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1. Introduction 

 

 The Government, with support from the Developing Partners (DPs), developed and 

implementing the third Primary Education Program (PEDP3), a follow on program of 

PEDP- 2 based on the lessons learned and other related documents. PEDP-3 aims to 

reinforce the ongoing reforms within a well-developed policy framework based on lessons 

learned from PEDP-2 and specifically addresses the inclusive education agenda with a 

focus on deepening reforms to address the needs of the poor and other excluded groups. 

This Additional Financing (AF) will add funds to continue reforms and activities being 

implemented under PEDP- 3. The AF will not finance any new components; the nature of 

activities will remain the same though the scope and coverage is expected to be improved. 

Background 
 

 This Harmonized Social Management Framework (SMF) is proposed to deal with 

social safeguard issues that may arise during implementation of the PEDP- 3. It must be 

mentioned that the AF will not include any new component. So, no new safeguard policies 

would be triggered. This SMF is an updated version of the original SMF for PEDP 3, based 

on the findings and lessons learned from the latter. This updated SMF will be applicable for 

all program activities including the AF henceforth. 

The objective of the AF remains the same as of PEDP 3: to further improve the 

country’s primary education system and to provide quality education to all Bangladeshi 

children in every classroom. The program will be implemented over a three-to-six year 

period with the support of a number of development partners (DPs) including the Asian 

Development Bank, AusAID, CIDA, DFID, EC, JICA, Netherlands, SIDA, UNICEF and the 

World Bank/IDA. 

It is envisaged that the program activities will trigger the World Bank’s Operational 

Policy on Indigenous Peoples (OP 4.10) and ADB’s Safeguard Requirements 3 (SR3) on 

Indigenous Peoples Safeguards. WB OP 4.12 on Involuntary Resettlement (IR) safeguards or 

ADB’s SR2 on the same did not trigger for PEDP 3, as all new civil works had been 

undertaken within the school premises, so far, and did not cause any displacement or 

adverse impact on livelihoods. The AF is also not expected to trigger OP 4.12/SR2, but the 
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SMF (as was the case in the original) includes all guidelines and policies to be followed in 

case they are triggered. MOPME/DPE has decided that IR safeguards should be taken 

into account in both PEDP 3 and PEDP 3 AF, as in future, schools may need to be 

constructed in private or public acquired lands beyond the existing campuses. As such, 

consistent with the World Bank’s Operational Policies and ADB’s Safeguard Policy 

Statement (SPS2), and those of other (DPs), the SMF proposes principles, policies, 

guidelines and procedure to identify and address impact issues concerning Small Ethnic 

Communities (SEC) and IR safeguards. The SMF will apply to the PEDP 3 and PEDP 3 

AF as a whole, and provide the basis to prepare and implement impact mitigation plans as 

and when school physical works are found to cause adverse impacts on SECs and others, 

including private landowners and public land users. 

 

Lessons Learned from PEDP 3 (Implementation till date) 
 
This section is based on close consultations with the Local Government Engineering 

Department (LGED), DPE, and local communities, findings from secondary sources such 

as annual monitoring reports generated by DPE and LGED, and studying the project 

databases. The objective of this exercise was to update the original SMF for PEDP3 for 

the purposes of the AF as well as the program as a whole. 

 

Small Ethnic Communities (SECs) 

The program has been actively working in areas where SECs live including the Chittagong 

Hill Tracts (CHT) where they are largely prevalent. OP 4.10/SR3 is therefore triggered for 

the Program. There is a dedicated database for the program with disaggregated data for 

SECs and gender. Although DPE carries out regular consultation with local people and 

designs school related civil works in a participatory manner, sub-project level SEC Plans 

may require to be developed in terms of documentation and reporting, based on the level 

of impact on IPs. Awareness raising and community level consultations with SECs are 

carried out regularly but the documentation is weak with regards to this.  
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3. Social Safeguards in PEDP 3 
 

LGED is continuing to undertake huge number of small scale infrastructure 

throughout the country, but the program encourages vertical extension of new 

constructions or horizontal extensions structure within the existing land and boundary of 

school premises. No land acquisition and resettlement has been required for the program 

activities so far, and thus no resultant negative impact on the community people including 

women, vulnerable, and ethnic groups/communities has occurred due to the land usage. 

Joint social screening exercise had been conducted for each sub-project (11,503 

screening reports are available). LGED consults with the local community at all stages of 

their activities jointly with the School Management Committees (SMCs) and other relevant 

stakeholders. All relevant information (i.e. type of civil works, duration etc.) are displayed 

for community’s prior knowledge and information on the information boards in front of 

schools and construction sites. 

 Water and Sanitation facilities  now  fully undertaken by the Department of Public 

Health Engineering (DPHE).These are also not expected to have negative impact on local 

community people as they will not require land acquisition or displacement of any sort; all 

civil works relevant to this component will be carried out within the existing school 

premises. Provisions for female toilets and toilet for persons with disability in WASH blocks 

in the schools are taken keeping gender needs and special needs in consideration.  

Objectives of SMF 

The principles, policies, guidelines, and procedures proposed in this SMF are to help 

MOPME/DPE to select, design and implement the subprojects to ensure that PEDP 3, 

• Enhances social outcomes of the activities implemented under the individual 

     subprojects; 

• Identifies and mitigates adverse impacts that the individual subprojects might cause 

on people, which also include protection against loss of livelihood activities; and 

• Ensures compliance with the social safeguards policies of World Bank, ADB, and 

other development partners on Small Ethnic Community  and involuntary 

resettlement. 
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Social Safeguard Issues 

PEDP3 comprises the following four key areas:  

(a) Universal Access – would aim to improve access to quality schooling with a particular 

focus on the poorest and the disadvantaged;  

(b) Quality of Teaching and Student Learning – would aim to improve the quality of 

teaching, the learning environment and student learning;  

(c) Institutional Strengthening – would aim to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 

education service delivery; and 

(d) Program Planning and Management – which aims to improve education sector 

management and policy development, and strengthening monitoring and evaluation, 

including student learning. 

 Each key area consists of several activities which would together address various 

development and management issues involved in the primary education sector. Of the four 

key areas, Universal Access will address various issues that keep many school children 

out of the primary education system. It includes, among other activities, formulating and 

implementing an action plan to mainstream the disadvantaged children; revamping and 

implementing stipends program for poor children; school health and nutrition program; and 

improving the school physical facilities. All of these are intended to facilitate universal 

access and sustenance of inclusive education of children who now remain excluded from 

the system for various socioeconomic reasons. Activities included in the other three 

components would support and help achieving this goal. 

 Social safeguard issues may arise due to extension of existing and creation of new 

physical facilities. The existing schools that would require improvements, as well as the 

need for and location of new schools, would be identified during program preparation and 

implementation. Land requirements and availability — which would vary from one school to 

another in terms of scope of civil works and, more importantly availability of land under 

schools’ ownership — could not be determined until specific schools are identified and civil 

work needs assessed. Regardless land-related issues and impacts for individual schools 

are not expected to be significant. 

Screening & Mitigation Guidelines 

To the extent feasible, DPE will try to (i) avoid subprojects that will require private 

land acquisition; (ii) carry out the extension/renovation works in the lands already owned 
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by schools; (iii) use their own or other public lands for building new schools. Where 

adverse impacts could not be avoided completely, DPE will screen all subprojects to 

identify the potential safeguards issues and impacts by using a specified instrument 

(Annex A) and, if required, will prepare and implement impact mitigation plans as per the 

guidelines provided in this SMF. 

 Where screening results indicate potentials of adverse impacts, MOPME/DPE’s 

action on a school will be consistent with the following sets of guidelines. 

• Framework for SECs Plan. Consistent with OP 4.10 and SR3, it provides principles and 

guidelines to identify and deal with adverse impacts on IPs, and a consultation framework 

for adoption of mitigation and development measures; and 

• Guidelines for Land Use & Impact Mitigation. Consistent with the Bangladesh Land 

Acquisition Ordinance, 1982, OP 4.12, and SR2, it provides principles, policies and 

guidelines for use of public and private lands and adverse impact mitigation; mitigation 

measures and standards; mitigation plan requirements and preparation process; 

implementation and monitoring arrangements for mitigation plans. 
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4. Framework for Small Ethnic Communities Plan 
 

Background 
 

Bangladesh is rich in cultural diversity due to presence of different Small Ethnic 

communities who are also known and addressed as the Adivasis/ /Tribal. They are diverse 

in their culture, language, religion, traditions and patterns of social, economic and cultural 

life. In the recent National Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper adopted by the Government 

of Bangladesh, the term “adivasi/ethnic minorities” was used. Tribal peoples, both from the 

CHT and the plains, increasingly refer to themselves as Small Ethnic Communities in 

English, and as adivasi in Bangla. 

The largest concentration is in the Chittagong Hill Tracts but other areas in which 

these communities live include Chittagong, greater Mymensingh, greater Rajshahi, greater 

Sylhet, Patuakhali and Barguna. Chakma, Garo, Manipuri, Marma, Munda, Oraon, Santal, 

Khasi, Kuki, Tripura, Mro, Hajong and Rakhain are some of the well-known adivasi/small 

ethnic communities of Bangladesh. In the census of 2011, Bangladesh government 

identifies 29 SECs of population 1,586,141. Different reports provide different numbers of 

tribal/ethnic minority population and it is estimated to be around 2-3 million. For the 

purposes of this document they will be referred to as Small Ethnic Communities (SEC). 

SECs comprise about less than 1% (3 million) of the population of Bangladesh living 

mainly in the Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT) and in rural communities in Mymensingh, 

Sylhet, Dinajpur and Rajshahi. The small ethnic communities in CHT possess separate 

identities, specific racial backgrounds, different languages, and distinct heritage and 

culture. The largest groups are the Chakmas, Marmas, and Tripuras. They differ in their 

social organization, marriage customs, birth and death rites, food and other social customs 

from the people of the rest of the country. There is lack of information on their 

socioeconomic indicators. These communities largely speak Tibeto-Burman languages. 

 The indigenous peoples everywhere are generally poorer than the mainstream 

peoples. Most indigenous peoples in CHT live in settlements in remote hills and valleys 

that are very difficult to access, they still use lands for living and livelihood under the 

traditional/customary tenure not recognized in the country’s land administration system. 

The areas they inhabit, especially in CHT, are generally characterized by poor basic 
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infrastructures like roads, schools, water supply and sanitation, health care facilities and 

markets 

 

Applicability of OP 4.10 and ADB’s Safeguard Requirement 3 (SR3) in the plains 

districts and CHT will in general depend on (i) the presence and prevalence of IPs in the 

close vicinities of the schools that are undertaken for expansion/improvements as well as 

location and sites of the new schools; and (ii) whether or not the required physical works 

would affect them in manners to threaten their cultural way of life and restrict access to 

their livelihood activities. Given their scope for individual schools and availability of khas 

land  in CHT, it is assumed that the civil works are highly unlikely to cause impacts that 

would threaten IPs in any significant manner. Yet, in view of the uncertainty DPE has 

decided to formally adopt this framework outlining principles, policies, guidelines and 

procedure to identify the impact issues and potential risks and, if required, formulate and 

execute Indigenous Peoples Plans. This will apply whenever physical works for existing 

and new schools in CHT or plains districts are found to cause adverse impacts on 

indigenous peoples. 

Objectives of Small Ethnic Communities Plan 
 
  The objective of ADB and World Bank’s SEC   Safeguards policies is to design and 

implement projects in a way that fosters full respect for SECs  identity, dignity, human 

rights, livelihood systems, and cultural uniqueness as defined by the Small Ethnic 

Communities  themselves so that they (i) receive culturally appropriate social and 

economic benefits, (ii) do not suffer adverse impacts as a result of projects, and (iii) can 

participate actively in projects that affect them. 

 Keeping consistency with the above safeguard requirements, the main objectives 

are to ensure that the program activities in general, and the physical works in particular, do 

not adversely affect Small Ethnic Communities, and that they receive culturally compatible 

social and economic benefits. This will require DPE to carefully select and screen all 

schools and their locations and sites, that are to be expanded or built anew, and determine 

presence of Small Ethnic Communities in the school localities and ensure their 

participation in the civil works selection and implementation processes. Depending on 

prevalence of Small Ethnic Communities- and their needs and concerns – this will be 

assessed through consultations. 
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Small Ethnic Communities Plan 
 

Selection of expansion works and other improvements and location of new schools will 

largely indicate whether or not, or in the manner, indigenous peoples would be benefitted 

or adversely affected. Wherever affected adversely, in the plains or CHT, DPE will prepare 

and implement Indigenous Peoples Plans (IPPs) in accord with the principles, guidelines 

and procedure outlined below. To avoid or minimize adverse impacts and, at the same 

time, ensure culturally appropriate benefits, DPE will select, design and implement the 

physical works in adherence to the following principles: 

•  Fully include indigenous peoples communities in general and their organizations in 

the process leading to identification, planning and implementation of 

expansion/improvements works and locations and sites of new schools and 

dormitories for children and teachers; 

•  Carefully screen, together with indigenous peoples, the required physical works on 

existing schools and locations and sites of new ones for a preliminary understanding of the 

nature and magnitude of potential impacts, and explore alternatives to avoid or minimize 

any adverse impacts; 

• Where alternatives are infeasible and adverse impacts are unavoidable, 

immediately make an assessment of the key impact issues jointly with indigenous 

peoples and others knowledgeable of indigenous people cultures and concerns; 

• Undertake the tasks necessary to prepare IPPs with the most appropriate measures 

to mitigate the adverse impacts and, if opportunities are there, development measures for 

the general IP communities; and 

A  Brief outline of a standard Small Ethnic Communities Plan is in Annex B 
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5.0 The Sub-Projects under PEDP 3 
 

5.1 Sub-project Description 
 
Under PEDP-3, additional class rooms are constructed to reduce overcrowding in the class 

rooms. These are basically of two types, vertical extension and horizontal extension. In 

case of horizontal building, the design types are for plain land, coastal, Char and hill. In hill 

area where lands are more or less plain, plain land design of building type is being 

implemented.  But in hilly   area where the construction material is difficult to carry schools 

are being constructed by  pre-fabricated post and truss with tin shed roofing.   In case of 

horizontal extension, the placement of the new infrastructure is very important to maintain 

a good school environment especially in the backdrop of land scarcity in a densely 

populated country like Bangladesh. It should also be kept in mind that the schools are not 

only buildings but they are a combination of many items such as a playground which offer 

learning opportunities. So it is highly recommended that the possibility of vertical extension 

should be explored first so that land can be made available for a playground. Only if that 

seems to be unfeasible, a horizontal extension can be considered. LGED is constructing 

school cum cyclone shelters in the cyclone prone areas and school cum flood shelters in 

the flood prone areas. In such cases, the ground floor of the school is kept open and the 

class rooms are built at the 1st floor. The ground floors of such buildings are used for 

various community activities during the normal time.  
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6.   Sub-project Location 
 

The PEDP3 is being implemented all over Bangladesh. However, the schools are selected and 

prioritized based on the certain parameters. Criteria for prioritization and development for all 

categories of PEDP-3 infrastructures development are given below. These criteria were developed 

in consultation with the Director (Planning and Development) of the DPE, MoPME and consultant 

of The World Bank: 

� School is not overcrowded 

� Every primary school should have at least four classrooms with one teachers’ room 

� Minimum ratio of classroom versus student is 1:40 with flexibility up to 40% in the case of 

overcrowding which increase the ratio 1:56. 

� School is having a minimum number of three school teachers 

� One school is considered for every 2,000 people in a catchment having no school within a 

periphery of 2 km. 

� A single infrastructure community school in a dilapidated condition should receive priority only 

for the first year of the program. 

� Hilly and coastal areas, chars and haors are the prioritized areas 

� A primary school having a minimum of 230 students receives priority 

� Availability of sufficient land for horizontal/vertical extension of classrooms is a priority 

qualification 

� A primary school contributing to the regional disparity removal receives preference. 
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Table 1: District wise Table of Schools 

 
        SL no RegionName District Room School 

Horizontal Vertical Combined Total 

1 BARISAL Barisal 1028 208 135 15 358 

2 BARISAL Bhola 803 164 92 7 263 

3 BARISAL Jhalokathi 199 48 15 1 64 

4 BARISAL Perojpur 406 83 32 9 124 

5 BOGRA Bogra 472 100 34 10 144 

6 BOGRA Joypurhat 99 23 11 1 35 

7 BOGRA Pabna 525 98 74 10 182 

8 BOGRA Serajgonj 1005 228 83 12 323 

9 CHITTAGONG Bandarban 536 74 38 28 140 

10 CHITTAGONG Chittagong 918 142 150 19 311 

11 CHITTAGONG Cox's bazar 280 52 54 2 108 

12 CHITTAGONG Khagrachari 438 56 31 29 116 

13 CHITTAGONG Rangamati 766 116 26 57 199 

14 COMILLA Brahmonbaria 855 138 144 16 298 

15 COMILLA Chandpur 696 111 112 14 237 

16 COMILLA Comilla 1197 178 195 30 403 

17 COMILLA Feni 242 46 31 3 80 

18 COMILLA Laxmipur 432 87 47 11 145 

19 COMILLA Noakhali 1104 224 128 19 371 

20 DHAKA Dhaka 598 77 95 15 187 

21 DHAKA Gazipur 372 74 51 1 126 

22 DHAKA Manikgonj 354 59 50 8 117 

23 DHAKA Munshigonj 295 48 42 5 95 

24 DHAKA Narayangonj 464 65 75 10 150 

25 DHAKA Narshingdi 545 100 81 6 187 

26 DINAJPUR Dinajpur 386 81 31 6 118 

27 DINAJPUR Nilphamari 511 104 71 4 179 

28 DINAJPUR Panchagarh 215 40 26 5 71 

29 DINAJPUR Thakurgaon 328 53 41 16 110 

30 FARIDPUR Faridpur 614 142 54 10 206 

31 FARIDPUR Gopalgonj 470 94 50 5 149 

32 FARIDPUR Madaripur 507 99 67 9 175 

33 FARIDPUR Rajbari 215 48 24 3 75 

34 FARIDPUR Shariatpur 318 54 47 8 109 
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35 JESSORE Chuadanga 143 26 19 3 48 

36 JESSORE Jessore 342 77 27 7 111 

37 JESSORE Jhenaidah 241 49 26 8 83 

38 JESSORE Kushtia 324 55 36 8 99 

39 JESSORE Magura 185 42 15 2 59 

40 JESSORE Meherpur 121 16 9 9 34 

41 KHULNA Bagerhat 664 114 53 33 200 

42 KHULNA Khulna 525 105 48 8 161 

43 KHULNA Narail 255 55 20 5 80 

44 KHULNA Satkhira 499 101 40 4 145 

45 MYMENSINGH Jamalpur 608 140 54 11 205 

46 MYMENSINGH Kishoregonj 833 122 146 20 288 

47 MYMENSINGH Mymensingh 1378 283 177 25 485 

48 MYMENSINGH Netrokona 688 131 78 14 223 

49 MYMENSINGH Sherpur 332 74 30 6 110 

50 MYMENSINGH Tangail 1011 201 128 18 347 

51 PATUAKHALI Barguna 424 114 21 3 138 

52 PATUAKHALI Patuakhali 455 116 31 11 158 

53 RAJSHAHI C. Nawabgonj 293 54 18 11 83 

54 RAJSHAHI Naogaon 310 73 25 5 103 

55 RAJSHAHI Natore 192 48 15 2 65 

56 RAJSHAHI Rajshahi 251 44 17 14 75 

57 RANGPUR Gaibandha 1128 199 154 18 371 

58 RANGPUR Kurigram 999 221 92 21 334 

59 RANGPUR Lalmonirhat 221 39 43 2 84 

60 RANGPUR Rangpur 591 112 97 11 220 

61 SYLHET Habigonj 678 155 77 5 237 

62 SYLHET Moulvibazar 268 67 26 2 95 

63 SYLHET Sunamgonj 707 152 72 13 237 

64 SYLHET Sylhet 781 138 135 8 281 

      33,640 6,437 3,966 711 11,114 
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6.1 Scope of Social Safeguard Management Report 

 
This report covered social screening of 11,114 schools under PEDP 3. From the total school it is 

observed that 9,740 no school is located in the plain land, in percentage 87.6%.  In hill region, the 

total no of school is 939 which is in percentage 8.4%. In case of Haor area the no. of school is 435 

which is 4% percent of total school. The total scenario based on the above 3 regions can be seen 

in the Pie chart 1.  

 

Out of total 11,114 schools under PEDP 3, the distribution on basis of construction, total no. of 

horizontal school is 6,437 which is 57.9% (sample is in figure 3, picture 1), similarly in case of 

vertical construction the no. of school is 3,966 which is 35.7% per cent of total school (sample is in 

figure 2 picture 2). School no. in coastal area is combined horizontal and vertical the no. of school 

is 711 which is 6.4% per cent (sample is in figure 2). The distribution of schools as per school type 

is shown in Pie chart 2.  

 

The screening format which has been received from the field, we observed that there is no case of 

land acquisition required for the construction of schools, therefore there is no case of resettlement 

or migration of people is reported. Finally it can be concluded that the Involuntary Resettlement 

(IR) issue is not issue of concern.   

 

 

 

Pie chart 1 : Region wise percentage of schools 
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Pie Chart :2 Type of school construction 
 

 

 

 

Figure 2 Mayur Primary school, Bakergonj, Barisal, Coastal Type 
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Figure 3 Plain area school 
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Figure 4: Hill type school in Matranga Upazila 
 

7. Achievement in Social Safeguard during the Period from July, 2015 to 
March, 2016 
 

 

Social safeguard screenings of total 2,527 schools were performed through social safeguard 

screening format (Annex A). Among them 195 schools are located in Small Ethnic Community 

area.  The region wise status is shown in Table 1 below: 

 

Table 2: Status of Social Safeguard Screening of Schools  
 

Region Total schools Distribution of school on the basis of SEC  

All or Majority 
Mainstream 

peoples  

Majority Small 
Ethnic Community 

peoples 

Barisal 146 143 3 

Patuakhali 60 56 4 

Bogra 200 180 20 

Rajshahi 90 69 21 

Chittagong 312 265 47 

Comilla 246  236 10 

Dhaka 160 154 6 

Dinajpur 85 76 9 

Faridpur 191 173 18 

Jessore 108 100 8 

Khulna 150 139 11 

Mymensingh 297 275 22 

Rangpur 426 417 9 

Sylhet 53 49 7 

Total 2527 2332 195 
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A bar chart of resident types in school catchment for the schools screened during the monitoring 

period is shown in Fig.5. 

 

 
Figure 5: Distribution of school on the basis of SEC during July 15 to March 16 

 

Cumulative achievement of SEC screening 

So far, a total of 10,131schools have been screened for both Involuntary Resettlement and SEC 
safeguards. The region wise status of all schools screened so far is shown in  figure 6. No school 
required any new land acquisition, as all constructions were done within the existing schools 
campus. So, no people were physically or economically displaced due to the school constructions  
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Figure 6: Distribution of Total Schools screened upto March 16 on the basis of SEC   

 

8. Safeguard measures Considered by PEDP-3 
 
8.1. No major harmful impacts on environment or SEC from civil construction under the program 
was observed. However, particularly in the case of Chittagong Hill Tracts, given the remote and 
inaccessible locations of many areas where carrying costs of construction materials could be 
comparatively high, priority should be given on the use of locally available construction materials 
(e.g. Bamboo and wood). Another, particularly important point in this regard is the preservation of 
the surrounding ecosystems around the school building which means there should not be any hill 
cutting and destruction of ecosystem for civil works. Planting of exotic/alien invasive species (e.g. 
teak) of trees will is avoided rather indigenous tree species will be planted to conserve the native 
biodiversity and maintain ecosystem integrity. Special school types were designed for the areas 
and presented to the local people’s representatives in view exchange meetings. The type of school 
was selected with their agreement.  

 

8.2 Special school design in CHT:  

LGED submitted two special school designs for CHT to MoPME. In a meeting it was decided that 
the design submitted by LGED will not be feasible considering cost and life of the school building. 
However 1 school built under hill type is shown in figure 4. 
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8.3 Grievance Redress Mechanism:  

DPE and DPHE issued a letter to all concern field offices in particular Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT) 
to keep one complain Box, if any complain related to PEDP3 activities that adverse impact on 
SEC, respective must be taken necessary measure to mitigate. However, no any complain has 
been received.  
 

8.4 Schools built completely on new Land:  

 

There are no any schools built on new land under PEDP3. However, a total number of 4 school 
have been partly demolished due to expansion of Dhaka – Chittagong highway and Dhaka- 
Mymenshing highway. No new buildings have been constructed for those schools as on 15th 
March 2016 under PEDP3 but 3 transitional schools have been constructed from EiE fund in the 
existing campus. Beside that a total 155 schools have been destroyed by river erosion. Transitional 
schools have been constructed to continue the education in the land donated by local 
communities, so there was no land acquisition or any type of physical or economic displacement. .      
 
8.5 Indigenous Peoples safeguards: 

 

Although there was no negative impact of the program on small ethnic communities (SEC) of any 
program area, several activities have been implemented under PEDP3 related to SEC, which 
might be taken as positive impacts of the program on SEC, are as follows: 
 

1. Enrolment:  A total of 30,828 SEC children (boys: 15873 and girls 14,955) enrolled in pre-

primary class and 172,460 children (boys: 89341 and girls 83,119) enrolled in class I-V 

(ASPR-2015). 

2. Teacher appointment and Training: Out of 3,02,780 teachers 4,136 (2033 male and 2103 

female) teachers from SEC are working and all teachers received different types training 

under PEDP3. Only one teacher from SEC participated in study tour under PEDP-

III.(source: teacher data base of DPE)  

3. Stipend to SEC:  According to administrative data from Stipend project, A total 86,487 

number student from SEC are getting stipend out of which 25,104 from Bandarban district, 

30,776 from khagrachari district, and 30,607 from Rangamati district. 

4. School feeding programme for SEC: school feeding program covers 6 upazilas of 

Bandarban district of CHT and 8 upazilas in 5 other districts such as Cox’s Bazar, 

Patualkhali, Mymenshing, Naogaon, Barguna. 

5. Residential facilities: 18 schools have hostel facilities in CHT. 9 hostels established in 

1986 with a capacity of 700 student and 10 hostels established under PEDP-II with a 

capacity of 800 student. Most of the Student from SEC live in those hostels. But there is 

no data available by ethnic communities.  
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6. Text book in ethnic Language: Text book for pre-primary student of SEC such as Chakma, 

Marma, Tripura, Garo, Sadri and Saotal have been prepared by NCTB. The books will be 

piloted in 2016 and plan to deliver to SEC student in 2017. 

 

9.  Conclusion  

No report of any potential impact on social safeguard issues was received. Therefore it  may be 
inferred that, the implementation of the development works in PEDP 3 will: 
 

• Ensure compliance with the social safeguard policies of World Bank, ADB, and other 

development partners as well as meet the objectives of the SMF; 

• Ensure cultural and religious integrity of small ethnic community  people; and there are no 

adverse impacts that the individual subprojects might cause on people particularly 

indigenous people, which also include protection against loss of livelihood activities. 

• No land acquisition was done in the construction and reconstruction of school buildings in 

plain as well as hill area 
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Annex A 

SOCIAL SAFEGUARD SCREENING 

[The information sought in this form should be verified and recorded during school/site visits and/or 

community/stakeholder consultations. A DPE staff will fill in the form in presence of community members, local 

government officials, civil society representatives and others who have interests in the school.] 

 

 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION 

 

Name of School: 

[ ] Existing School                      [ ] New School 

 

Union: 

 

Ward Name & No.: 

Upazila: 

 

District: 

Screening Date: 

Names of Persons Participated in Screening: 

 

DPE Staff: 

 

 

Local Government Representatives: 

 

 

Community Members: 

 

B. SOCIAL SAFEGUARD INFORMATION 

 
The Scheme is located in an area (UP, or Ward or part of a Ward) where residents are: 

 

[ ] All mainstream or non-indigenous/tribal peoples 

[ ] All indigenous/tribal peoples 

[ ] Majority mainstream or non-indigenous/tribal peoples 

[ ] Majority indigenous/tribal peoples 

 
 

Scope of Work: [ ] Improvements on Existing School                                              [ ] Construction of New School 

 
Existing Schools: 
Toilets                   Number: Total                                           Land Area (decimal/square feet): 

 

Required Land Belongs to: 

[ ] School                                          [ ] Private Owners 

[ ] Others (Name): 

 

Additional Class Room 
Number:                                               Total Land Area (dec/sft): 

 

Required Land Belongs to: 

[ ] School                                 [ ] Private Owners 

 

[ ] Others (Name): 
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Dormitory (CHT): Capacity (# of students):                              Total  land Area (decimals): 

 

Required Land is [ ] School Property                        [ ] Khas                                   [ ] Under Customary Use 

 

[ ] Under Lease to Indigenous                                 [ ] Under Lease to Non-Indigenous 

Persons                       Persons          

                  

               

Other Civil Works, if any (Describe): 

 

If Require Lands 

are Private, they 

are Presently 

Used for 

 

[ ] Agriculture No. of Landowners/users: 

 

[ ] Residential Purposes No. of household living on them: 

 

[ ] Business Purposes No. of persons using the lands: 

 

[ ] Other Purposes No. of persons using the lands: 

 

Name Purpose: 

 

If Require Lands 

are Public, they 

are Presently 

Used for 

 

 [ ] Agriculture   No. of persons using the lands: 

[ ] Residential Purposes  No. of households using the lands: 

 

[ ] Business Purposes  No. of persons using the lands: 

 

[ ] Other Purposes No. of persons using the lands: 

 

 Name Purpose: 

 

New Schools: 
 

[ ] Without Cyclone Shelter & Dormitory Total Land Area (decimals): 

[ ] With Cyclone Shelter Total Land Area (decimals): 

 

[ ] With Dormitory  Total Land Area (decimals): 

 

Required Land 

Belongs to: 

 

 [ ] School  [ ] Land 

Ministry (Khas) 

  [ ] Private Owners    [ ] Land Ministry (Khas) 

[ ] Other Ministrise (Name): 

 

[ ] Other Entities (Name): 

 

If Require Lands 

are Private, they 

are Presently 

Used for 

 

[ ] Agriculture  

 

No. of Landowners/users: 

[ ] Residential Purposes  No. of household living on them: 

 

[ ] Commercial Purposes  No. of persons using the lands: 

 

[ ] Other Purposes  No. of persons using the lands: 

 

Name Purpose: 

 

If Require Lands 

are Public, they 

are Presently 

[ ] Agriculture  

 

No. of persons using the lands: 

[ ] Residential Purposes  No. of households using the lands: 
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Used for 

 

 

[ ] Commercial Purposes  No. of persons using the lands: 

 

[ ] Other Purposes  No. of persons using the lands: 

Name Purpose: 

 

If private lands are required, they will be obtained through 

 

[ ] Voluntary Donation Agreed by Landowners: [ ] Yes [ ] No 

 

[ ] Direct Purchase Agreed by Landowners: [ ] Yes [ ] No 

 

[ ] Other means (Describe): 

 

Remarks, if any, about land availability: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON SMALL ETHNIC COMMUNITIES(SECs) 
(IN ADDITION TO THE INFORMATION SOUGHT UNDER SECTION B) 

 

Names of SEC community members and organizations which participated in Social Screening: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The would-be affected SECs have the following forms of rights to the required lands: 

 

[ ] Legal ownership  Number of SEC persons/households: 

 

[ ] Customary Rights  Number of SEC persons/households: 

[ ] Lease agreements with the Government  Number of SEC persons/households: 

 

[ ] Others form of Right  Number of SEC persons/households: 

 

Describe Right: 

 

The following are the three main economic activities of the would-be affected SEC households: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) . 
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The following are the social concerns expressed by SEC community and organizations: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The SEC community and organizations perceive the social outcomes of the scheme: 

[ ] Positive [ ] Negative [ ] Neither Positive nor Negative 

 

In respect of the social impacts and concerns, is there a need to undertake an additional impact 

assessment study? 

                                           [ ] Yes                        [ ] No 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

Prepared by (Name and Designation): 

 

..………………....................................……………….. 

(A DPE staff should fill in this form) 

 

 

Signature: ……………………………………….......... Date: ……………………. 

 

 
 
 
  


