acquisition Act (LAA - 1977) confines 
resettlement safeguards to acquisition and cash 
compensation for land and other private assets. It falls short in a number of important areas, 
including efforts to restore the incomes and livelihoods of affected persons, entitlement to 
compensation for land users who are not land owners or legal tenants, consultation and 
participation of affected persons in the project cycle, grievance redress mechanisms, the valuation 
of affected assets and the timing of compensation payments. In the case of the LRN, voluntary 
land donations are common (including in donor-funded projects), but proper regulation of this 
practice is lacking and different approaches and criteria are used. A regulatory framework for 
indigenous people safeguards does not really exist, although some legislative and policy 
documents include general terms related to mitigating adverse impacts on indigenous peoples and 
vulnerable groups.  
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82. MPPW does not have a separate unit charged with social safeguards, although a Gender 
Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) unit has recently been formed. In DOR there is an overlap of 
responsibilities between the Geo-environment and Social Unit (GESU) and the ADB Directorate. In 
MLD and DOLIDAR, GESI units have also been formed recently. In the DDCs the recently 
established Safeguard Desks are responsible, although interest in social safeguards remains very 
limited. 

83. At present there are several resettlement frameworks which are not consistent with regards to 
the application of resettlement standards and criteria for voluntary land donations, leading to an 
increase in disputes and weak implementation of resettlement plans. The same is the case for IP 
frameworks, where different requirements are applied for defining entitlements and mitigation 
measures, resulting in IP issues being diluted in some projects and overemphasized in other 
projects. It is recommended to review all existing resettlement frameworks and IP frameworks and 
consolidate them into a single social management framework that would have a consistent 
approach to all social safeguards issues in all road projects. Specific guidelines are also required 
to assist in implementation.  

ACTION PLAN 
Create an environmental safeguard section in MPPW and strengthen the existing section in MLD, 
responsible for the ministerial approval of IEEs and TORs for EIAs. Strengthen the social and 
environmental safeguard units in DOR and DOLIDAR and, jointly with MOEST, review the terms of 
reference of these units. Bring all environmental safeguard responsibilities in for the SRN under the 
responsibility of GESU. Update the EPR and related implementation guidelines. Enforce proper 
works supervision to avoid non-engineered roads. Strengthen the Land Acquisition Act (1977) and 
Land Acquisition, Compensation and Resettlement Policy to provide a proper regulatory framework 
for resettlement, and develop complementary guidelines. Provide clear guidelines for voluntary 
land donations. Draw up a clear policy on IP safeguards for infrastructure projects. Develop 
standard social safeguard frameworks for use in LRN and SRN projects. 
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13. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

84. Monitoring and evaluation in the road sector in Nepal has recently received an impulse with 
the development by the National Planning Commission (NPC) of the Results Based Monitoring and 
Evaluation Guidelines (2010) and its support to MPPW and MLD to develop their Business Plans 
and logical frameworks. These logical frameworks remain incomplete, however, focusing only on 
output level (e.g. number of bridges constructed, kilometres of road maintained) without any 
indicators for the outcome or impact level and without defining any targets or timeframes. As a 
result, monitoring and evaluation in the road sector is limited to the assessment of project 
implementation progress. Although this allows us to know how many kilometres of road have been 
constructed or maintained, it does not tell us the impact on the condition of the road network, on 
accessibility or on socioeconomic development. The logical frameworks for DOR and DOLIDAR 
need to include such outcome and objective level indicators as well as targets and timeframes, to 
allow for proper monitoring. The same can be said for the DDCs, which should include monitoring 
indicators in their DTMPs. This requires the regular collection of related data to allow the indicators 
to be assessed.  

85. The analysis of monitoring data by DOR and DOLIDAR is very limited, with reports from DROs 
and DDCs often late or incomplete, and staffing numbers and resource levels at central level 
insufficient to allow for proper analysis of data or monitoring visits. In DOR, the Planning, 
Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (PMEU) is only involved in government funded projects, and its 
activities are limited to compiling and forwarding data to MPPW. In the case of the LRN, DOLIDAR 
only receives reports for donor-funded projects and is bypassed in the case of government funded 
projects, with reports going straight to MLD or RBN. Proper monitoring is therefore impossible for 
both DOR and DOLIDAR as there is no single unit with access to monitoring data for the entire 
network under their responsibility. The NPC guidelines call for monitoring by Development Action 
Committees at ministerial and at national level, but even at these levels the focus continues to be 
on outputs and implementation progress, with little to no attention being paid to outcomes and 
impact. The institutional framework for monitoring needs to be improved, with a better flow of 
information through the departmental monitoring units, proper analysis of monitoring data at 
departmental level and a greater focus on outcomes and impacts at ministerial and national level. 
This will require an increased allocation of resources to monitoring and evaluation. 

ACTION PLAN 
Develop a Business Plan and framework for DOR and DOLIDAR with outputs, outcomes and 
impacts, as well as targets and timeframes. Revise DTMP guidelines to include a section on 
monitoring indicators. Draw up guidelines for M&E in the LRN and SRN. Prepare a single set of 
M&E procedures for government and donor-funded projects. Involve departmental M&E units in all 
projects no matter the source of funds. Focus ministry and national level M&E on outcomes and 
impacts. Increase funding for M&E. 
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14. GOVERNANCE 

86. The legal framework for ensuring proper governance is well developed in Nepal, with several 
public bodies formed to monitor and enforce governance. However, a lack of political will, sincere 
commitment and consensus amongst political leaders is undermining the impact of these bodies. 
The failure to appoint the leaders of these governance bodies and attract competent staff has 
further undermined their effectiveness. The Commission for Investigation of Abuse of Authority 
(CIAA) has been very active lately, highlighting many cases of poor governance. The media has 
also been key in highlighting governance issues, although it tends to pay insufficient attention to 
cases of good governance. Public hearings have been another important tool in creating greater 
transparency and have been successfully implemented in a wide range of road projects. The new 
Public Procurement Act (2007) and Regulations (2007) have also helped to improve governance, 
including the introduction of new transparent modalities like e-procurement. 

87. Despite these successes, excessive political interference remains evident at every stage of 
road administration. This is especially apparent at local level, where All Party Mechanisms (APMs) 
consisting of political representatives were formed after the dissolution of elected representatives 
in 2002. Although formally an advisory body to the Local Development Officer (LDO), they have 
had excessive influence on the allocation of funding. As an advisory body, they cannot be held 
accountable, however, resulting in proper procedures and technical standards being flaunted, 
DTMPs not being followed and financial anomalies increasing. This led the CIAA to direct MLD to 
dissolve the existing APMs and to instruct them to develop a new mechanism with greater 
accountability. 

88. The involvement of user committees in LRN 
project implementation has faced similar 
problems, with many committees being hijacked 
by political representatives and contractors as a 
means of obtaining contracts without the need for 
public procurement. A lack of proper supervision 
and accountability have resulted in poor quality 
works (non-engineered roads) and a large 
number of irregularities. Here also the CIAA has 
directed MLD to recreate the user committees 
with proper user representation, improve 
supervision and monitoring, and implement 
regular audits and public hearings. 

89. Political interference in the SRN and LRN has also resulted in the spreading of the budget 
over a large number of small projects21 (sprinkler effect), reducing the ability of DROs and DTOs to 
provide proper supervision and leading to poor quality works. This has also had an effect on the 
financial auditing that is complicated by the large number of different projects. In the case of the 
LRN, financial auditing is further complicated by the large number of different funding sources.  

ACTION PLAN 
Strengthen governance bodies and appoint able leaders and staff. Promote the use of public 
hearings and other means of information sharing to increase transparency. Create an alternative to 
the APM with greater accountability. Enforce regulations for user committees and ensure proper 
supervision and audit. Focus budget allocations on priority projects to promote better supervision 
and audit. Create a unified system of accounts for road sector funding. 

  

                                                
21

 DROs tend to have 40-75 road projects each year, while DDCs may have as many as 300 different road projects. 

 
Non-engineered LRN road 
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15. LEGISLATIVE AND POLICY FRAMEWORK 

90. The main legal document regarding the road sector is the Public Roads Act (PRA - 1974), 
which is severely outdated and is very limited in scope. Complementary Public Roads Regulations 
(PRR) have not been developed. A large number of road sector issues are currently defined in 
policy documents that have been issued at Cabinet, Ministry and even Department level. These do 
not provide sufficient legal basis and often contradict each other. An example is the definition of 
road classes and the responsibility for their management, where both DOR and DOLIDAR have 
issued different policy documents with different definitions and it is unclear which document has 
precedence and should be followed. The PRA needs to be amended and complemented by PRR 
(the PRA will have to be approved by Parliament, but the PRR only needs to be approved by 
Cabinet, allowing it to be updated more easily while still ensuring coordination between ministries 
and providing a proper legal basis).  

91. The Environmental Protection Act (EPA - 2007) and Regulations (EPR - 2007) and the Land 
Acquisition Act (LAA - 1977) also need to be amended with the aim of strengthening the 
implementation of environmental management and resettlement frameworks, while the Motor 
Vehicle and Transport Management Act (1993) and Regulations (1997) require adjustments and 
expansion to cover all issues related to road safety. A legal basis for IP safeguards does not exist 
and needs to be developed. 

92. In addition to the existing legislation, there is a wide range of policy documents regarding the 
road sector. Many of these documents have overlapping contents, more often than not resulting in 
contradictions. For instance, road classification is treated in at least 10 different documents, each 
with different classes and/or definitions. This is especially the case where new documents are 
developed in parallel to existing documents. Contradictions also occur, however, between 
documents at different levels (policy documents, directives, guidelines, manuals, etc.), where the 
development of new documents has not properly taken account of existing documents, or where 
later changes have not been fully incorporated in all documents. A harmonisation of existing policy 
documents is required, where it is further recommended to reduce the number of different 
documents in existence. It is also recommended to develop rolling policy documents which are 
regularly updated. This will avoid that new documents are created each time, which may result in 
contradictions and create confusion due to a lack of precedence of any specific document. 

93. Apart from a harmonisation of documents, there is also a need to review and update the 
existing documents. Many of these documents were developed in the late nineties, and the context 
of the road sector in Nepal has changed dramatically since then, with an enormous increase in the 
size of the road network, greatly improved accessibility, and significantly greater road sector 
budgets. Existing priorities are shifting from the construction of new roads to the upgrading and 
maintenance of existing roads, and equipment has become available in all but the most remote 
areas. Many existing strategies, standards and norms are no longer suitable and need to be 
adapted to this changed context (e.g. equipment norms, standards for road surfacing, LEP 
approach). Criteria for the prioritisation of investments also need to be updated to reflect the 
change in focus, providing clear and simple guidelines for maintenance and upgrading (including 
for the DTMP and ARMP). 

94. Meanwhile, certain issues remain which are not properly addressed. Although the SRN has 
several different strategy documents, the LRN does not have a specific strategy document to 
define the targets to be met and the approach to be used in doing so. Guidelines for social 
assessments and safeguard management frameworks, for road safety, and for monitoring and 
evaluation are lacking. Practical manuals for the planning and implementation of maintenance 
need to be developed. 

95. In the end, however, these are all just documents, and their impact will depend on the degree 
in which they are complied with in practice. This is a weak area in Nepal, where the policy 
framework is easily amended, but levels of compliance are low. Proper monitoring and 
enforcement of existing regulations is therefore a high priority to ensure that the envisaged impact 
is actually achieved. 
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ACTION PLAN 
Amend the PRA and develop the PRR to form a proper legal basis for the road sector. Review and 
amend the EPA, EPR, LAA and MVTM. Harmonise current policies, update them in light of the 
changed context, and follow up with regular, rolling updates. Prepare a strategic document and 
update the strategic action plan for the LRN. Adjust current strategies, standards and norms to the 
changed context. Make DTMP and ARMP procedures and guidelines simpler. Develop guidelines 
for social assessments, road safety and M&E. Monitor and enforce existing regulations. Ensure 
that responsibilities for the SRN and LRN are fully placed under respectively MPPW and MLD and 
their underlying departments. 
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16. CONSOLIDATED ACTION PLAN 

96. This chapter provides the consolidated action plan incorporating the detailed action plans of all 
the different notes prepared as part of the Nepal Road Sector Assessment Study. The actions are 
grouped by topic and differentiated for the LRN and SRN. More details on the actions and the 
issues they aim to address can be found in the specific notes that are included in the Annexes to 
this report. 

1. Road Classification and inventory 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Limit the length of roads to be transferred to the DDCs to important roads in the 
district by adjusting the classification. Ensure the increase in district road length is 
supported by the transfer of resources to DDCs from central government and VDCs 
(block grant). Avoid that non-engineered roads built by VDCs become the 
responsibility of DDCs.  

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
DDCs 
VDCs 
MLD 

Simplify the road inventory and condition survey, restricting data needs to the bare 
minimum. Use a separate table for the maintenance planning. Both should be 
submitted to RBN and DOLIDAR on a yearly basis, and DOLIDAR should prepare a 
consolidated road inventory and condition survey on an annual basis. Make the 
annual road inventory and condition survey compulsory input for ARMP and DTMP 
and a requirement for receiving funding from conditional grants. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
RBN 

Amend the Public Roads Act (1974) to clearly define ownership and responsibility on 
the basis of a single classification system for all roads. Other rural transport 
infrastructure should not be included in the road standards. 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR 
DOR 

SRN Expand and update the Road Register . Include bridge inventory data in the Road 
Register. Make the updated Road Register available online. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 
RBN 

Limit SRN classification to NH and FR, and properly define road classes in the Public 
Roads Act (1974), including a definition of ownership and responsibility. Carry out a 
reclassification of the SRN roads using these definitions. Legalize road classes of 
SRN roads through the Nepal Gazette.  

FY 2013-14 DOR 
Cabinet 
Parliament 

 

2. Institutional framework 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Enforce existing regulations regarding the hiring of contractors or the use of 
equipment by user committees, repeating these in the agreements with the 
committees and ensuring proper monitoring by DDCs with support from DOLIDAR. 
Develop payment rates for the use of equipment in line with existing DOR norms. 

FY 2012-13 DDC 
DOLIDAR 

Strengthen the monitoring capacity of DOLIDAR, merging the planning and 
monitoring units and reallocating certain monitoring roles to DOLIDAR.  

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR 
MLD 
RBN 

Clarify the status of the DTO with respect to the DDC and LDO. Make DTO 
responsible for management of the budget approved by the DDC in the annual work 
plan, with the DDC monitoring compliance with the plan. 

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

Ensure monitoring of proper implementation procedures by DOLIDAR. Where 
irregularities are identified, this should lead to repercussions. Organize local elections 
as soon as possible. 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR  
DDCs 
MLD 

SRN Bring all functions related to SRN transport under one ministry. Amend the DOR 
structure to avoid duplication and promote coordination.  

FY 2013-14 DOR 
MPPW 
MLTM 

Ensure all interventions in the SRN go through DOR. Limit DOR activities to the SRN. FY 2013-14 DOR 
MPPW 

Increase maintenance funding and channel all maintenance funds through RBN. FY 2013-14 DOR 
MPPW 
RBN 
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3. Road sector financing 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Ensure greater uniformity in administrative requirements by using a single budget 
code for rural road sector funding, building upon the experience of the RTI-SWAp 
pilots. 

FY 2014-15 MLD 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 
Donors 

Ensure proper monitoring in the implementation through user committees, applying 
public procurement where required according to the LBFAR and PPA/PPR. 

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

Improve the skill levels of financial units and internal auditors through capacity 
building initiatives. Put a more independent monitoring system in place, including 
mandating OAG to audit DDCs. 

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DDCs 

Ensure increased implementation of existing accountability tools at local level. Link 
the existing MC/PM mechanism for grant allocation to DDCs and VDCs to the 
proportion of financial irregularities identified in previous years. 

FY 2012-13 MLD 
LGCDP 

SRN Increase maintenance funding (ensure a minimum percentage of SRN funding for 
maintenance), ensuring high expenditure rates and transparency by channelling all 
maintenance funding through RBN. 
 

FY 2012-13 MOF 
MPPW 
DOR 
RBN 

Support the initiative of reserving a limited amount of RBN funding for rehabilitation 
works. This will need to be complemented with increased funding to RBN to avoid this 
being at the expense of maintenance funding. A maximum percentage needs to be 
set for RBN funding to be allocated to rehabilitation. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 
RBN 

 

4. Planning and prioritisation 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Make the preparation of road (condition) inventories, DTMPs and ARMPs a 
requirement for a wider range of funding to stimulate their use, simplifying their nature 
to allow for greater involvement and ownership of the DDC and APM. 

FY 2013-14 MLD  
DOLIDAR 
RBN 

Update the Rural Infrastructure Development SAP, discouraging further new 
construction and promoting maintenance. Reflect targets for maintenance funding in 
the DTMP and ARMP guidelines, and approval of these documents should assess 
target compliance. Allocation of funds in practice should be monitored. Promote 
upgrading and rehabilitation of existing roads over new construction. 

FY 2012-13 
 

DOLIDAR 

Make the planning according to set criteria and the adherence to plans compulsory 
for all funding received from central government. Ensure compliance through proper 
monitoring. Focus investments on priority roads. 

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 
 

SRN Focus SRN funding on priority roads according to the Priority Investment Plan.  
 

FY 2012-13 DOR 
MPPW 
MOF 

Review and update the PIP, identifying a core SRN network to be prioritized in 
maintenance funding allocations. Discourage further expansion of the SRN beyond 
the main priorities of the 2007 PIP and require justification for any deviation from the 
PIP. Increase funding for maintenance to achieve better road conditions. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 
MPPW 
MOF 
RBN 

Apply economic analyses in the determination of suitable interventions in the SRN, 
taking a longer term perspective. Increase the use of tools for economic analysis 
such as HDM-IV.  

FY 2012-13 DOR 
RBN 
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5. Road surfacing 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Revise the road surface classification standards and technical specifications to 
include concrete and stone/block paving. This is best done through an amendment of 
the Nepal Rural Road Standards (2010). This updated classification should also be 
reflected in the road inventory and condition survey forms, as well as other 
documents, to avoid ambiguity.  

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 

Update rural road surface data using available data from DTMPs and ARMPs 
(especially the road status table) submitted to DOLIDAR and RBN. In the longer run 
this data should be obtained from the annual road condition surveys being promoted 
by the SWAp programme. This data should be consolidated and disseminated, 
making DDCs responsible for verification. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR  RBN 
DDC 
 

Collect and analyse data from existing trials and experiences , focusing on life cycle 
costs and suitability. This should be complemented by surfacing trials to be carried 
out in different ecological zones, looking at promising alternatives.   

FY 2012-13 
(data 
collection) 
FY 2015-16 
(trials) 

DOLIDAR  RBN 
Projects 

Prepare a manual to assist district engineers to select surface types based on 
existing road characteristics, available budget, maintenance capacity and availability 
of materials, equipment and skilled / unskilled labour. This manual should form an 
input to the DTMP/ARMP preparation process regarding upgrading options. 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR 

SRN Detailed information on the road surface type should be included in the Road 
Register and updated annually together with the condition data.  

FY 2012-13 
 

DOR 

Analyse the data from the road condition surveys and the maintenance programmes 
to evaluate performance of different surface types under different conditions. Carry 
out surface trials including both bituminous and alternative surface types. 

FY 2013-14 DOR 

Ensure compliance with DOR’s surfacing policies. Integrate these policies into a 
single policy document, updating the cut-off points based on a new economic 
analysis and expanding the scope to take into account changing relative costs, 
increased traffic levels and new surface types (Otta seals). Include both 
(re)construction and periodic maintenance of pavements in this document. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 

 

6. Road maintenance 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Review the DTMP Guidelines, limiting its scope to construction/upgrading and the 
allocation of maintenance funding, reducing data collection requirements, adjusting 
ranking criteria and simplifying reporting procedures. Link the DTMPs with national 
strategies for rural roads. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
MLD 

Prepare ARMP guidelines, using a simple structure based on the current road status 
report. Link ARMPs directly to DTMPs. Make annual road condition surveys and an 
overview of maintenance needs a requirement, providing guidance for the 
assessment of maintenance needs and costs. Make ARMPs a requirement for 
different funding sources to stimulate their use. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR  
MLD  
RBN 

Strictly enforce regulations prohibiting subcontracting and equipment use by LRUCs, 
including them in all agreements with LRUCs. Review guidelines regarding the 
involvement of LRUCs.  Apply penalties to LRUCs that do not comply with these 
regulations. Develop equipment norms to discourage misuse of LRUCs. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

Increase specific maintenance funding and pool different sources through RBN 
(including donor funds), limiting their use exclusively to maintenance.  Develop a 
specific LRN budget within RBN. Increase district level maintenance allocations. 

FY 2013-14 MOF 
RBN   
DOLIDAR   
DDCs 
NPC 

Support the piloting and subsequent replication of the SWAp mechanism for donor 
assistance to the funding of LRN maintenance. Channel funds through RBN. 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR/MLD  
DDCs  
Donors 
MOF 
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6. Road maintenance (continued) 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Simplify and harmonise existing policy documents, avoiding ambiguity and overlap, 
and reducing the number of hierarchical levels. Reduce the number of different local 
level committees to be created. Develop a local road policy document. 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR/MLD   
Cabinet 
NPC 
RBN 

Merge and strengthen the planning and monitoring units of DOLIDAR, and return 
certain monitoring roles to DOLIDAR. 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR/MLD   
RBN 

SRN Include the IRI in the definition of road condition categories (in addition to the SDI). 
Determine maintenance needs and the type of technical solution required (reseal or 
overlay) based on the SDI / IRI and traffic volume. 

 FY 2013-14 DOR 
RBN 

Include the whole SRN in maintenance planning, introducing a system for road 
selection based on criteria such as strategic importance and economic benefits rather 
than surface type. 

FY 2013-14 DOR 
RBN 

Carry out annual road condition surveys, with all SRN roads surveyed at least once 
every two years. Ensure sufficient funding allocation for these surveys. Based on 
these surveys, determine the actual maintenance needs for the entire network, 
allowing the maintenance gap between needs and available funding to be identified.  

FY 2013-14 DOR 
RBN 

Introduce annual performance-based contracts with microenterprises or petty 
contractors for routine maintenance, or multiannual performance-based contracts with 
contractors for routine and recurrent maintenance. Where periodic maintenance or 
rehabilitation is required, Output- and Performance-based Road Contracts (OPRC) 
can be used. Improve the bidding documents being used for performance-based 
contracts.  

FY 2012-13 DOR 

Increase RBN funding by ensuring full allocation of fuel levy and vehicle registration 
fee, and through a stepwise increase of the fuel levy. Ensure all funding is channelled 
through RBN. 

FY 2014-15 MOF 
RBN 
DOR 

 

7. Bridge management 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Review the draft bridge selection and prioritization criteria prepared by DOLIDAR and 
LRBSU. Arrange consultations at regional and national level to develop a final 
version. Endorse the final selection and prioritisation criteria and ensure compliance.  

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
LRBSU 
 

Establish proper design procedures and ensure that these are followed.  FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
LRBSU 

Develop and endorse appropriate standards and norms for LRN bridges.  
 

FY 2013-14 
 

MLD 
DOLIDAR 
LRBSU 
DPs 

Increase resource allocation to DOLIDAR’s Bridge Section to provide proper 
supervision and monitoring to bridge development in the LRN (through outsourcing). 
Develop and apply monitoring procedures, tools and guidelines. 

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DOLIDAR 
LRBSU 

SRN 
 

Update the bridge inventories, expanding them to include condition data as well as 
data regarding bridges under construction or in the bidding, design or planning 
stages. Incorporate this data into the BMS currently under development and make the 
information available online. Update the data and BMS every 2 years. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 
DROs 
World Bank 
DOR projects 

Make the BMS an integral part of bridge maintenance planning, linking up with the 
existing ARMP process for road maintenance. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 
RBN 

Carry out a study on the bridge requirements for the existing and foreseen SRN. 
Develop a system for the prioritisation of bridge development projects as part of the 
BMS. Prepare a 5-10 year strategy for SRN bridge development.  

FY 2012-13 DOR 
MPPW 
NPC 

Make budget allocations to bridge development less dependent on non-expended 
funds from other projects, and only use the funding for SRN bridges. Transfer 
ownership and responsibility for management of LRN bridges to local bodies and 
DOLIDAR’s Bridge Section. Limit the scope of annual programmes to ensure timely 
payments and avoid progress delays. 

FY 2013-14 MPPW 
MOF  
DOR 

Review existing guidelines/manuals and design procedures FY 2012-13 DOR 
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8. Construction technology 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Relax government policies to allow the use of equipment where this can be justified. 
Develop and implement work norms and technical standards for equipment use. 
 

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DOLIDAR 

Ensure strict enforcement of the LBFAR which prohibits subcontracting and 
equipment use by user committees. Amend the LBFAR and other relevant legislation 
and policy documents to clearly define the procedures to be used where labour is to 
be complemented by equipment for certain activities.  

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DOLIDAR 

Develop directives regarding minimum levels of engineering required for road 
development projects (these should include appropriate procedures to minimise 
environmental impact). Strictly enforce abidance with these directives.  

FY 2012-13  
 

MLD 
DOLIDAR 

Update the LEP approach to incorporate the use of equipment, creating a labour-
based, equipment supported (LBES) approach. This approach should include 
appropriate work norms and technical standards for labour and equipment, but should 
also include suitable implementation modalities forming a proper balance between 
public fund transfers to user committees and public procurement of contractors. 

FY 2012-13  
 

MLD 
DOLIDAR 
Road projects 

Promote the contracting of lengthworkers or maintenance teams in rural roads, 
developing appropriate systems that are in line with existing resources, capacities 
and road conditions.  

FY 2012-13 
 

DOLIDAR 
MLD 
RBN 

 

9. Outsourcing 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Outsource the preparation of road condition inventories, DTMPs and ARMPs.  FY2012-13 DOLIDAR 
MLD 
DDCs 

Outsource the survey and design as well as technical supervision to private 
consultants. The role of the DTO/DDC engineers will shift towards the management 
of these consultants. 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR 
MLD  
DDCs 

Enforce existing regulations regarding the involvement of user committees, carrying 
out a greater portion of projects through tendering and creating a greater market for 
local contractors. Develop proper payment rates for the use of equipment. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
MLD 
DDCs 

Outsource monitoring activities, providing sufficient financial resources to the units 
responsible. 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR 
MLD 
DDCs 

Develop the capacity of DTOs, DDCs and DOLIDAR to manage outsourcing of 
various works and services through a comprehensive capacity building programme. 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR 
MLD  
DDCs 

SRN Provide training to ensure proper planning of procurement and to avoid unnecessary 
delays due to procurement errors. Use multiannual contracts for recurrent activities to 
avoid the need for repeated procurement. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 

Ensure sufficient supervision capacity by outsourcing it or by reducing the burden on 
departmental engineers through outsourcing of other activities. Introduce quality 
control indicators in contracts together with clear penalties in case of non-compliance.  

FY 2012-13 DOR 

Outsource the supervision and management of maintenance and safety to 
consultants or transfer part of the responsibility to the contractors through 
performance-based contracts. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 

Outsource the preparation of draft plans based on specific criteria to the private 
sector in order to ensure greater objectivity, allowing the incorporation of alternative 
priorities where these can be justified. 

FY 2013-14 Cabinet 
MPPW 
DOR 

Ensure proper planning, timely budget approval and proper procurement 
management. Introduce alternatives to traditional procurement such as multi-year 
performance-based contracts and service contracts for road condition surveys. 
Introduce BOT/BOOT concepts in the road sector. 

FY 2013-14 DOR 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 
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10. Road construction industry 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN 
+ 
SRN 

Carry out a detailed study to identify the type of human resources that are required in 
the construction industry, both in the short term and in the long term, and promote the 
relevant vocational training and higher education courses. 

FY 2012-13 FCAN 
SCAEF  
SECON 
IOE 
CTEVT 
DOR 
DOLIDAR 

Ensure proper planning, timely budget approval and proper procurement 
management. Introduce alternatives to traditional procurement such as multi-year 
performance-based contracts and service contracts for road condition surveys. 
Introduce BOT/BOOT concepts in the road sector. 

FY 2013-14 DOR 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

Improve equipment management by establishing a private sector equipment 
management and training centre where equipment can be hired/leased and 
maintained, and where equipment operators and mechanics can be trained. 

FY 2013-14 FCAN 
DOR 
DOLIDAR 

Restructure DOLIDAR and DOR and promote outsourcing to increase efficiency and 
capacity. Increase managerial and technical capacities of staff through capacity 
building programs. 

FY 2013-14 DOR 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

Enforce proper application of the user committee modality. Involve contractors where 
equipment or technical skills are required. 

FY 2012-13 DDCs 
DOLIDAR 

Amend the packaging of contracts and qualification criteria to attract contractors with 
adequate capacity. Monitor the involvement of the main contractor during 
implementation. Ensure proper quality assessment of work carried out. 

FY 2013-14 DOR 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

 

11. Road safety 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Incorporate LRN road safety aspects into the proposed Road Safety Act and Road 
Safety Plan. Define the Traffic Management Committee as the lead agency for road 
safety at district level, expanding its scope to include engineering solutions and 
include the DDC/DTO engineers as members. Improve coordination between the 
DDC/DTO engineers, TMO and DPO at district level, as well as between DOLIDAR, 
DTMO and NTP at central level.  

FY 2014-15 
 

MLD/DOLIDAR  
MPPW/DOR 
DDC 
DOTM/TMO 
NTP/DPO 

Regularly carry out a detailed analysis of accident data to determine the types and 
causes of accidents in rural roads with the aim of developing targeted solutions to the 
most common types of accidents and identifying possible black spots. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
DDC 
NTP/DPO 

Require all new generation LRN projects (new construction, rehabilitation, upgrading) 
to include specific provisions for road safety in their planning and design parameters, 
based on standards and norms to be developed by DOLIDAR.  

FY 2012-13 MLD/DOLIDAR 
SWAp Pilot 
Donor projects  

Include a road safety assessment in the annual road condition surveys being 
developed by the SWAp pilot programme. For this purpose, DOLIDAR should 
prepare a Road Safety Audit Manual. Annual Road Maintenance Plans should 
include specific provisions to improve road safety based on the results of the safety 
assessments, as a basic requirement for the use of SWAp funding. 

FY 2012-13 MLD/DOLIDAR 
DDCs  
SWAp Pilot 

SRN Designate a lead agency responsible for the development of the Road Safety Plan, 
for the coordination of the implementation of road safety activities by different 
stakeholders, and for monitoring and evaluation. This may be complemented by the 
creation of a national level council on road safety with representation of road users. 

FY 2012-13 Cabinet 
MPPW/DOR 
MLTM/DOTM 
MHA/NTP 

Develop a Road Safety Act that encompasses all aspects related to road safety and 
designates responsibility and authority to different entities, including for awareness 
raising. This Act should also define the lead agency and possibly the national level 
council on road safety. 

FY 2013-14 Cabinet  
Parliament 
MPPW/DOR 
MLTM/DOTM 
MHA/NTP 

Develop a multiannual Road Safety Plan with ambitious but realistic medium and long 

term targets for accident reduction, identifying the required actions and budgets, and 
allocating responsibilities to different entities. 

FY 2012-13 Cabinet 
MPPW/DOR 
MLTM/DOTM 
MHA/NTP 
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11. Road safety (continued) 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

SRN Improve capacities and resource allocation of DOR, DOTM and NTP using 
sustainable funding sources. Increase the fines for traffic violations and fees for 
certificates and permits, providing the income from these to NTP and DOTM. Ensure 
additional funding allocations for road safety measures. 

FY 2012-13 Cabinet 
MPPW/DOR 
MLTM/DOTM 
MHA/NTP 

 

12. Safeguards 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Strengthen the environment Sections of MLD and DOLIDAR with sufficient resources 
and experienced staff, appointing subject-matter specialists. Jointly with MOEST, 
review the TOR of these sections. Outsource certain activities (e.g. monitoring) to the 
private sector as a means of increasing capacity. 

FY 2012-13 MOEST 
MLD 
DOLIDAR 

Ensure proper design and technical supervision of rural road projects, including the 
incorporation of environmental safeguards. Avoid the proliferation of non-engineered 
roads by enforcing regulations regarding the use of equipment in projects executed 
by user committees and ensuring earth works are complemented by slope 
stabilisation and drainage works. 

FY 2012-13 
(user 
committees) 
 
FY 2014-15  
(design and 
supervision) 

MLD 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

Conduct an assessment of existing social management frameworks in use in different 
donor funded road projects and of the regulatory framework as applied in many 
government funded projects.  Review the new draft Land Acquisition Act and Land 
Acquisition, Compensation and Resettlement Policy and ensure their promulgation. 
Develop technical guidelines on land acquisition, compensation and resettlement and 
an overall social management framework for use in all LRN projects. 

FY 2013-14 Cabinet  
Parliament 
MLD 
DOLIDAR 
Donors 
 

Conduct an assessment of voluntary land donation practices covering both donor 
funded projects and government funded projects. Develop guidelines for voluntary 
land donations.  
 

FY 2013-14 DOLIDAR 
MLD 
DDCs 
Donors 

Strengthen cadastral mapping of road projects and develop effective deed transfer 
procedures. 

i.  

FY 2012-13 MLRM 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

Develop a clear policy on IP safeguards to be applied in all LRN projects, building 
upon the existing ESMF and IPPFs. Prepare guidelines to assist in the 
implementation of IP procedures in projects. Incorporate IP issues into the overall 
social management framework to be prepared for use in all LRN projects. 

FY2013-14 Cabinet 
MLD 
DOLIDAR 
MPPW 
DOR 
Donors 

SRN Establish a formal environment section in MPPW responsible for approving IEEs and 
TORs for EIAs, providing it with clear scope and responsibilities, sufficient staff and 
resources.  

FY 2012-13 MPPW 
MOEST 

Consolidate responsibilities for environmental safeguards currently distributed 
between GESU and the ADB-Directorate. Jointly with MOEST review the TOR of this 
unit.  

FY 2013-14 MOEST 
MPPW 
DOR 

Develop proper mechanisms for the incorporation of EMP recommendations in 
designs, BOQs, and contract clauses. 

FY 2012-13 MOEST 
MPPW 
DOR 

Prepare guidelines for compliance monitoring and reporting of environmental 
safeguards in road projects, including the preparation of follow-up plans in case of 
non-compliance. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 

Carry out an assessment to identify the best practices of the different social 
management frameworks being used in donor funded road projects and of the 
regulatory framework as applied in many government funded projects. Incorporate 
the identified best practices into the new draft Land Acquisition Act and the Land 
Acquisition, Compensation and Resettlement Policy ensuring greater compliance with 

donor policies, and support the promulgation of the Act and Policy. Develop revised 
Regulations based on the new Act.  

FY 2013-14 Cabinet  
Parliament 
MPPW 
DOR 
Donors 
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12. Safeguards (continued) 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

SRN Strengthen cadastral mapping of road projects and develop effective deed transfer 
procedures. 

FY 2013-14 MLRM 
DOR 
MPPW 

Revise the ESMF taking into account the new Act, Policy and Regulations and 
making it a more generic document applicable to all SRN projects and acceptable to 
all development partners. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 
Donors 

Develop a clear policy on IP safeguards to be applied in all SRN projects, building 
upon the existing ESMF and IPPFs. Prepare guidelines to assist in the 
implementation of IP procedures in projects. 

FY2012-13 Cabinet 
MPPW 
DOR 
Donors 

 

13. Monitoring and evaluation 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN 1． Revise sector indicators in NPC and MLD documents to include the LRN.  FY 2012-13 NPC 
MLD 
DOLIDAR 

2． Define LRN outcome and impact level indicators and targets in terms of accessibility 
and transport services as well as LRN inventory and condition targets.  

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DOLIDAR 
Donors 

3． Develop M&E guidelines for the LRN within DOLIDAR and MLD. These are currently 
being prepared by MLD, but need to be completed and incorporate specific 
recommendations for LRN M&E.  

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
MLD 

4． Revise DTMP guidelines to include M&E, with a common set of results-based 
indicators for setting and monitoring LRN and wider development targets and 
objectives expressed through accessibility, transport service provision, etc. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR  
MLD 
SWAp Pilot 
DDCs 

5． Raise awareness within MLD and DOLIDAR of the importance of M&E and the role it 
plays in decision making. Support MLD and DOLIDAR to improve the capacity and 
effectiveness of their M&E Sections, merging the planning and monitoring units in 
DOLIDAR to improve coordination, and ensuring all LRN related reports are copied to 
DOLIDAR. 

FY 2014-15 DOLIDAR 
MLD 
DDCs 

6． Raise awareness of importance of M&E within DDCs and provide incentives for report 
submission, e.g. through performance monitoring and fund distribution.  

FY 2014-15 DOLIDAR 
MLD 
SWAp Pilot 
DDCs 

SRN Develop the Business Plan and Framework for DOR and subsequently prepare 
results frameworks for each project, identifying the outputs, outcomes and objectives 
and defining the indicators to be used and the targets to be achieved within a specific 
timeframe. Expand monitoring and evaluation to include outputs, outcomes and 
objectives, with NPC to focus more on the latter two levels, and DOR to focus on the 
former two levels. 

FY 2012-13 NPC 
MPPW 
DOR 
DROs 
 

Develop a singular set of procedures for monitoring and evaluation, building upon the 
logical framework for DOR and the specific project, with similar reporting 
requirements in both GON and donor assisted projects. Involve the PMEU in the 
monitoring of all SRN projects. 

FY 2013-14 NPC 
MPPW 
DOR 
Donors 

Increase resource allocation to monitoring and evaluation. Outsource monitoring and 
evaluation activities, freeing up the existing staff and ensuring greater objectivity and 
accountability. Include outcomes in monitoring and evaluation by DOR. 

FY 2013-14 DOR 
DROs 
 

Hold MDAC and NDAC meetings every 3 or 6 months, soon after the receipt of 
trimester reports. Include outcomes and objectives in the progress review, and look 
both at specific projects as well as the SRN as a whole. 

FY 2012-13 NPC 
MPPW 
DOR 
DROs 
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14. Governance 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Establish political leadership in the local bodies through local elections. Given that 
this is quite unlikely to happen in the near future under the current political context, an 
interim mechanism should be put  in place in line with the Interim Constitution (2007) 
and the directive of the CIAA, ensuring representation of political parties, but at the 
same time guaranteeing sufficient responsibility and accountability. 

FY 2012-13 
(interim 
mechanism) 
 
FY 2013-14 
(local 
elections) 

MLD 
DDCs 
Cabinet  
Parliament 

Abide with the CIAA directive to ensure that user committee members consist of 
actual individual users rather than political representatives. Avoid abuse of the user 
committee system by ensuring that works are not subcontracted and that equipment 
is not used. Ensure proper quality assessment and social accountability (audits, 
public hearings) before payments are made. 

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DDCs 

Undertake an institutional assessment of MLD, DOLIDAR, DTO and DDC to ascertain 
proper positioning of the DTO. The assessment should also look at the level and 
appropriateness of technical services currently provided by DDC/DTO for the LRN. 
Balance the technical capacity of the DDC/DTO with the workload by focusing on 
fewer priority projects and/or increasing human resources (including outsourcing). 

FY 2012-13 MLD 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

SRN Amend the PPR to include e-bidding in line with the PPA, facilitating its use and 
related transparency. 

FY 2012-13 Cabinet  
Parliament 

Ensure that the top-level positions of public bodies responsible for monitoring and 
ensuring good governance are filled within a specific timeframe, forcing political 
parties to come to some kind of consensus. Introduce motivational packages to 
attract and retain competent staff in these bodies. 

FY 2012-13 Cabinet 

Develop Regulations for the GGA to further elaborate on the issues of accountability 
and performance contracts. Introduce performance contracts for DOR staff, linked to 
specific terms of reference and codes of conduct, with penalties applied in case of 
poor performance. Define specific performance targets for DOR. 

FY 2013-14 Cabinet 
DOR 
MPPW 

Ensure that public hearings are held in all road projects in line with the GGA. Publish 
the achievements of road projects and DOR as a whole on the website. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 

 

15. Legislative and policy framework 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

LRN Amend the Public Roads Act (1974) to include the classification of all roads, adjusting 
the definition of district roads to exclude internal VDC roads, and defining a village 
roads class. The same document should also define the ownership and responsibility 
of these roads. 

FY 2012-13 MLD/DOLIDAR 
MPPW/DOR 
Cabinet  
Parliament 

Simplify and harmonise DTMP and ARMP preparation procedures and report 
structures, making them less costly to produce. Clarify the link between DTMPs and 
ARMPs in the respective guidelines.  Make ARMPs a requirement for different 
sources of maintenance funding, ultimately channelling all maintenance funding 
through RBN. Create a separate LRN budget within RBN. 

FY 2012-13 MLD/DOLIDAR  
DDCs 
RBN 

Enforce existing legislation regarding the membership of DTICC/LRUC, the activities 
they may carry out and the procedures they should follow in doing so. Review and 
amend the DTICC/LRUC guidelines. Strengthen DOLIDAR’s monitoring capacity and 
its ability to recommend effective penalties. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
MLD 
DDCs 

Adjust the Rural Infrastructure Development SAP to the current context, putting 
greater emphasis on maintenance and rehabilitation/upgrading and using targets that 
are appropriate to the LRN. Ensure targets are met by repeating them in DTMP and 
ARMP guidelines. 

FY 2012-13  
(in time for 
use in next 
FY) 

DOLIDAR  
RBN 
MLD 

Introduce the labour-based equipment-supported concept as a replacement of the 
LEP approach, applying a more appropriate mix of labour and equipment. Develop 
equipment norms in line with existing DOR norms to be applied in this concept. 
Ensure existing labour-based norms are appropriate and harmonised. Review 
existing rural road standards. 

FY2012-13 DOLIDAR 
DOR 

Develop a specific rural road policy (or local transport policy) document, taking into 
account aspects of road classification, institutional responsibilities, funding sources, 
investment prioritisation, planning, and implementation modalities. 

FY 2012-13 DOLIDAR 
MLD 
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15. Legislative and policy framework (continued) 

Action Timeframe Responsible 

SRN Amend the PRA to clearly define issues such as road classification, design standards 
and responsibility that are currently defined through different policy documents. 
Develop a Publics Road Regulations to provide the details regarding these issues. 

FY 2015-16 Cabinet  
Parliament 
DOR 

Amend the LAA to be more in line with international practice regarding land 
acquisition, and expand its scope to include resettlement as well as temporary 
acquisition as currently regulated by the PRA. 

FY 2013-14 Cabinet  
Parliament 
DOR 

Amend the PPR to include e-procurement in line with the PPA. FY 2012-13 Cabinet 

Amend the MVTM Act (1993) and Regulations (1997) to include all aspects of road 
safety, transforming them into a Road Safety Act and Regulations. Clearly stipulate 
the roles and responsibilities for all road safety stakeholder agencies and improve 
enforcement of the traffic rules and collection of fines. 

FY 2013-14 Cabinet  
Parliament 
MPPW/DOR 
MLTM/DOTM 
MHA/NTP 

Develop a rolling key policy document for DOR to be updated at regular intervals and 
to provide the basis for annual implementation plans as well as monitoring and 
evaluation at output, outcome and objective level. 

FY 2013-14 DOR 

Develop specific guidelines and policy documents for road safety, social assessment 
and monitoring and evaluation. 

FY 2012-13 DOR 

Place DOTM and DOR under one single ministry to ensure proper coordination 
between traffic management and road management, enabling a better response to 
road safety issues 

FY 2013-14 Cabinet 
MLTM 
MPPW 

Ensure that all management activities for SRN roads fall under the responsibility of 
DOR and those for LRN roads are delegated to DOLIDAR and local bodies, in line 
with existing legislation. 

FY 2013-14 DOR 
DOLIDAR 
DDCs 

Ensure that all road maintenance funding flows through RBN. FY 2012-13 MOF 
RBN 
MPPW/DOR 
MLD/DOLIDAR 
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ACCRONYMS 

AADT Average Annual Daily Traffic 

AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

ADB Asian Development Bank 

ADT Average Daily Traffic 

AMGB Asphalt Mix over Granular Base 

APM All Party Mechanism 

ARMP Annual Road Maintenance Plan 

BIMP Bridge Improvement and Maintenance Project  

BMS Bridge Management System 

BOOT Build, Operate, Own, Transfer 

BOQ Bill of Quantities 

BOT Build, Operate, Transfer 

BS Bridge Section 

CBR Cost Benefit Ratio 

CIAA Commission for Investigation of Abuse of Authority 

CRS Central Road System 

CSA Civil Service Act 

CSR Civil Service Regulations 

CTEVT Council of Technical Education and Vocational Training  

DAO District Administration Office 

DBST Double Bituminous Surface Treatment 

DDC District Development Committee 

DDF District Development Fund 

DFID Department for International Development (UK) 

DG Director General 

DOLIDAR Department of Local Infrastructure Development and Agricultural Roads 

DOR Department of Roads 

DOTM Department of Transport Management 

DPMAS District Poverty Monitoring and Analysis System  

DR District Road 

DRCC District Road Coordination Committee 

DRILP Decentralized Rural Infrastructure and Livelihood Project  

DRO Divisional Road Office 

DRRMC District Rural Road Maintenance Committee 

DRRMF District Rural Road Maintenance Fund 

DRSP District Road Support Programme 

DRUC District Road User Committee 

DTCO District Treasury Controller Office 

DTICC District Transport Infrastructure Coordination Committee 

DTMP District Transport Master Plan 

DTO District Technical Office 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

EIRR Economic Internal Rate of Return 

EMP Environmental Management Plan 

EPA Environmental Protection Act 

EPR Environmental Protection Regulations 

ESMF Environmental and Social Management Framework 

FCAN Federation of Contractor Associations of Nepal 

FR Feeder Road 

FRN Major Feeder Road 
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FRO Minor Feeder Road 

FY Financial Year 

GDP Gross Domestic Product 

GESI Gender Equality and Social Inclusion  

GESU Geo-Environmental and Social Unit 

GGA Good Governance Act 

GIS Geographic Information System 

GIZ Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit 

GON Government of Nepal 

GPS Global Positioning System 

GR Gravel 

GRSP Global Road Safety Partnership 

gTKP global Transport Knowledge Partnership 

HDM Highway Design and Management 

HMIS Highway Management Information System 

IEE Initial Environmental Examination 

ILO International Labour Organization 

IOE Institute of Engineering 

IPP Indigenous Peoples Plan 

IPPF Indigenous Peoples Planning Framework 

IRAP International Road Assessment Programme 

IRF International Road Federation 

IRI International Roughness Index 

IRTAD International Road Traffic and Accident Database 

IT Information Technology 

IUCN International Union for Conservation of Nature 

JICA Japan International Cooperation Agency 

KTM Kathmandu 

LAA Land Acquisition Act 

LBES Labour-Based, Equipment-Supported 

LBFAR Local Body Financial Administration Regulations 

LCS Low Cost Surfacing 

LDO Local Development Officer 

LEP Labour-based, Environmentally friendly, Participatory approach 

LGAF Local Governance and Accountability Facility 

LGCDP Local Governance and Community Development Programme 

LID Local Infrastructure Development 

LIDP Local Infrastructure Development Policy 

LRBP Local Roads Bridge Programme 

LRBSU Local Roads Bridge Support Unit  

LRN Local Road Network 

LRUC Local Road Users Committee 

LSGA Local Self Governance Act 

MC/PM Minimum Conditions - Performance Measures 

MDAC Ministerial Development Action Committee 

MfDR Managing for Development Results 

MH Mid Hill Road 

MHA Ministry of Home Affairs 

MIS Management Information System 

MLD Ministry of Local Development 

MLRM Ministry of Land Reform and Management 

MLTM Ministry of Labour and Transport Management 

MOEST Ministry of Environment, Science and Technology 
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MOF Ministry of Finance 

MPPW Ministry of Physical Planning and Works 

MS Microsoft 

MVTM Motor Vehicle and Transport Management 

MVTM  Motor Vehicle and Transport Management Act and Regulations 

NBS Nepal Bridge Standards 

NDAC National Development Action Committee 

NEFIN Nepal Federation of Indigenous Nationalities 

NEPAP National Environmental Policy and Action Plan 

NFDIN National Foundation for Development of Indigenous Nationalities 

NH National Highway 

NLS National Living Standards 

NPC National Planning Commission 

NPR Nepalese Rupee 

NPR  Nepalese Rupees 

NPRRM National Plan for Rural Road Maintenance  

NPV Net Present Value 

NRA National Roads Authority 

NRS Nepal Road Standards 

NRSC National Road Safety Committee 

NTP Nepal Traffic Police 

NTSC National Transport Safety Committee 

NVC National Vigilance Centre 

OAG Office of the Auditor General 

OPEC Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries 

OPRC Output- and Performance-based Road Contract 

PAN Permanent Account Number 

PER Public Expenditure Review 

PIP Priority Investment Plan 

PMED Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Division 

PMEU Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit 

PPA Public Procurement Act 

PPAC Parliamentary Public Accounts Committee 

PPMO Public Procurement Monitoring Office 

PPP Public-Private Partnership 

PPR Public Procurement Regulations 

PR Postal Road 

PRA Public Roads Act 

PWD Public Works Directives 

RAIDP Rural Access Improvement and Decentralization Project 

RAP Road Access Programme 

RBA Roads Board Act 

RBG Road Building Group 

RBN Roads Board Nepal 

RBR Roads Board Regulations 

RCG Road Construction Group 

RCIW Rural Community Infrastructure Works 

RCSP Road Connectivity Sector Project 

RFP Request for Proposal 

RIP Road Improvement Project 

RMDP Road Maintenance and Development Project 

RMUC Road Maintenance Users Committee 

RMUG Road Maintenance Users Group 
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RNDP Road Network Development Project 

ROW Right of Way 

RP Resettlement Plan 

RPF Resettlement Policy Framework 

RRA Rural Road Class A 

RRB Rural Road Class B 

RRC Rural Road Class C 

RRD Rural Road Class D 

RRE Rural Road Class E 

RRRSDP Rural Reconstruction and Rehabilitation Sector Development Program 

RSDP Road Sector Development Project 

RTI Rural Transport Infrastructure 

RTI-SWAp Rural Transport Infrastructure - Sector Wide Approach 

RTMIS Rural Transport Management Information System 

RTSU Road and Traffic Safety Unit 

SAP Rural Infrastructure Development Strategic Action Plan 

SBST Single Bituminous Surface Treatment 

SCAEF Society of Consulting Architecture and Engineering Firms  

SDC Swiss Development Cooperation 

SDI Surface Distress Index 

SEACAP South-East Asia Community Access Programme 

SECON Society of Engineering Consultancies 

SRN Strategic Road Network 

SSRN Statistics for the Strategic Road Network 

STAM Surface Treatment over Asphalt Mix 

STFP Subregional Transport Facilitation Project 

STGB Surface Treatment over Granular Base 

SUR Strategic Urban Road 

SWAp Sector Wide Approach 

TBC To be confirmed 

TCO Treasury Controller’s Office 

TESU Traffic Engineering and Safety Unit 

TMC Transport Management Committee 

TMO Transport management Office 

TOR Terms of Reference 

TYIP Three Year Interim Plan (2008/09 - 2010/11) 

TYP Three Year Plan (2011/12 - 2013/14) 

UNESCAP United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific 

UR Urban Road 

US$ United States dollar 

VAT Value Added Tax 

VCDF Vulnerable Community Development Framework 

VDC Village Development Committee 

VOC Vehicle Operating Costs 

VPD Vehicles Per Day 

WB World Bank 

WBM Water Bound Macadam 
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