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1. Executive Summary 
 
The purpose of this Community-led Social Audit Program tool kit is to concisely explain the 
conceptual theories and practical applications in execution of a Community-led Social Audit 
Program (CSAP) for the selected Civil Works for Eco tourism facilities in Gn. Fuvahmulah. It is 
a development project employed by the Ministry of Environment and Energy, Government of 
Maldives under the Climate Change Adaptation Project (CCAP) funded by World Bank.  
 

This CSAP is developed and initiated by the Anti-Corruption Commission (ACC) with financial 
assistance from the UNDP to support the implementation of the ACCs National Integrity Plan 
(NIP). The NIP stems from the ACC’s Strategic Action Plan (SAP) 2015-2019. Implementation 
of CSAP program is directly related to the policies and strategies of both NIP and SAP which is 
highlighted below. The CSAP that drives from SAP are incorporated under its;  
 

Policy 6: Foster Integrity and Anti-Corruption Awareness in the Society 
Strategy 1: Encourage, promote and foster a culture of integrity in the society.  
Strategy 4: Collaboration with NGOs to eliminate corruption and sharing support and 
assistance. 

 

Similarly, the linkage of CSAP is also prescribed in the NIP under; 
Policy 3: Foster integrity and cooperation in works conducted to Strengthen Social 
Relationships and for Community Development 
Strategy 3.5: Creating a healthy and safe family environment  
Activity 3.5.7: Establish a mechanism and system that fosters integrity in utilizing 
funds received regarding Natural Disasters and Environment related issues 

 

The successful completion of CSAP program will complement the interconnectedness of the above 
policies/strategies. This CSAP is the first of its program, systematically piloted and modelled at 
Fuvahmulaku City by ACC for the selected project. The fundamentals of social audit concepts 
used in this tool kit is adopted by the Commission after examining extensive research conducted 
in various countries on similar areas. Some of the key reports that were referred to design the 
Community-led Social Audit Program to the context of the Maldives are given below;    
 

1. World Banks’ resource paper on Mapping Context for Social Accountability by 
O’Meally (2013) 

2. Social Audit Training of Trainers manual, Basic Services to the Urban Poor (BSUP) and 
Integrated Housing and Slum Development Programme (IHSDP) Projects by Ministry of 
Housing & Urban Poverty Alleviation, India (2011) 

3. The Constituency Development Fund (CDF) Social Audit Guide, A Handbook for 
Communities in Kenya by Gikonyo (2008) and  

4. Social Audit: A Toolkit: A Guide for Performance Improvement and Outcome 
Measurement by Centre for Good Governance (2005) 

 
Therefore, on the basis of the theories, a method to execute the CSAP program in the Maldives, is 
newly designed and developed to include trainings and awareness for civil society, representation 
of the public participation, observations from local administration focus groups, interviews with 



2 | Community-led Social Audit Program (CSAP) 
 

project employer and project contractor side and site surveying. The CSAP method will pilot the 
following activity tools. 
 

1. NGOs Training  
2. Community-led Social Audit Pilot Survey  
3. Focus group interview for City Council  
4. Public Officials Awareness Program 
5. Focus group interview for Protected Area Management Unit (PAMU) 
6. Community Awareness Program 
7. Project site survey  

 

Additionally, this tool kit comprised of an activity schedule, training outlines, case examples which 
will guide the learning objectives and practical inputs to deepen the hands on experience for the 
trainees. This hand book has annexed all the relevant survey questionnaires and interview forms 
used for the project.  
  
With the collaboration of UNDPs Integrated Governance Program phase II for 2017, under output 
1.2. increased transparency accountability in governance processes, the ACC highly values the 
UNDPs partially financed contribution to conduct the CSAP in partnership with ACC. 
Consecutively, ACC also acknowledge with appreciation to Fuvahmulaku City Council, for its 
logistics and administrative support and cooperation rendered throughout the program.  
 

Anti-Corruption Commission 
01st November 2017 
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2. Activity Schedule  
Community-Led Social Audit Program, Gn. Fuvahmulah  

Activity Schedule 
Date  Time  Activity/ Sessions Facilitator Materials 

Day 1  
13.11.2017 

 
Session 1 

16:00 – 17:00  Social Accountability Manal Khalid PPT& 
Handbook 

17:00 – 18:00  Inclusive Governance & 
Right to Information 

Manal Khalid PPT& 
Handbook 

Session 2 
20:00 – 21:00 Introduction to Social Audit Fathimath 

Shaina 
PPT& 
Handbook 

21:00 – 22:00 How to conduct a Social 
Audit 

Fathimath 
Shaina 

PPT& 
Handbook 

Day 2 
14.11.2017 08:00  - 12:00  Community Survey (Part 1) Social Audit 

Team  
Questionnaire

14:00 – 15:00 Focus Group Interview 
(Council staff)  

Social Audit 
Team 

Questionnaire

15:00 – 16:00 Focus Group Interview  
(Council Members) 

Social Audit 
Team 

Questionnaire

16:00 – 18:00 Community Survey (Part 2) Social Audit 
Team  

Questionnaire

20:00 – 22:00 Awareness Session              
(Public Officials) 

Nasira Iqbal PPT 

Day 3 
15.11.2017 08:00  - 10:00 PAMU Interview  Social Audit 

Team 
Questionnaire

10:30 – 12:30 Project Site Observation Social Audit 
Team 

Checklist 

16:30 – 17:30 Social Audit Closing 
Ceremony 

by invitation 

20:00 – 22:00 Awareness Session  
(Community) 

Nasira Iqbal PPT 

Day 4 
16.11.2017  Departure to Male / Addu Atoll 

Note: Venue for all the sessions & closing ceremony: Fuvahmulaku City Council Hall 
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3. Training Outline for Non-Government Organizations (NGOs) 

  Day 1 – Youth Training 

Session 1 –  2 hours 

Topic Subtopics Learning Objectives 

1. Participants 
introduction 

1.1 Ice breaker activity  
1.2 Setting ground rules 

Get to know each other 

2. Introduction 2.1  Introduction of the program 
i. Training 

ii. Survey 
iii. awareness  

2.2 Inform Objectives 

Familiarize with the purpose of the 
program & training  
 

3. Social 
Accountability 
(Theory & 
Practice) 

3.1 Introduction to social accountability 
 

Understand the concept of social 
accountability 
 Understand the meaning of civic over-
sight 

3.2 Stages of Social Accountability 
 

State the different uses the social 
accountability mechanism  
State three benefits of social 
accountability for the government and 
community 

3.3 Social accountability tools 
i. Participatory budget analysis 

ii. Citizen Report Card 
iii. Community Score Cards 
iv. Social Audit  

Explain uses, strength &benefits of four 
social accountability tools  

4. Inclusive 
Governance & 
Right to 
Information 
(RTI)  
 

4.1 Characteristics of Inclusive 
governance 
 

Define good governance 
Identify the characteristics of good 
governance 

4.2 Importance of community 
participation in governance 
 

Understand the importance of having 
community participation to ensure good 
governance 

4.3 Communication for Inclusive 
Governance 

Importance of Communication between 
government & community & NGOs 

4.4 Importance of RTI and its usefulness 
in good governance  

Identify the importance of RTI and how 
it can be used to voice for community 
rights 

4.5 RTI in Maldives Understand the community rights& 
responsibilities under RTI Act of 
Maldives 
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4.6 Linking RTI with good governance 
&social accountability 

Explain how social accountability and 
RTI associates with good governance 

5. Introduction to 
Social Audit 
 

5.1 Introduction to social audit & its uses Understand the concept of social audit 
and its use in enhancing social 
accountability  

5.2 Principles of social audit  
 

State the principles that needs to be 
followed when conducting a social audit

5.3 Benefits of social auditing  Describe how the outcomes of social 
auditing can be used 

5.4 Social Audit Initiatives  
i. Dominican Republic 

    

Describe some of the successful social 
audit initiatives from around the world 

Session 2 – 2 hours 

6. How to conduct 
a Social Audit 
 

6.1 Initiating  
 

Briefly explain the factors to be 
considered when initiating a social audit 

 
6.2 Planning  
 

Briefly explain the factors to be 
considered when planning for a social 
audit 
Explain how to draft an action plan for 
social audit 

6.3 Execution  
 

Briefly explain the factors to be 
considered while implementing the 
planned activities 
Illustrate how to perform a social audit 

6.4 Evaluating  
 

Briefly explain how to identify the 
strengths and weaknesses of the 
targeted project. 

6.5 Closing  Briefly explain the importance of post 
evaluation follow up 

7. Social Audit of 
the Eco facility 
project of Gn. 
Fuvahmulah 

7.1 Overview of Eco-facility project in 
Gn. Fuvahmulah 

Explain the project plan/deliverables 
and timeline of the project 

7.2 Components selected for the survey 
i. Community-led Social Audit Pilot 

Survey  
ii. Focus group interview for City 

Council  
iii. Focus group interview for Protected 

Area Management Unit (PAMU) 
iv. Project site survey  
v. Community Awareness Program 

vi. Public Officials Awareness Program 

Provide a background understanding of 
the components of the survey 
questionnaire  
Discussion of survey Questionnaires 
Understand the questionnaire developed 
for collection of data 
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4. Introduction  
 
The main idea of social audit lay within the perceived need that at a point of time of execution 
of a public process be more accountable to the community ensuring that both beneficial and 
non-beneficial impacts of such processes are understood by the society. Social Audit attempts 
to embrace not only economic and monetary benefits but also social aspects, including that are 
non- monetary benefits. Various accountability factors are identifiable as having contributed 
to the significant and relatively sudden growth of social audit since 1990s.  
 
Social Audit as a discipline maybe a relatively new concept. However, anecdotal evidence 
suggests that in the past, some of the authorities in the Maldives have undertaken segments of 
social audits as ways and means to monitoring and supervising development progressions at 
different islands though official reports are unavailable. 
  
The Anti-Corruption Commission to embark on its new mission to execute a Community-led 
Social Audit Program (CSAP) is a loyal cause to contribute in the process of empowering civil 
society. Besides that, CSAP is falls within the mandated responsibility of the Anti-Corruption 
Commission’s Act 13/2008. Its three clauses 21(c), (d) and (e) clearly prescribes the 
Commission to carry out research on the prevention of corruption and submit recommendations 
for improvement to relevant authorities regarding actions to be taken, to promote the values of 
honesty and integrity in the operations of the State, and to promote public awareness on the 
dangers of corruption and to conduct seminars, workshops and other programs on prevention 
and prohibition of corruption to further public awareness, to carry out researches and publish 
them.   
  
Therefore, it is important that the social accountability tool explained in this hand book is used 
to ensure transparency and accountability in government projects which is also substantially 
useful as an anti-corruption machinery. In order to emphasize this, the Commission’s 
objectives of the Community-Lead Social Audit Program (CSAP) are set as;  

1. To advocate the community and related stakeholders about the concepts and tools of 
social audit (including social accountability, RTI and Inclusive Governance), and 
inform their roles of participation to enhance good governance and transparency. 

2. To train and develop NGOs with required skills and competency to assess and 
implement social audit exercises in future.  

3. To collaborate with the authorities and civil society on the performance and impacts of 
social audit assessments and encourage continuous civic engagements. 
  

To conduct a social audit for any process, a strong network of social auditors is required. For 
this purpose, capacity building and training of human resources is a basic requirement.  This 
tool kit is developed with relevance to the need of piloting the CSAP at Civil Works for Eco 
tourism facilities project. It is aimed to strengthening capacity development through delivery 
of knowledge, skills enhancement and awareness in order to conduct social audit by 
empowering the youth of Fuvahmulaku City. However, this tool kit can be modified to 
facilitate the need of specific project processes undertaken by organizations to conduct social 
audits for future use where necessary. 
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5. Background  
Citizens elect their leaders expecting them to represent their constituencies effectively and to 
introduce, implement and monitor public policies that will respond to collective needs. 
Similarly, constituencies expect democratically elected leaders and public officials to be 
responsible for their decisions and actions and to be accountable to the citizens they serve. 
  
Traditionally, efforts to address issues of accountability have focused on improving and/or 
strengthening the “supply-side” of democratic governance. More recently, increased attention 
has been paid to improving the “demand side” of democratic governance. That is, strengthening 
the voice and capacity of citizens to directly demand greater accountability from public 
officials and service providers. The emphasis in this approach is in actors outside the State, 
comprising checks and balances on governmental actors at national, regional, and local levels. 
The actors outside the State is referred to as civil society and non-governmental organizations, 
as well as an independent media, watchdog organizations, and influential think-tanks and/or 
research organizations which should pro-actively demand accountability from the State. 
 

6. What is Social Accountability?  
The World Bank defines social accountability as an “approach towards building accountability 
that relies on civic engagement, i.e., in which it is ordinary citizens and/or citizen groups who 
participate directly or indirectly in exacting accountability” Malena, Forster & Singh (2004). 
It is a mechanism initiated by citizen groups to hold public officials, politicians, and service 
providers to account for their conduct and performance in terms of delivering services, 
improving people’s welfare and protecting people’s rights.  
 
 

Figure 1: How Social Accountability Works, Source: Jeff Thindwa, Social Accountability 
Practice, World Bank Institute 
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As illustrated in figure 1, social accountability functions as a cycle that requires engagement 
from both supply side (government) and demand side (society) of the governance. The 
governments’ role is to allow participation of the community and proactively disclose 
information to citizens and maximize citizen’s access to information. The most effective way 
to do this is establishing a legal frame work (i.e. Right to Information). This enables the citizens 
to have the rights to be proactive in demanding information about the processes that have 
impacts on the society. Citizens then can actively engage in negotiations and channeling 
feedback to the government and demand response to the citizens’ request.  The government 
must also seek information about public demands through monitoring and oversight, as well as 
dialogues and consultations with the local community. This in the end enhances accountability 
and transparency in the governing process thus, strengthening government practices which also 
ensures anti-corruption. 
  
Social accountability, however, is not a cure to resolving all problems in the government. While 
it is found to have direct impacts on improving effectiveness in the government (e.g. making 
public service more responsive and appropriate to people’s needs, improving public service 
delivery and quality of service, etc.), social accountability can successfully address efficiency 
issues by creating partnered relationships between the government, local level and community. 
Efficiency has to do with improving internal institutional processes of bureaucracy (human 
resource, leadership, capacity development, etc.). For social accountability to create long-term 
impacts on development outcomes, it has to be formalized and integrated to existing 
governance structures and public service delivery systems. 
 

6.1 Civic Over‐sight  
A social accountability approach relies on civic engagement, in which ordinary citizens or civil 
society organizations participate directly or indirectly to demand accountability. The basis of 
participatory budgeting, social audits, citizen report cards, and community score cards are to 
involve citizens’ contributions in the oversight of government. Evidence suggests that social 
accountability can contribute to improved governance, increased development effectiveness 
through better service delivery, and empowerment. These improvements cannot be achieved 
however without understanding and perhaps enhancing the capacities—including skills, 
attitudes and behaviors—of government and civil society actors. 
Citizens or their representatives are able to engage and influence public processes, in order to 
achieve civic objectives and goals. Civic engagement contains a strong element of participation 
where stakeholders are active in decision making processes (Malik, and Waglé, 2002). 
 

6.2 Stages of Social Accountability  
Social Accountability encompasses a broad range of actions that citizens, communities, 
independent media, and civil society organizations use to hold public officials and public 
servants accountable. These actions and mechanisms may fall under any of the following major 
social accountability tools.  
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6.2.1 Uses 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

a. Identify areas of improvements and/mobilizing entry points  
b. Gather information through different techniques (to engage with evidences and 

demand for changes); 
c. Hold different debates and disseminating results 
d. Build alliances and supports through lobbying and campaigns to have common 

voices;  
e. Negotiate for changes through interface meetings and forums (service providers and 

receivers); and  
f. Monitor on the sustainability of change/s. 

  
6.2.2 Benefits for the Government  

a. Strengthens government policies and effectiveness  
b. Improved governance 
c. Increased development effectiveness 
d. Gains community trust 

 
6.2.3 Benefits for the Community  

a. Ensuring that national and local governments respond to the concerns of the community 
b. Empowering marginalized groups 
c. Responsive local government 

 

6.3  Social Accountability Tools 
Explained below are selected social accountability tools that are being widely used in different 
countries. 
  
6.3.1 Participatory Budgeting  

Participatory Budgeting (PB) is broadly defined as a mechanism or process through which 
citizens participate directly in the different phases of the budget formulation, decision making, 
and monitoring of budget execution. PB can be instrumental in increasing public expenditure 
transparency and in improving budget targeting since it is a useful vehicle to promote civic 
engagement. After the design phase of the budgeting, effective local governments should 
inform and engage civil society and the community in the PB process, there by involving the 
community to generate ideas to set priorities before development of the budget. 
 

Figure 2: Major Stages of Social Accountability  
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Figure 3: Participatory Budgeting Cycle 
 

Strengths  
a. Maximizes the ability of citizens to identify irregular actions on the part of local 

government authorities. This is because participation in the PB process exposes citizens 
to all aspects of the budgeting cycle in their local government. 

b. Reduces the opportunity space for corrupt actions 
c. An effective trust building activity. This is because PB involves intense interaction 

between citizen and local government officials. 
 

Challenges  
a. Raising false expectations: When the government is not transparent about fiscal 

information or cannot provide a budget forecast, citizens are unaware of the fiscal 
constraints and can demand services and goods that the government is not able to 
deliver.  

b. Tension with elected representatives: Tension is often voiced by elected members of 
the legislature who fear losing their power as citizens’ representatives.  

c. Sustainability: Citizens have a tendency to abandon PB processes after their demands 
have been met. Political changes in the administrations can potentially disrupt the PB 
process, particularly when PB is used as a political tool. 

d. Quality of participation: The knowledge disparities between the poor and the wealthy 
also affect the quality of participation and equity of final budget priorities.  

 
6.3.2 Citizen Report Cards 

This is a participatory survey that assess users’ feedback on the performance of a specific public 
services, which collects useful demand-side data. It collects data about  
Citizen Report Cards (CRCs) are used to collect data about access, availability, quality and 
satisfaction of public services. It systematically gathers data to check if service providers are 
doing good and the areas where they need to improve giving a performance reflection 
mechanism. It is an efficient governance tool, helping people measure and benchmark 
performance of their (local) government representatives.  
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For example, it can collect the data to assess the satisfaction of children and parents from the 
public education system in a specific island. It will reflect upon the existing situation of public 
education in the island, and will provide specific recommendations to the local political 
representatives for improvement. CRC is a useful medium through which citizens can credibly 
and collectively ‘signal’ to agencies about their performance and advocate for change.  
  
Strengths 

a. CRCs can be used to assess either one public service or several services simultaneously.  
b. The feedback can be collected from a large population through careful sampling.  
c. CRCs are quite technical and thus there may not be a need for a major citizen 

mobilization effort to get the process started.  
d. Perceived improvements in service quality can be compared over time or across various 

public agencies involved in service provision.  
 

Challenges  
a. CRCs require a well thought out dissemination strategy so that public agencies take 

note of citizen feedback and take the required action to correct weaknesses. 
b. In locations where there is not much technical capacity, CRCs may be difficult to design 

and implement.  
c. If there is an error in sampling, the quality of service may not be reflected in the survey 

results. 
 

6.3.3 Community Score Cards 

The Community Score Card (CSC) process is a community-based monitoring tool that is a 
hybrid of the techniques of social audit and citizen report cards. Like the citizen report card, 
the CSC process is an instrument to extract social and public accountability and responsiveness 
from service providers. By linking service providers to the community, citizens are empowered 
to provide immediate feedback to service providers. Illustrated below is sample of CSC. 
 

Figure 4: Sample Community Score Cards 
 
Strengths 

a. This approach can be conducted for one public service or several services 
simultaneously.  

b. This is a community level process bringing together service providers and users to 
discuss possible ways of improving service quality.  

c. Perceived improvements in service quality can be compared over time or across various 
public agencies involved in service provision. 
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 Challenges 
a. CSCs rely on good quality facilitators, which may not always be available.  
b. Reaching out to stakeholders before beginning the scorecard process is critical, but may 

not always be feasible.  
c. In locations where there is not much local technical capacity, CSCs could be difficult 

to design and implement.  
d. CSCs cannot be easily applied to large geographical areas. 

 
6.3.4 Social Audit  

Social Audit is also one of the methods of social accountability. It is a form of community 
monitoring that allows citizens who receive a service to review and cross-check the information 
reported by the service provider against information collected from users of the service. In 
simple terms, it is way of assessing and evaluating the non-monetary benefits such as 
participatory engagement, quality or satisfaction of service delivery to the community of the 
service provider by the community itself. The planning and conducting a social audit is 
explained in detail in section 9.  
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7. Inclusive Governance and Right to Information (RTI) 
A fair democratic system promotes the participation of civic society in the governance process 
and use the right to information for its rightful purpose. The service providers and service users 
such as civic society, the local administration and the government working together to achieve 
the societal benefits can be called as inclusive governance.  
  

7.1 Characteristics of Inclusive Governance 
Governance in general relates to the process of decision-making and how those decisions are 
implemented for the common benefit of the society. Accountability is an essential characteristic 
of good governance, where leaders and authorities are accountable for their decisions to people 
and processes affected by those decisions. When processes are institutionalized, they become 
a system of governance. Governance is good when it is accountable, transparent, just, 
responsive and participatory. Some characteristics of good governance include:  

a. Accountability 
b. Existing the right to information 
c. Access to information  
d. Public trust & support 

 

7.2 Importance of Community Participation in Governance 
The community participation is about meeting the interests of the whole community 
irrespective of political diversities. When every member of a community has the chance, 
directly or through representation, to participate in the design, implementation and monitoring 
of community-level initiatives, there is a higher likelihood that the program accurately reflects 
their real needs and interests. The approach takes into consideration the different experiences, 
needs and capabilities of various groups in a community – women and men, youth and the 
elderly, and persons with disabilities. The community participation helps in mobilization of: 

a. Local governments gain greater credibility with their own constituencies and can 
better lobby national level decision-makers because they are truly aware of local 
needs and have local support  

b. Reducing their dependence on outside aid, as they become adept at identifying and 
solving their own problems  

c. A more stable foundation for breaking cycles of intergroup tension and achieving 
lasting stability 

d. Preparing for or respond to corruption issues 
  

7.3 Communication for Inclusive Governance 
Communication connects citizens, civil society, the media system, and government, forming a 
framework for national dialogue through which informed public opinion is shaped. According 
to this definition, the key actors in communication are government, citizens, civil society, and 
the media system, consisting of both the media professionals and the media environment where 
they operate. When people can discuss openly and possess all necessary information, they form 
public opinion. Public opinion is a critical force in governance. Respectful open 
communication should be encouraged by concerned parties to minimize frictions between 
politically divided communities that are disastrous to the developments of island communities.  
 

7.4 Importance of Right to Information (RTI) 
The citizen participation is a fundamental aspect of a democracy. Citizens cannot participate in 
the governance of a democratic State without access to information. The constitution provides 
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freedom of thought and speech, within the tenets of Islam, to its citizens. Thought and speech 
must be based on valid information, thus the right to access valid information is vital to uphold 
the constitutional right of thought and speech. 
 
Accessing RTI by the citizens are closely dependent on the transparent processes and actions 
of the service provider. There is no commonly agreed definition of transparency, but there is a 
general consensus that it relates to the right to know and public access to information. In a 
broad sense, transparency is about: how much access to internally-held information citizens are 
entitled to; the scope, accuracy and timeliness of this information; and what citizens (as 
"outsiders") can do if "insiders" are not sufficiently forthcoming in providing such access. 
Excessive secrecy can undermine the quality of public decision-making and prevent citizens 
from checking the abuses of public power which can negatively impact the governance system 
and lose confidence in the government. This is why laws and regulations are implemented to 
protect the rights of the society. 
  

 7.5 Right to Information (RTI) in the Maldives 
The President of Maldives, H.E. Abdulla Yameen Abdul Gayoom signed the Right to 
Information Act of Maldives on 11th January 2014 and endorsed the ratification of the Act. 
Under the Act, information requests are to be answered in 21 days, or 48 hours if the 
information is relevant to an individual’s liberty or protection of a person’s life. The Act also 
provides protection to whistleblowers publishing information regarding corruption or breach 
of the law. 
 

7.6 Linkage of RTI with Good Governance and Social Accountability  
 
Activity 
Discuss and share how the RTI Act can be used to exact information and demand accountability 
of government officials based on the scenario given below. 
 
Scenario  
There is an on-going project at your local school to build new classrooms. You, as 
representatives of the local community want to ensure the materials being used during the 
construction phase are of good quality and adequate cost.  How will you approach to get the 
information required for this assessment? 
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8. Introduction to Social Audit 
 
The social audit is an accountability mechanism where citizens organize and mobilize to 
evaluate or audit government’s performance, processes and policy decisions. In principle the 
concept of social audit advocates that when the actions of government/public officials are 
watched and monitored, they feel greater pressure to respond to their constituents’ demands 
and have fewer opportunity to abuse their power. Social audit can be defined as an approach 
and process to build accountability and transparency in the use and management of public 
resources. It relies on engagement from citizens and/or Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) to 
directly and/or indirectly demand accountability and transparency in the public policy and 
budget cycles. Some of its uses are given below; 

• It is an accountability mechanism to evaluate government performance, processes & 
policies 

• It includes building accountability and transparency in the use and management of 
public resources 

• It relies on engagement from citizens and/or Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) to 
demand accountability and transparency in the public policy and budget cycles 

• It is participatory, and can be an anti-corruption and efficiency enhancing mechanism. 
The concept of the social audit is simple: collect information about public services from the 
intended beneficiaries and from service providers, and use this as a basis for involving the 
public and service providers in making changes to improve the services. Application of such a 
method would help mitigate corruption and ensure confidence in the government 
performances, process and policies. The scope of social audit activities is very broad, hence for 
the purpose of this program only limited information is presented in this tool kit. 
 

8.1 Principles of Social Audit 
• Multi-Perspective/Poly-vocal:  Aims to reflect the views (voices) of all those people 

(stakeholders) involved with or affected by the organization/department/ programme. 
• Comprehensive: Aims to (eventually) report on all aspects of the organization’s work, 

process and performance. 
• Participatory: Encourages participation of stakeholders and sharing of their values. 
• Multidirectional: Stakeholders share and give feedback on multiple aspects. 
• Regular: Aims to produce social accounts on a regular basis so that the concept and the 

practice become embedded in the culture of the organization covering all the activities. 
• Comparative: Provides a means whereby the organization can compare its own 

performance each year and against appropriate external norms or benchmarks; and 
provide for comparisons to be made between organizations doing similar work and 
reporting in similar fashion. 

• Verified: Ensures that the social accounts are audited by a suitably experienced person 
or agency with no vested interest in the organization. 

• Disclosed: Ensures that the audited accounts are disclosed to stakeholders and the wider 
community in the interests of accountability and transparency. 
 

8.2 Benefits of Social Audit 
• Keep the community informed about government policies and actions and in 

articulating citizens’ demands and needs that might not be otherwise transmitted 
through more regular channels 

• Inform the government about the potential impact and consequences of public policies 
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• Verifying consistency between plans/programs/policies and actual results can lead to 
improvement 

• Can also play a critical role as an anticorruption tool 
• Effects of social audit in democratic governance 
 

8.3 Successful Initiatives 
 
Project title: Good Governance Practices for the Dominican Republic: encouraging changes 

in the culture of citizen participation and government management towards fairer, more 

equitable and participative fiscal policies. 

Project date: 1st August 2013 to 31st August 2016 

Objectives: 

Organized citizens are able to obtain easy-to-understand information about use of resources in 

the national budget and to use this information to support the improved performance of the 

public administration.   

1. CSOs and citizen movements contribute concrete proposals to the development, 

implementation and evaluation of public policies, programs and projects.  

2. The organizations, civil society movements and State institutions increase their capacity for 

democratic dialogue and implement collaborative actions aimed at improving performance and 

quality of public spending.   

Expected Outcomes: 

Transparency:  People are able to get more information about government activities and are 

able to use this information effectively 

Representation and Voice: People have a mechanism and/or policies through which they can 

voice their concerns to the government and influence policy 

Accountability: Governments are more accountable to beneficiaries in delivery of services and 

in management and use of public resources 

Learning for improved Results: GPSA beneficiaries have greater knowledge and practice of 

social accountability, and civil society organizations have greater capacity to implement social 

accountability initiatives 

Funded by: World Bank 
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9. Conducting a Social Audit 
 
Explained below are the major steps to conducting a social audit. 
 

9.1 Initiating    

9.1.1 Define a Clear Objective 

Social audit objectives vary greatly, for example, they can be the quality of health services, the 
use of targeted public resources, teachers’ attendance rates at school, the quality and 
completion of a government project, or the compliance with legal regulations. What is 
important is that citizens have a clear idea of what they are monitoring, its relevance, and who 
within the government is responsible for the service, action, program or decision they are 
monitoring.  Having a clear objective is essential for defining good indicators of government 
performance and generating adequate information that serves both to inform the community 
and to provide feedback for public authorities about specific government actions or programs. 
   
9.1.2 Define What to Audit 

One of the first steps to designing and implementing social audit activities is to determine what 
will be the subject of the social audit exercise, and/or determine the entry point.  The subject 
and/or entry point may be of a specific or general nature and may be identified at a local, 
provincial or national level.  For example:   

• Policies/Laws/Programs/Plans, such as investment and/or development projects, annual 
operative plans, access to information, procurement processes and compliance with 
regulations.   

• Specific policy/program topics that are the basis for human development, such as 
health, education, housing and human rights. 

• Public Services is another potential area with a number of possibilities, such as property 
registration and taxes, public transportation, trash and recycling services, water and 
sanitation services, courts and judicial services.  

• Infrastructure and public works, such as street electrification projects, pavement of 
streets, and construction of drainage systems. 
           

9.1.3 Establish Person/Organization Responsible for the Social Audit 

Once the entry point has been determined, then the stakeholders should be identified.  That is, 
who are going to be the main players involved in the process, including the beneficiaries, 
government offices and officials, technical advisor and leading social audit group, commission 
or committee. It is here where the formation and promotion of collaborative relationships 
between civil society and government, and among CSOs is crucial. 
   
9.1.4 Secure Funding 

The funds to carry out the planning and audit process should be obtained through a donor 
agency, international organizations or the State, as long as there is no conflict of interest. 
Similarly, the ACC is also initiating this social audit pilot program with the funding from 
UNDP. Hence, obtaining funding is necessary in the initiation phase.   
 

9.2 Planning  
Once the subject of social audit /entry point has been selected, the stakeholders should move 
to designing the strategy and/or action plan to implement the exercise.  In this part of the 
process, answering how would the exercise be conducted and implemented is a key element. 
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This plan stage should guide the entire process and at minimum should describe objectives, 
activities, time framework, responsible entities and/or people, and funding requirements. It 
would be important at this stage not only to have a realistic budget, but also an analysis of 
funding and potential gaps and sources to fill those gaps.  This is also the stage where CSOs 
would want to engage donors and other international and national sources of funding. The 
sequence of steps to implement the social audit process needs to be well articulated and linked 
to availability of resources.   
  
9.2.1 Selecting Strategy/Methodology/Approach/Tools 

 At this stage consensus should be formed around a methodology and approach, including 
means to collect data, and pre-feasibility assessments. Thought should also be given at this 
stage to the beneficiary community to clearly identify their needs and manage their 
expectations.  Also, deciding who specifically (an ad hoc team, a NGO, a Social Audit 
Committee and/or Commission) will actually be conducting the exercise is another important 
element of this stage in the process.  
     
9.2.2 Identifying Stakeholders, Recognizing Viable Entry Points, and Drafting of an Action Plan 

Once a common objective has been identified and understood, an action plan needs to be 
drafted explaining how the monitoring of government performance will take place.  This 
includes, how will the different activities be coordinated, who will be responsible for what; 
what kind of information needs to be collected; what government agency needs to be 
approached; and the timeframe for completing the activity.    
  
9.2.3 Understanding Government Decision Making Process 

As well as the substantive issues involved in the public policies that are being audited. The 
more complex the subject matter being analyzed and evaluated, the more technical 
sophistication is required on the part of social auditing groups.   Without this understanding 
and technical capacity, citizens can make unrealistic evaluations about government 
performance, can overload the government with unsupported and non-viable requests, and can 
lose credibility, thus risking generating greater frustration and distrust about the government. 
 

9.3 Implementing  

9.3.1 Perform Audit 

The plan for the audit process will be implemented and the audit will be performed by the 
selected person or organization that best guarantees technical expertise and objectivity 
throughout the process. 
   
9.3.2 Collection and Analysis of Information 

Producing relevant information and building credible evidence that will serve to hold public 
officials accountable, is a critical aspect of social audit.  There are a number of tools that can 
be selected to collect and analyze data for social audit.  Nonetheless, generally all aim at 
obtaining “supply-side” data/information (from government and service providers) and 
“demand-side” data/information (from users of government services, communities and 
citizens).  On the one hand, social auditors must have accessibility to information from 
government officials and institutions, and on the other hand, the capacity to obtain and 
effectively analyze and present the information. When information about particular 
government policies or activities does not exist, social audits need to develop creative ways to 
generate useful information, such as surveys, report cards, or even less sophisticated 
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information sources such as using cameras to photograph the humiliating conditions of public 
hospital rooms in Mexico or rulers to measure the width of cement applied to local roads in the 
Dominican Republic. 
    
Often information provided by the government may not always be up to date, and/or it comes 
in an aggregated and/or unfriendly format. For social audit to be successful, this may involve 
working with trained specialists in such areas as budget, surveys, and access to information, 
who can help to unbundle financial information and collect and analyze data using techniques 
that will guarantee credibility and objectivity. Often at this stage, and with proper training, 
stakeholders can get involved in the collection of data and in testing systems and services.  In 
any case, the goal is to produce meaningful findings that can be understood by all stakeholders 
and used to shine a light on a policy/program/service/issue and provide appropriate 
recommendations. Similarly, evidence shows that any methodological approach that is 
developed to conduct a social audit must be easily understood by other stakeholders.   
  
9.3.3 Disseminating Findings and Information  

Bringing information and findings into the public sphere and generating public debate around 
them are a key element of most social audit initiatives. The information, analysis and findings 
produced in a social audit exercise can be key evidence to raise awareness, improve public 
sector initiatives and/or build support for reform.  Reporting and dissemination of results and 
findings, has to be done in the most constructive way.  Definition of a viable communication 
plan to disseminate the results of the activity, generate broader social support, increase 
awareness about a particular issue that triggered the social audit and advocate for reform. 
 
The communication plan needs to consider who the appropriate audience is, what is the most 
appropriate medium of communication, how will the messages be delivered, and who will take 
responsibility for responding to government and/or citizens’ concerns. Effective 
communication strategies and mechanisms are, therefore, essential aspects at this stage.   These 
may include the organization of press conferences, public meetings and events as well the 
strategic use of both modern and traditional forms of media.  
 
Transmitting relevant information to government officials who are in a position to act on it 
(and, ideally, Participation, Procurement, and Municipal Ordinances) to facilitate social audit, 
and/or providing training on these laws to a variety of audiences, such as national public 
officials and bureaucrats, mayors, governors, mayors, NGOs and CSOs, and the media to name 
just a few.  Clearly having a grasp of the enforcement boundaries and elasticity of these laws, 
can create spaces for social audit processes to obtain and get better access to public information, 
recognition of citizen committees, guidelines for greater citizen participation.  
   
At this stage it is also important to address the concern of sustainability in order to create long-
term results.  Thus plans should be made to ensure sustainability of the social audit process, 
beyond the duration of the specific exercise being planned.  In addition, it is important at this 
stage also to think on ways to leverage additional resources in order to institutionalize the 
process. Social auditing, like any other social initiative, requires financial resources to train 
and guide participants, conduct particular actions, communicate and disseminate its results, 
and advocate for change. Therefore, if ultimately, the social audit exercise can demonstrate that 
it has improved key aspects of public sector management of resources, government efficiency, 
and democratic citizenship, it may provide sufficient evidence to justify additional funding, 
even from the public sector. 
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9.4. Closing 
In the closing phase of a project, the following processes of social audit should be carried out 
for the successful implementation of the outcomes.  

9.4.1 Follow‐Up 

The interaction between government and citizens ultimately promotes interacting directly with 
those decision-makers on an on-going basis) is also an essential aspect of social audit.  
Moreover, the reporting and dissemination process must be thought as a dialogue, to establish 
cooperative partnerships (either informal or formal) between government authorities and 
citizen groups performing social auditing. Out of this dialogue process, political will for 
change, action and follow-up if not already present, can begin to develop and/or strengthen.  
 
As mentioned earlier, social audit initiatives are not ends but means to improve democratic 
governance, policy performance and impact.  Therefore, the reporting and dissemination of the 
analysis and findings are only the beginning of a process and should not only inform citizens 
about the status of their rights and the impact of policies on them, but also engage their interests 
and mobilize them to build coalitions and partnerships with different stakeholders (like 
bureaucrats, media, legislatures, the business sector).   
  
9.4.2 Considering Institutionalization and Sustainability 

The mechanisms that bring social audit into completion include basic processes such as how 
to channel participation and engage policy-makers, to more specialized steps such as a 
technical mapping of the subject of the social audit exercise. There are often additional 
technical needs such as understanding pertinent laws. 
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10. Social Audit Pilot Study 
 
The practical part of this social audit is to assess and evaluate the project Civil Works for Eco-
Tourism Facilities development in Fuvahmulah. The employer for this project is Ministry of 
Employment and Energy, Maldives. This project is carried out under the Climate Change 
Adaptation (CCAP) funded by the World Bank. The total budgeted amount for the project is 
equivalent to MVR. 8,883,633.97. The project has been contracted to a private company named 
‘A Man Maldives Pvt. Ltd’ on 11th July 2017. The project completion date is given as eight 
months from the date of contract.    
 
An overview of this project is given below. Further explanations are given in the presentations. 
 

10.1 Objective  
The Project Development Objective (PDO) is to contribute to improved monitoring and 
management of environmental risks to fragile coral reefs and other wetland habitats.  
 

10.2 Beneficiaries and Description 
The project beneficiaries are the local communities and the council. 
 
The project descriptions include;  

1. Establish a protected wetland management system 
2. Support the development of ecotourism and other sustainable activities 
3. Establish a model for management of the Protected Wetland Area 
4. Project time line (refer annex) 

 

10.3 Components and Activities selected for Social Audit 
Following are the survey questionnaires and interviews used to undertake the social audit.  

1. NGO Training for Social Accountability and Social Audit 
2. Community-led Social Audit Pilot Survey  
3. Focus group interview for City Council  
4. Focus group interview for Protected Area Management Unit (PAMU) 
5. Project site survey  
6. Public Officials Awareness Program 
7. Community Awareness Program 
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12.  Annex 1: Project Time Line  
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13. Annex 2: Focus group interview for Protected Area Management Unit (PAMU) 

   2017ނވޮމެބްރަ  –އމްުލއަްޏ.ފވުަ ކމޮއިނުޓިީ ލޑެް ސޝޯލަް އޑޮިޓް،
މޭން އަ  ންޑް އެނރަޖީ އިން ޓުއރަިޒަމް ފެސިލޓިީސް ޤާއމިްކުރުމަށް މިނިސްޓރްީ އފޮް އެންވަޔަރމަންޓް އެ-ކގުއަި އިކޯވައމްުލަމި ސުވާލު ކރަުދާހަކީ ފު 

އޭރިއާ މެނޭޖމްނެްޓް ޔނުިޓާ ޕްރައިވެޓް ލމިިޓެޑް އާއި ހަވލާުކޮށްގެން ހނިްގާ މަޝްރޫޢށަް ސޯޝަލް އޮޑޓިއެް ހނިގްުމަށްޓަކއަި ޕރްޮޓެކްޓެޑްމޯލްޑވިްސް 
.ޔޫ އިން .އޭ.އމެް . މި ސުވާލު ކަރުދާހުގެ މަޤްސަދކަީ ޕީ ) ކުރމުށަް އެކުލވަަލާފައިވާ ސުވާލު ކަރުދހާެކެވެ .ޔޫ .އމެް މަސައްކތަް ކުރިޔަށް ގެންދާ ގޮތް (ޕީ.އޭ

.   ދެނެގތަުމވެެ
ކނޮޓްރްކެްޓްގެ
 ސެކްޝނަް#

  ސވުާލގުެ މޤަސްދަު ސވުލާު   

  މޢަުލމޫތާު ލބޭަރނުްނގާޅުޭމަސއަްކތަް ކރުާ
/ބދިޭސީލބޭަރުންގެމަޝރްޫޢުގެ މަސއަްކތަް ކުރާ   1 1.1.2 ދިވެހި

 ނިސްބތަަކީ ކޮބާތޯ؟
  

/  އިޤްތިޞާދީގޮތުން ރަށުގެ ރައްޔިތނުް ބައވިެރުކުރވުާ
ތޯމަޝރްޫޢު ކުރިއަށްދާއިރު ރައޔްިތުންނަށް އމާްދަނީ ލބިޭ

  ބެލނުް 
މަޝރްޫޢުގައި މަސއަްކތަްކރުާ މީހނުްނަށް އެއްވެސް ކހަަލަ  1.1.22

ތޯ؟އވްާބާތމަްރނީތުަކެއް ނުވތަަ ހޭލނުްތރެިކުރމުުގެ ސެޝަނތްަކެއް 
މަޝރްޫޢު ހިނގަމުނދްަނީ ޙމިޔާތަްކުރވެިފައވިާ

ނޖްެހޭސރަަހައްދަކށަް ވުމއާއިެކު މަސއަްކަތްކރުުމުގއަި  ބަލަ 
/އނަްގާދީފއަިވޭތޯ ބެލުން ކނަްތއަްތައް    އެނގފިައިވތޭޯ

ންގެ ދިރިއުޅުންމަޝރްޫޢުގައި މަސައްކތަްކުރާ ބިދޭސީ  3 1.1.2
  ހމަަޖެހފިައިވަނީ ކނޮްތނަެއްގއަތިޯ؟

ލޭބރަުންގެ ހުރމުުގެ ކނަްކަން ހަމަޖހެިފައިވަނީ
/ރނަގަޅު ފނެްވަރުގައި/ ރައްޔިތުންނށަް ރއަްކތާރެި

  އނުދަގޫނުވާނެ ގޮތށަްތޯ ބެލުން 
ލބޭަރުންގެ ކޯޑް އޮފް ކޮންޑަކްޓއްެއް ހެދިފައިވޭތޯ؟ އޭގައި  4 1.1.2

  ؟ އް ލޭބަރުންނށަް އަންގދާެވިފައިވާނެތޯހމިެނިފައިވާ ބައިތަ 
ލޭބރަުންގެ ފަރާތުން ރައްޔިތުނންަށް އުނދަގޫވާ ފަދަ

 .   ޢމަަލުތައް ނހުިންގމުަށް ބާރުއެޅފިައވިޭތޯ ބެލނުް
ތުގައި މަސއަްކތަްކުރަންބިދޭސީންގެ ގޮމި މަޝްރޢޫަށް  5 1.1.2

އިވާގެނެވިފައިވާ މީހނުންަކީ ޤަވައިދނުް ވރަކް ޕރަމިޓް ލބިިފަ 
  ؟ބއައެްކނަް ޔޤަީން ކުރވެިފއަވިތޭޯ

ލޭބރަނުް ގެނވެިފައިވަނ ޤާނނޫާ ޤަވާއިދާ އެއްގޮތަށްތޯ 
  ބެލނުް 

  ސަލމާތަީ ކނަތްއަތްައް ބލެހެއެްޓނުް
ފައިވާގައި ސަލާމަތީ ގޮތނުް އޅަާމަސައްކތަްކުރާ ތަނު މަޝރްޫޢުގެ  6 1.1.2

ތައްއިންޒާރުގެ ސައނިބްޯޑް ފިޔަވަޅތުަކަކީ ކބޮައިތޯ؟ މައިގނަޑު 
  ހރުީ ޢނާްމުންނަށް ފެންނަގޮތަށް ބަހށަްޓފާތަޯ؟

ނގްެމަސއަްކަތް ކުރުމގުައި ސަލާމަތީ ފޔިަވަޅތުައް ރައްޔިތު
  ން ވޭތޯ ބެލު ސަލމާަތާ ރއަްކާތެރިކމަަށް ވިސންައި އޅެިފައި 

؟ އަޑުގަދަ މެޝނިރަީ ބޭނުންކރުަންޖެހތޭޯމަސއަްކތަްކުރާއިރު   7  1.1.4
  ؟ތަކެއގްައިތޯ ވަގުތު  ކޮން ބނޭނުްކުރނަީ 

/ނިދާ ( ނަމާދު ރއަްޔިތނުްނަށް އުނދަގވޫާ ގޮތަށް
)އަޑގުަދަ މެޝިނަރީޒް ބޭނުންކރުޭތޯ ބެލު   ން ވަގުތތުަކގުއަި

  މަސއަްކތަްކރުނުް ތިމވާށެޓްށަް ގއެލްނުް ނވުނާހެނެް
ޓަށްމަސއަްކތަްކުރާ ސއަިޓް ކނޮމުުގައި ކުޅިއަށާއި ތަނުގެ ވށެް  8 1.1.6

ވަނީ ގއެްލުން ނުވާނެ ގޮތަށް މަސައްކތަް ބައޓްނަްކުރވެިފއަި
  ކހިނިތެްތޯ؟

ނެހނެްމަޝރްޫޢު ޕްލނޭްކުރމުުގައި ތިމާވށެްޓަށް ގެއްލނުްނވުާ
  ކށަވަަރުކުރުން މަސއަްކތަްކުރުމަށް ރވޭިފއަިވާ ގޮތް 

ންބމިުގެ ފނެް ފަށަލަ އަދި ކުޅީގެ ފެން ތޣަައްޔަރު ނވުނާެހެ  9 1.1.7
  ކތަްކުރުމަށް ކނަޑއަޅަފާައިވާ ގޮތްތަކަކީ ކބޮތާޯ؟މަސއަް

ތޯފނެް ތަޣައައްޔަރު ނުވާނެގޮތަށް މަސއަްކތަް ރވޭިފައިވޭ
  ބެލނުް 

ވަހަށްދުވަހުން ދު މަސއަްކތަްކުރަމުނދްއާިރު އުފެދޭ ކނުި 10 1.1.7
  ނތަތްާލުމުގެ މަސއަްކަތްތއަް ރވޭިފައިވނަީ ކހިިނެތތްޯ؟  

  ކނުި ނަތތްާލމުުގެ ކނަްކނަް ރޭވިފައިވާގޮތް ބެލުން 
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މަޝރްޫޢުގެ ބޭނމުށަް ރުއްގަސް ކނަޑފާައިވާނެތޯ؟ ކނަޑާ 11 1.1.9
  ސތްަކުގެ މަޢުލމޫާތު ބަލހަައްޓަނީ ކިހނިެތްތޯ؟ރއުްގަ 

/ގަސް ކނަޑަންޖެހޭ ނަމަ މަސއަްކަތް ކުރަމުންދާއިރު  ރުއް
  އތެަކެއްޗާމެދު ޢމަަލު ކުރގާޮތް ދެނެގތަުން 

ސްމަޝރްޫޢުގެ ބޭނމުށަް ގަސްތައް ކަނޑާލމުގުެ ކުރީގއަި އެއްވެ 12 1.1.9
އަދި ދާރއާަކނުް ހުއްދަ ހދޯމަުގައި ޢމަަލުކުރނަީ ކހިިނެތތްޯ؟އި

ކޅުި ސަރޙަައްދގުައިވާ މީހުންގެ ހއުދްަ ހދޯފާައިވާނެތޯ؟
  /ރުކަށް ބަދަލދުތޭޯ؟ގަސް

ގަތނުް ގަސްތައް ކނެޑުމުގެ ކުރިން ޢަމލަުކޮށފްައވިާގޮތް ދެނެ 

  އމިާރތާކްރުމުށަް ފނެވްަރު ރނަގޅަު ތަކތެި ބޭނނުކްރުނުް 
ކަށްވަކވިަކނިް އެވަގތުަގެންނނަީމަޝރްޫޢަށް ބޭނުނވްާ ތަކތެި 13 1.1.5

  ބނޭުންވާ ވަރަށްތޯ؟ ނުވަތަ ގނަޑުކށޮތްޯ؟
  ކުޑަކރުުމަށް ކުރެވޭ މަސައްކތަތްައް ދެނެގަތުން ޚަރދަު 

މަޝރްޫޢުގެ ކނޮްސްޓްރަކްޝނަް މަސއަްކތަްކުރުމަށް 14 1.1.5
ކެތިތޯ؟ބނޭނުްކޮށްފައިވަނީ ދެމެހެއްޓެނިވި ބވާަތުގެ ލަކުޑިފދަަ ތަ 

  ޓޮކްސިކް ދަވދާާއި ކުލަ ފދަަ ތަކތެތިޯ؟-އަދި ނޮން

ޑތިޯލޓިީގެ ލަކު ޢމިާރތާްކުރުމގުައި ބނޭނުްކުރަނީ ރަނގަޅު ކޮ
  ބެލނުް 

އެފިޝިއނަްޓް މެޝިނަރީމި މަސައްކަތުގައި އނެަރޖީ 15 1.1.5
  ބނޭނުްކުރޭތޯ؟ 

ތމިާވއެްޓަށް ގއެްލުން ނުވފާަދަ ގޮތަށް މަސައްކތަް
  ކރުމަުނދްޭތޯ ބެލުން 

ބނޭނުްކުރަނީ ރަނގޅަު ކޮލިޓގީެއމިާރާތްކރުުމުގައި   ؟އމިާރާތްކރުުމށަް ބނޭނުްކުރަނީ ކޮންކހަަލަ ސިމެންތިއެއތްޯ 16 1.1.7
  ސމިނެްތިތޯ ބެލުން 

  ތައް ނނިްމނުް މަޝްރޢޫގުެ ޓައމިްލއަނިާ އއެގްތޮަށް މަސއަްކތަް 
ލައިނާމަޝރްޫޢުގެ މަސައްކތަްކުރިޔަށްދަނީ ކނަޑައޅެިފައިވާ ޓއަމިް 17  1.1.10

  އެއްގޮތަށތްޯ؟
މަޝރްޫޢުގެ މަސއަްކތަް ޓައިމްލައނިާ އެއްގޮތަށް

  ބެލުން  ނނިްމަމުނދްޭތޯ
ޔަށް ނުދާރިޓއަމިްލއަިނާ އެއްގޮތށަް ކުރިޔަށް ނުދނާމަަ، އެގޮތަށް ކު 18 1.1.10

އިވަނީސބަބަަކީ ކޮބއަިތޯ؟ މިކނަްތައތްައް ޙއަްލުކުރމުަށް ރވޭިފަ 
 ކހިނިތެްތޯ؟

ބބަުންޓއަމިްލއަނިާ އއެްގޮތަށް މަސައްކަތްކރުޔިށަް ނުދިއުމުގެ ސަ
/ޢނާމްނުްނަށް/ އްލމުެއްދައުލތަަށް އެއްވެސް ކަހަލަ ގެޕރްޖޮެކްޓށަް

  ލބިޭތޯ؟

މަސއަްކަތްތައް ވަގުތަށް ނުނިންމނޭަމަ އޭގެ ސަބަބތުއަް 
ދެނެގތަުން އަދި އޭގެ ސަބަބުން ލބިޭ ގެއްލުނތްައް

  ދެނެގތަުން 

  އެހނެހިނެް 
ރީސާކުރމަުންދާ ސރަަޙައްދުން އެއްވެސް ބާވަތެއގްެ އާ އމިާރތާް 19 1.1.10

އިވނާަމަފެނފިަ އެއްޗެއް ފނެފިައިވތޭޯ؟ ގޮތުގައި ބެލެވޭއެއްޗެއްގެ 
  އއެާމެދު ޢމަަލުކުރީ ކިހިނތެތްޯ؟

ސރަަހައްދުގެ ބިންކނޮމުުގެ ތެރޭގައި އާސާރި ތަކތެި
  ފނެފިައިވާނަމަ ޢމަަލުކުރިގތޮް ދެނެގަތުން 

: މި ފޯމުގައިވާ މޢަު .ސައިޓް އޮބްޒަރވޭޝަންގައި ޔަޤނީް ލޫމާތުނޯޓް  ކުރަން ވާނެއވެެ
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14. Annex 3: Focus Group Interview for City Council 

   2017 ނވޮމެބްރަ–އމްލުއަްޏ.ފވުަ ކމޮިއނުޓިީ ލޑެް ސޝޯލަް އޑޮޓިް،
މލޯޑްިވސްް ނރަޖީ އނިް އަ މނޭް ޓއުރަިޒމަް ފސެލިިޓސީް ޤާއމިކްރުމުަށް މނިސިޓްރްީ އޮފް އނެްވޔަރަމނަޓްް އނެޑްް އެ -މި ސުވާލު ކރަުދހާކަީ ފވުައމްުލކަގުއަި އިކޯ

ހެކެވެ. މި ސވުލާު ކރަުދހާގުެ ޕރްައިވޓެް ލމިޓިޑެް އއާި ޙވަާލުކށޮގްނެް ހނިގްާ މަޝރްޢޫަށް ސޝޯލަް އޑޮޓިެއް ހނިްގމުަށޓްކައަި އކެލުވަަލފާައވިާ ސުވލާު ކރަުދާ
  ތްތއަް ދނެެގަތމުެވެ.މަޤސްދަަކީ މޝަރްޢޫު ހިނގމަނުދްާގތޮް މނޮިޓރަކރުމުަށް ސިޓީ ކއަނުސްލިގްެ ފރަާތނުް ކރުމަދުާ މސަައކްަ

  ސުވލާކުރުާ ފރަތާގުެ ޚާއޞްަ ސމަލާކުމަަށ؛ް
  . މި ސުވލާުކރަދުސާް ފރުހިަމކަރުުމށަް އނިޓްރަވއިު ކރުނާީ އސޭސީީގެ އފޮޝިލަނ2ްު. މިއީ ސމެީ ސޓްރަކަްޗރަޑް ސުވލާކުރަުދހާއެް  1
  . ޖަވބާުލބިޭގތޮކަނުް ސވުާލތުަކަށް ބަދލަުގނެވެދިާނެ.3

  މޤަސްދަުސވުލާގުެ  ސވުލާު
 ؟މޝަރްޢޫު މނޮިޓރަ ކރުުމގުައި ކއަނުްސލިގްެ ދައރުަކީ ކބޮާ.1

  ޒނިމްާ؟/  މސަްއލޫިއޔްަތ؟ު
  ފރޯުކޮށދްޭ އހެީތރެކިަން ؟ ކނޮް ކަނތްައތްަކއެް؟ ކާކށަް؟

ޢޫތައް ސިޓީ ކައނުްސލިްގެ ޤނާޫނގުައިވާ ގޮތނުް ރަށގުައި ހިނގާ މޝަރްޫ
ުން މި ބލަަނޖްހެތޭީ ސިޓީ ކއަުނސްލިހނިގާ ނހުިގާ ގޮތް (މނޮޓިރަކޮށް) 

  މޝަރްޫޢާ މދެު ކަނކްރުާ ގޮތް ދެނގެަތނުް
މަަ އގެޮތަކީމި ކަނކްރުުމށަް ކއަުނސްލިްއނިް ޕްލނޭކްޮށފްައިވާ ގތޮެއވްާނ.2

  ކބޮާ؟
  މޝަރްުޢުއާގޅުޭގތޮުން ކއަނުްސލިއްނިް ޕލްނޭް ކށޮްފައިވގާޮތް /

  ކނަްތައްތއަް ދނެެގތަުން
  މނޮޓިރަ ކރުމުުގއަި ޒނިމްާދރާުވާ ފރަާތް ދނެެގަތނުް ؟ޙވަލާކުރުެވފިައިވނަީ ކނޮްފރަާތަކށަްޒނިްމާ  މި.3
ވާމނޮޓިރަ ކރުމުަށް ޓައމިލްއަނިެއް ގނެްގޅުޭތޯ؟  ހމަޖަހެިފއަި.4

  ؟ޓައމިލްައނިްސް ތަކަކީ ކބޮާ
  މނޮޓިރަ ކރުާ ޓއަމިލްައނިސްް ދނެެގަތނުް

ްފރަތާެއްގެ ބައިވރެިވނުމޝަރްޢޫު ހިނގްާ ފރަތާް ނނޫް އހެނެް.5
  ؟މނޮޓިރަނިްގ ގަ އޮނންާނތެަ

ރެވިނުް ރައޔްތިުނގްެ ބައވިރެިވނުް އތޮް މނިްވރަު ދނެގެަތނުް /  ބއަިވ
  އނޮންަ ނަމަ އެއީ ކނޮްފރަތާެއކްނަް ދެނގެަތނުް

؟ބއަިވރެިވނުް އޮނންނަމަަ އއެީ ކނޮފްަރތާްތކަެއް.6

؟ޙިއސްާކރުވެމެުނދްޭތަމޝަރްޢޫުގެ މަޢލުޫމތާު ރައޔްިތނުންާ.7

  ؟އްކނޮް މޢަުލމޫާތތުަކެ /  ޙއިސްާކރުެވނޭމަަ އއެީ ކނޮްގޮތކަަށް
ނވްރަު މޝަރްޫޢޫ ހިނގަމނުްދގާޮތް ރއަޔްިތނުންާ ޙއިސްާކރުާ /ނުކރުާ މި
ް ބޯޑު، ދނެގެަތނުް / މަޢލުމޫތާު ޙިއސްާކރުެވގޭޮތް ދނެެގތަނުް ( ނޓޯސި

...) /  ޙއިސްާކރުވެނެީ ކނޮކް ނަް ހަަލަ މަޢލުޫމތާެއްކބއަްދލަުވނުް
ޭގެކއަނުްސލިނުް ރއަޔްިތނުންާ މަޢލުޫމތާު ޙިއސްާ ނުކރުާނމަަ އެ.8  ދނެގެަތނުް( ނމިިފއަިވާ ހސިބާު، ލސަްވނާަމަ އޭގެ ސބަބަަު..)

  ސބަބަަކީ ކބޮ؟ާ 

ސލިނުްމޝަރްޢޫު ނމިުމށަްފހަު ކައނުސްިލއްާ ހަވލާުކރުއާރިު ކއަަުން.9
ަކެއް ވޒަނަްކރުުމުގައި ވސިންފާައވިާ ކަނތްައތްމޝަރްޢޫުގެ ނަތޖީާ 

   އބެހަރުތިޯ؟ އއެީ ކނޮް ކނަތްްައތްަކެއތްޯ؟

  މޝަރްޫޢުގެ ނތަީޖއާާމދެު ކއަުނސްލިްގެ ވސިްނނުް ދނެެގތަުން

/  މައސްލަަތކަަކ.10 ީ ކބޮ؟ާމޝަރްޢޫުއާ ގުޅިގނެް ދމިާވާ ގނޮޖްހެނުްތއަް
  އެކނަް ހައލްުކރުނަީ ކހިނިެން؟ 

/ މައސްލަަތއަް ހައލްުކުމޝަރްޫޢނިް ރމުގުައި ފހާަގަކރުެވޭ ކނަްތއަްތއަް
  ްކމަާގޅުޭ އދިރާތާަކާ / ރައޔްތިުނންާ ޙިއސްކާރުާގތޮް ދނެެގތަުނ

   ފރަތާތްކަށަް އސޭސީގީެ ނމަގުއަި ޝކުރުު އދަކާރުށާވެެ. ޖވަބާދުއެވްި ސުވލާު ކރަދުހާށަް ޖަވބާު ނގަނާމިމުނުް
:    9687722ފނޯް: ، ޕރްިވނެޝްނަް އނެޑްް ރސިރަޗް ޔނުޓިް ދރިސާގާެ މޢަލުމާާތު ސފާުކރުމުށަް
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15. Annex 4: Site Observation Check List 

   2017ނޮވމެބްރަ  –އމްުލއަް ޏ.ފވުަ ކމޮއިނުޓިީ ލޑެް ސޝޯަލް އޑޮޓިް،
  ސއަިޓް އބޮްޒވަޭޝނަް ޗެކލްިސޓްް 

ންޑް އނެަރޖީ އިން އަ މޭންޤާއިމްކރުމުށަް މނިިސްޓްރީ އފޮް އެންވަޔަރމނަްޓް އެ ޓއުރަިޒމަް ފެސިލޓިީސް -މި ޗެކލްިސްޓަކީ ފވުައްމުލަކުގައި އިކޯ
ރޫޢުގެ މަސއަްކަތް ކރުިއަށްދާމޯލޑްވިްސް ޕްރައިވެޓް ލމިޓިެޑް އއާި ޙަވާލުކށޮގްެން ހިންގާ މަޝްރޫޢށަް ސޝޯަލް އޮޑިޓެއް ހިންގމުަށްޓކަައި މި މަޝް 

 މި މަޝްރޢޫގުެ މަސައްކަތްތައްއި ތައޔްރާުކުރެވިފައިވާ ޗެކްލިސްޓެކވެެ. މި ޗެކްލިސްޓގްެ މަޤްސދަަކީތަނުގއަި ކަނތްައްތއަް ހރުި ގޮތް ބެލމުށަްޓަކަ
.   ޕްރޖޮެކޓްްގެ ޓައިމްލައނިްއާ އެއްގޮތަށް ކުރިއަށދްޭތޯ ބަލމުވެެ

  ޗެކލްސިްޓް ފުރހިމަަކރުނާގެތޮް 
އޮފިޝަލުން ހިމެނޭގޮތށަް  ގެ ފައިވާ އެނިއުމރަޭޓރަސް އަދި އޭ.ސީ.ސީމި ޗެކލްިސްޓް ފުރހިމަަކުރާނީ ސޯޝަލް އޮޑޓިް ހިންގުމަށް ތމަްރީނުކުރވެި

.   އެކުލވަަލފާއަިވާ ޓީމއެް މަސައްކތަްކުރއިަށދްާ ތަނަށް ޒޔިާރތަްކޮށް ސައިޓް އބޮްޒަރވް ކުރުމުންދއާރިުއވެެ
 ސއަިޓއްބާހެޭ މޢަުލމޫތާު 

:   ޕްރޖޮެކްޓް ފެސިލިޓީ ޑވިެލޮޕމްެންޓް -ސވިިލް ވަރކްސް ފޯ އިކޯ  މަޝރްޫޢުގެ ނނަް
:  އްމުލައްވަޏ.ފު  މަޝރްޫޢު ހިނގަމނުްދާ ތނަް

:   އމަނޭް މޯލްޑވިްސް ޕރްައވިެޓް ލިމިޓެޑް މަޝރްޫޢު ޙވަާލުކުރވެިފައވިާ ފަރާތް
:     ހއުދްަ ދެއވްި ފަރާތް

 ސއަޓިް އބޮްޒވަޭޝނަް 
އެކަށގީނެްވާ   ބަލނަވްީ ކނަތްއަތްއަް   

ވަރށަް 

ފރުިހމަވަފެއަި 

 ޖހަާ ވާނމަަ 

  ނވުނާމަަ ތފަްޞީލް ލޔިޭ ފުރހިމަަ 

  މަޝރްޢޫގުެ ތއަޔްރާީތއަް  .1
    ންލބޭަރނުް އަދި މަސއަްކތަށަް ބޭނުންވާ ސާމނާު ގެނައު   1.1
ގދުަން، ވަގުތީ ފނެް އަދި ކަރަންޓުގެ އިނތްިޒާމު 1.2

  ހމަޖަެއްސުން 
  

    ސއަޓިް ކްލިއރަކުރނުް  1.3
      ޑިސްޕްލޭ /ސއަިން ބޯޑު ހަރުކރުުން   1.4
 

) ދެނެގތަނުް  މަޝރްޢޫގުެ  .2   މސައަްކަތް ކރުއިށަގްސޮފްައވިާ މނިވްަރު ( ޕރްގޮރްސެް
ރެކރްއިޭޝަން ފެސިލިޓީސް ބިނާކރުުމަށް ސައިޓް 2.1

  ކްލއިރަކރުުން 
  

     ރެކރްއިޭޝަން ފެސިލިޓީސް ބނިާކުރމުަށް ބިން ކޮނުން   2.2
   ބޯޑވްޯކް ޤާއިމްކުރުމށަް ސއަިޓް ކްލއިރަކުރުން 2.3
   ޤާއިމްކުރުމށަް ބިން ކނޮނުް ބޯޑވްޯކް 2.4
ރެކރްއިޭޝަން ފެސިލޓިީސްގެ ކޮންސްޓަކޝްަން  2.5

  މަސއަްކަތްތައް ފެށނުް 
    

 

    ކނޮސްޓްރްަކްޝނަް ސއަިޓް މނެޖޭކްުރނުް  .3
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ސއަިޓގްައި ކުރެވޭ މަސއަްކަތުގެ ސބަަބނުް ބޭރުވާ 3.1
/ތެޔޮ ފަދަ ތަކތެި މެނޖޭްކުރުން  /ސމިެނތްި   ހިރފަުސް

  

    ނައތްާލުން ކނުި 3.2
/ނޖަިސް ފދަަ ތަކތެި މެނޭޖް 3.3 ސއަިޓނުް ބޭރުވާ ފނެް

  ކރުުން 
  

      

/ޤބާލިކްނަް ހުރި މިނވްރަު ދެނގެަތުން  .4   ލބޭރަނުްގެ މަސއަްކތަްކރުމުގުެ ހނުރަު
   ސވިިލް އިންޖިނިއަރއއެް ހުރޭތޯ  4.1
   ވޑަާމުގެ މަސައްކަތކްރުނަް އނެގޭމީހނުް 4.2
      މަސއަްކަތްކުރނަް އެނގޭމީހުން ލަކޑުގީެ   
    

  މެޓީރއިަލސްްގެ ކލޮިޓީ ބެލނުް  .5
މަޝރްޫޢުއަށް ގެނޭވޭ  މުދާ ގުދަންކރުަނީ  ވާރެއާ /  

  އަވިން ރއަްކާތެރިކށޮް ބަލަހައޓްައިގެނތްޯ؟
    

ބނޭނުްކރުާ ސމިެންތި ހުރީ ގަނޑވުެފަތޯ؟  5.1
  މުއްދތަުހަމަވފެތަޯ؟

    

/ބނޭނުްކުރާ ލަކުޑހިރުީ  / ފީވެ ފަނބިއޮެ
  ފޅަފަޅަައިގނެގްޮސް ހަލާކުވެފތަޯ؟

  

    

  މަސއަްކަތުގެ ޕރްޮގރްެސް ބެލނުް  .6

        
     
     

        
     
     

  ޗެކލްސިްޓް ފުރހިމަކަރުމުުގއަި އެހތީރެިވެދނިް ފރަތާތްކަަށް ޝކުރުުއދަކާރުާށވެެ.
: ޕރްވިެންޝަން އެންޑް  : ، ރިސަރޗް ޔނުިޓްދރިާސާގެ މޢަުލމާާތު ސފާުކުރުމށަް    9687722ފޯން
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16. Annex 5: Community-led Social Audit Pilot Survey Questionnaire 
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a  
    ކޮރަޕްޝަން ކޮމިޝަން -އެންޓި

  މާލެ، ދިވެހިރާއްޖެ 
  

  

  

) ޖވަާބގުއަި  އެއް( :ޖިންސްސުވާލު ކރަދުާހަށް ޖަވބާުދޭ ފރަާތުގެ  1.1    ފހާަގަ ޖހަާ
 1.1    ް1.2  އަންހެނ  ްފިރިހެނ  

 

 ފހާަގަ ޖަހާ) ޖވަާބގުައި  އެއް( ޢުމުރު:ސުވާލު ކރަދުާހަށް ޖަވބާުދޭ ފރަާތުގެ  1.2
  އަހަރު  25–1.2.118   އަހަރު  36–1.2.226

1.2.337-47  ުއަހަރ     އަހަރުންމަތި 58 -1.2.448
1.2.5   59– 64  ު1.2.6 އހަަރ   65  ިައަހަރުންމތ  
             

  ފާހގަަ ޖަހާ) ޖަވބާުގައި  އެއް(  ؛ނޑު ދއާިރާއަކީމއަިގަ މަސައކްަތގުެ  ނވުަތައަދާކރުާ ވޒަފީާ  1.3
 1.3.1  ެދައުލތަް (ސަރކުރާުގ

  އޮފސީްތކަާ ކުންފުނިތއަް ހމިަނާ)
  1.3.2ިާވޔިަފރ   1.3.3 ްއަމިއްލަ މސަައކްަތ  

 1.3.4  ްދނަޑުވރެކިަނ   1.3.5   ްގތޭރެޭ މސަައކްަތ   1.3.6  ްމސަވްރެކިަނ   
 1.3.7 ްކިޔވެުނ    1.3.8 ްވކަި މަސައކްަތެއް ނކުރުަނ  1.3.9 ްއހެނެިހެނ :(  (ބޔަާނކްރުޭ

................................................  
  

  )ޖަހާ ޖަވބާގުއަި  އެއް(ތރަައްޤގީެ މަޝރަޫޢކަީ ކޮބާ؟ އެނމްެ މުހއިމްު ރަށު ފނެވްރަގުައި އސިްކަން ދޭން ބނޭުނވްާ  1.4

 

   2017 ނވޮމެބްރަ–އމްުލއަްޏ.ފވުަ ކމޮއިުނިޓީ ލޑެް ސޝޯަލް އޑޮިޓް،
މޭން އަ  ޓުއަރޒިަމް ފެސިލޓިީސް ޤާއިމްކުރުމަށް މިނިސްޓރްީ އޮފް އެންވަޔަރމަންޓް އެންޑް އެނރަޖީ އިން -އިކޯކުގއަި ވައްމުލަމި ސުވާލު ކަރދުާހަކީ ފު 

. މިޕރްައިވެޓް ލމިިޓެޑް އާއި ޙަވާލުކށޮގްެން ހިނގްާ މަޝްރޫޢަށް ސޯޝަލް އޮޑޓިއެް ހިނގްުމށަްޓަކައި އެކުލވަަލާފައިވާ ސވުލާު ކަރުދާހެކެމޯލްޑވިްސް  ވެ
.ކރަުދާހުގެ މަޤްސަދަކީ މަޝްރޫޢުއާމެދު ރައްޔިސވުާލު  ތުންގެ ޚިޔާލު ހޯދައި މަޝްރޫޢުގެ ސޝޯަލް އޮޑިޓް ކރުުމށަްޓަކައި ޕއަިލޓަް ދިރާސާއެއް ހިނގްުމެވެ

  ޚާއޞްަ ސމަލާކުމަަށ؛ްސވުލާކުރުާ ފރަތާގުެ 
 ރީނކުުރެވިފައވިާ އނެިއމުރަޓޭރަުން ކރަުދާސް ފރުިހމަަ ކުރމުގުައި އެހީތެރިވާނީ ސޝޯަލް އޮޑިޓް ހިންގމުަށް ތމަް ސުވާލު .1
 އަހރަުން މަތގީެ މީހނުްނށަް  18 ކރަުދާސް ފރުާނީ އމުރުުން ސުވާލު .2
 މިނިޓް  07ކރުާނީ ގިނަވގެެން ފރުިހމަަކުރުމގުައި ހދޭަސުވާލު ކރަުދާސް  .3
 .ގޅަު ފހާަގަ ޖަހާރަނ  ސރަވޭގެ ބައވިރެޔިާއަށް ސުވާލކުރަުދސާް ކިޔާ ދިނމުށަްފހަު، އެފރަާތނުް ދޭ ޖވަބާުތކަުގައި ގަލމަނުް .4
  ސރަވޭގެ ބައވިރެިން ތދެވުެރިކަމާއކެު ސުވާލުތކަަށް ޖވަާބދުިނުމަށް ހަނދމުކަޮށދްިނުން. .5

 1.4.1  ްރށަް ގރިުމގުެ މައސްަލަ ހައްލކުރުުނ  1.4.2  ްކޅުި ތރަައޤްީ ކރުުނ  
 1.4.3  ) ްމުހިއމްު އެއް ކަމެއްއހެނެިހެނ:(  ހމިަނާ

:  ކޯޑު ނަމބްަރު

 ޢލުމޫތާު ޢާއމްު މަ.1



    

2 
 

 

 )ޖަހާ ޖަވބާގުއަި  އެއް( ؟މަޝްރޫޢެއް ހިނގމަނުްދކާަން އެނގތޭަ ތއަް ތރައަޤްީ ކރުމުގުެކޅުި ފވުއަްމުލކަގުެ 2.1
 2.1.1  ޭއނެގ   2.1.2 ޭނޭނގ  

  
   ؟މަޢުލމޫތާު ލިބފިއަވިަނީ ކޮންފރަތާކަުންމި މޝަރްޫޢާ ބެހގޭތޮުން   2.2

 2.2.1  ާިމޑީއ   2.2.2  ްދއަުލަތުގެ އިދާރާއެއ  

 2.2.1  ްޢއާްމު ފރަތާަކުނ  2.2.3 ްެއެހެނިހނ :(   (ކނޮފްަރާތެއްކނަް ބަޔނާްކރުޭ

 

  ނނޫު އނެގޭ މނިވްރަު ދނެގެތަުން ޤާ .  މޢަލުމޫތާު ލބިމުގުެ ޙއަޤްގުެ 3

  
 )ޖަހާ ޖަވބާުގއަި  އއެް(؟ އެނގތޭަ އޮންނކަަން މަޢުލމޫތާު ލބިމުުގެ ޙއަޤްާއބިެހޭ ޤާނޫނު 3.1

 3.1.1   ޭ3.1.2  އެނގ   ޭނޭނގ  
  

  )ޖހަާ ޖވަާބުގއަި  އއެް( އެނގތޭަ؟ ބރާުތކަެއް ލިބދިޭކަންޙއަޤްުގެ ޤާނޫނުގެ ދަށުން ރއަޔްތިނުްނަށް  ހދޯާ ލބިިގތަމުުގެ މަޢުލމޫތާު 3.2
 3.2.1   ޭއެނގ   3.2.2 ޭނޭނގ  
  

  )ޖަހާ ޖަވބާުގއަި  އެއް( މަޢުލމޫާތއެް ހދޯާފައވިާނތެ؟ަ ޤާނޫނުގެ ދަށުން އެއވްސެް  ޙއަޤްުގެ ހދޯާ ލބިިގތަމުުގެ މަޢުލމޫތާު 3.3
 3.3.1  ޭއއާެކ   3.3.2 ޭނޫނެކ  

 

  )ޖަހާ ޖވަާބގުއަި  އއެް (ލބިޭނެ ކަމށަް ޤބަޫލކުރުަންތަ؟  މނަފްއާއެްއެއވްސެް ރަށގުެ ރއަޔްިތުންނަށް މޝަރްޫޢިން  މި 4.1 
 4.1.1  ްޤބަޫލކުރުަނ   4.1.2 ްޤބަޫލުނކުރުަނ  
 

  )ޖަހާ ޖަވބާުގއަި  3އެނމްެ މހުިއމްުކަނދްވެޭ (ޤަބޫލކުރުާނަމަ އއެީ ކޮން ފައދިތާކައެް؟  4.2
 4.2.1 ްފތަރުވުެރިކަން ކރުިއރެުނ   4.2.2  ްުކުޅި ހިމޔާަތްވނ  
 4.2.3 ްވޒަފީާގެ ފރުުޞތަު އތިރުވުުނ  4.2.4 ަރދުަނާވނުް އޖިތްިމާޢީގޅުުން ހ  
 4.2.5 ްއހެނެިހެނ :(   (ބޔަާނކްރުޭ

    

 އއެް(  ؟ތަހދޯާފައިވޭޚިޔާލު ތޔިަ ފރަތާގުެ  ޝރްޫޢގުެ މަސއްޫލވުރެި ފރަތާުންމަ ޢު ފށެުމގުެ ކރުިން މޝަރްޫޢާ ގުޅޭގޮތުންމޝަރްޫ މި  4.3
 )ޖަހާ ޖަވާބގުއަި 
 4.3.1  ޭިޚޔިލާު ހދޯާފއަވ   4.3.2 ޭުޚޔިލާު ހދޯާފއައެް ނވ 

ލބިފިއަވިާ މނިވްރަު ދނެގެތަނުް  މޝަރްޫޢބާހެޭ މޢަުލމޫތާު  .2

 ހރުގިތޮް ދނެގެތަނުް  ގެ ޚޔިލާު ތުންރއަޔްި  ގޅުގޭޮތނުް މޝަރްޫޢއުާ  . 4
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  ؟ރށަުގެ ޢނާްމު ރައޔްތިނުގްެ ޚޔިާލު ހދޯާފައވިތޭަ މޝަރްޫޢގުެ މސައްޫލވުރެފިރަތާުން މި މޝަރްޫޢު ފށެުމގުެ ކރުިން މަޝރްޫޢާ ގުޅގޭތޮުން  4.4
 )ޖަހާ ޖަވާބގުއަި  އއެް(

 4.4.1 ުާހދޯާފއަިވޭ ޚޔިލ   4.4.2 ޭުޚޔިާލު ހޯދާފައއެް ނވ  4.4.3  ޭޚޔިލާު ހދޯާފއަވިކާމަެއް ނޭނގ  

               

) ގއަި (އއެް ޖވަާބު ؟ދީފއަިވތޭަ ތޔިަ ފރަާތށަް މޝަރްޢޫއުާ ބެހޭ އެއވްސެް މަޢުލމޫތާއެް މި މޝަރްޫޢގުެ މސަްއޫލވުރެިފރަާތުން  4.5  ޖހަާ
   
 4.5.1 ޭިމޢަުލމޫާތު ދފީއަވ  4.5.2ްެނވުޭމޢަުލމޫާތު ދފީއައ  4.5.3  ޭމޢަލުޫމތާު ދީފއަިވކާަމއެް ނޭނގ 

  
 ޖހަާ) ގައި (އއެް ޖވަާބު ކޮންފރަތާކަުން؟މަޢުލމޫާތު ފރޯުކޮށްދީފއަިވނަީ މޢަުލމޫތާު ލބިިފއަިވާނމަަ މި    4.6

 4.6.1  ީމިނިސްޓރްީ އފޮް އނެްވަޔަރމަންޓް އެންޑް އެނަރޖ   4.6.2  ީއނެްވަޔަރމަންޓް ޕްރޮޓެކޝްނަް އޖެނެްސ  

 4.6.3  ްފުވައްމުލަކު ސިޓީ ކައނުްސިލ   4.6.4 ްެއހެެނިހނ(   (ބޔަނާްކުރޭ

   

)  ޖވަާބތުކަގުައި މަޢުލމޫތާު ލިބިފއަވިާނމަަ އެ( ކޮން މަޢުލމޫތާެއް؟ އއެީ، ހިއސްކާޮށްފައވިާނމަަ މަޝރްޫޢއުގާުޅޭގތޮުން މޢަުލމޫތާު 4.7   ޖަހާ
 4.7.1 ްމޝަރްޫޢގުެ ބޭނުނ 4.7.2 ްމޝަރްޫޢު ކރުއިަށްދގާޮތ 
 4.7.3 ްމޝަރްޫޢގުެ ބޖަެޓ   4.7.4 މޝަރްޫޢުގެ ކޮންޓރްކެްޓަރ  
 4.7.5 ްާފަނޑްކުރުި ފރަތ  4.7.6  ްމސަްޢޫލވުރެި ފރަާތ  
 4.7.7  ުަމޝަރްޫޢު ނިނމްަނޖްހެޭ މއުްދތ  4.7.8 ްއހެެނހިެނ(  (ބޔަާނކްރުޭ

  

 
 މަޢުލމޫތާު ލިބދިނިުމގުެ ޙއަޤްބާހޭޭ ޤާނޫނު އދަި ލމާރަކުަޒީ އސުޫލުން ދއަލުތަް ހިންގމުގުެ ޤާނޫނގުެ ދށަނުް މިފދަަ މޝަރްޫޢތުކަާބެހޭ  5.1

) އއެް ޖަވބާުގއަި ( ހާމކަރުެވެންޖހެކޭަން އނެގޭތ؟ަރއަްޔތިުންނށަް މަޢުލމޫތާު   ޖަހާ
 

 5.1.1   ޭއެނގ   5.1.2  ޭނޭނގ  

 
 އއެް (؟ ކރުަމުނދްާ ކމަށަް ޤަބޫލކުރުަނތްަވރަށަް ހމާައކެަށގީެނވްާމަސއްޫލުވރެިފރަާތތްކަުން  ބހެޭ މަޢުލމޫާތު ހިނގމަުނދްގާޮތާމި މޝަރްޫޢު  5.2

) ޖަވާބގުއަި   ޖަހާ
5.2.1 ަ5.2.2  ބޫލކުރުަންޤ ު5.2.3  ކރުަންޤބަލޫެއްނ  ޭނނޭގ  
 
) ޖވަާބުގއަި  2 ރަނގޅަުއެންމެ (؟ ބހެޭ މައސްަލއައެް ފހާގަަކރުެވޭނމަަ އމެއަސްަލއައެް ރޕިޯޓް ކރުާނީ ކޮންފރަާތކަށަް މޝަރްޫޢާމި  5.3  ޖހަާ

 5.2.1  ީއށަްކއަނުްސިލްފވުއަމްުލކަު ސިޓ  5.2.2 ީިއށަް ލކޯަލް ގވަރަމަންޓް އތޮރޯޓ  
 5.2.3  ީއށަްމނިސިްޓރްީ އޮފް އނެްވޔަރަމަންޓް އެނޑްް އެނރަޖ  5.2.4 ީްއށަް އނެވްަޔަރމަންޓް ޕްރޮޓކެޝްަން އޖެެނސ  

5.2.ިްކޮރޕަޝްަން ކމޮިޝަން-އނެޓ 

  
  
  

ނގމަނުދްގާތޮް ރއަޔްތިނުްނށަް ހމާކަރުވެޭ މނިވްރަު ދެނގެަތނުް ޝރްޫޢު ހި މަ .5
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 ޖަހާ) އއެް ޖވަާބގުއަި (މަޢުލމޫތާު ލިބދިިނުމގުެ ޙއަޤްާބެހޭ ޤާނޫނގުެ ދށަުން މި މަޝރްޫޢބާެހޭ މަޢޫލމޫތާު ހދޯމުަށް މަސއަކްތަްކރުިނތްަ؟ 5.4

 5.4.1  ޭއާއެކ   5.4.2 ޭނޫނެކ  

     

) އއެް ޖވަާބގުއަި (ފއަވިާނތެަ؟ރޕިޯޓކްށޮްމި މޝަރްޫޢާބެހޭ މއަސްަލައއެް ފހާަގކަރުވެިގެން އެއވްެސް އދިރާއާކަަށް އމެައސްަލަ  5.5  ޖހަާ
 5.5.1  ޭއއާެކ   5.5.1 ޭނޫނެކ  

   

  

  ލއެް ހނިގްކާަން އެނގތޭ؟ަން ޤވައާދިާ ޚިލާފު އެއވްެސް ޢމަަދާ ފަރތާުޝރްޫޢގުެ މސައަކްތަް ކރުއިަށގްެންމި މަ 6.1

 6.1.1  ޭއއާެކ   6.1.2 ޭނޫނެކ  

  

  މިފދަަ ކމައެް ފާހގަކަރުެވިފއަިވާނމަަ އއެީ ކޮން ކަންތއަތްކައެް؟  6.2

 6.2.1  ްަގސަކްެނޑުން ޤވައާދިާ ޚލިާފށ  6.2.2 ްަކޅުި ސރަހަައްދުގައި އޅުޭ ދނޫި ފދަަ ތކަެއްޗށ
  ގއެްލުނދްނިނުް 

 6.2.3 ްކުޅި ސރަަހއަދްަށް ގެއްލނުްވގާތޮަށް އަލފިނާް ރޯކުރުނ  6.2.4  ުަތއަް ހިނގްުންރށަގުެ ސގަާފތަާ ޚލިާފް ޢމަލ 
 6.2.5 ްުއަށް ނޖަިސއްެޅުންކޅުިކޅުިން މސަްބޭނނ  6.2.6 

  

  

  އދަކާރުށާެވެ.ޝކުރުު އޭސީސގީެ ނަމުގއަި  ފރަތާްތކަަށް  ޖަވބާދުެއްވި  ނމިުމނުް ސުވލާު ކރަދުާސް ފރުިހަމކަޮށް 
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