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Executive summary
The determining fee structure has been discussed from the emergence of
private/institutional schools in Nepal. The school owners, parents and policy
makers/implementers have their own sets of arguments. Largely, the school owners are in
favor of complete privatization with very little interference from the government.
However, government is in support of regulating fee of institutional schools. On the other
hand the parents are under the dilemma whether the increasing fee is justifiable or not. In
this context, this study focuses on assessing the existing practices and possibilities of
scientification of determining the fee structures in institutional schools of Nepal.
In doing so, the study adopted a mixed methods research approach integrating both
numeric information and perspectives or views of key stakeholders of institutional
education. The study surveyed 339 schools of nine districts to assess the present
practices of fee determination, collection, expenditure of fees and possible fee
determining strategies in the future. More so, the researchers collected the views of
key stakeholders including representatives of parents and Guardian Association
Nepal (GAN), SMC members, representatives of N/PABSON and policy makers and
implementers through in-depth interviews and focus group discussions (FGDs). The
researchers analyzed the quantitative data through descriptive statistics and coded,
categorized and thematized the qualitative data. In addition, the researchers
reviewed the policies, past-studies and international practices of determining fee
structures in private schools particularly those in South Asia.
Based on the empirical study and desk review, it was found that the government’s
fee ceilings were rigid and not fully implemented. The policies does not take diverse
factors into account such as location, quality of teachers, physical facilities and
market inflation while setting a fee ceiling . But, this is a complex issue as schools
have not completely been categorized according to predetermined grades.
Therefore, it is better to generate the fee determining variables through the local
participation of stakeholders.
Most of the schools were found to have adopted government policies for collecting
fees on the headings mentioned in the policy guidelines and making expenditures on
v

particular areas such as in teachers' salary and scholarships. However, the
institutional school teachers were paid less than community school teachers,
whereas the founders and principals were found to receive more than government
salary scale.
Most institutional schools were not under categories set by the government. It was
found that Founder members’ decision plays key role in determining fee structure in
institutional schools. The schools which belonged to category ‘B’ and ‘C’ were found
to have consulted the parents while determining fee structures. Moreover, schools
belonging to the lower category did not seem to encompass the facilities as a factor
while determining the fee. Majority of schools belong to category B and C mostly
seemed to determine their fee based on the market trend. But schools belonging to
category ‘A’ did not care about the market trend, they set their fee structure
independently and without adequate consultation with parents.
Most of the institutional schools (Principals and Founders) were in favor of limiting
the roles of government for regulating institutional schools (mostly in terms of
determining fee structures) in order to allow the market to set the competition of
schools with effective monitoring and evaluation roles from the government. There
were dominant views that the institutional schools should be made autonomous
profit making business. Their focus was on providing voucher to the parents so that
they can choose the schools for their children judging the quality of education by
themselves. However, the parents were seeking their role in fee determining
process and approval mechanism.
It is recommended that the government can set up an effective and decentralized
committee at district level to determine fee for institutional schools and its
implementation in each of the district or even the VDC/Municipality level. It is
better to form a new policy of employing voucher system to subsidize their
expenses and provide them with access to them who cannot afford institutional
schools. Moreover, Fee Determination Guideline, 2072 should be revisited
considering inflation of market prices, quality of teachers’ , learning environment,
and location of schools as these variables influences decision of increasing fee in
vi

institutional schools. It is essential to develop a more flexible, contextual, inclusive
and participatory fee structure by incorporating indicators at local levels. A broader
community consensus and support should be developed for it.
Merging schools without adequate students may be one of the options for the
betterment of institutional schools in relation to their financing for quality
education for students and better facilities for teachers. This strategy may facilitate
to enhance learning environment and the schools can provide necessary salary to
the teachers and staff. Furthermore, to attract foreign investment and develop Nepal
as a hub of education, some high standard international schools should be
established. Such schools are to be provisioned in a separate policy with ensuring 50
percent foreign students in each school.
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Chapter one: Background and the Problem
The history of private school is not long in Nepal. The concept of profit oriented
(private) school emerged only in the early 1980s and very limited number of such
schools were opened in the country then. The number of private schools, however,
increased massively after the restoration of democracy in 1990s. Currently, there
are about 1.5 million students studying in 5673 (16%, out of 34,806 schools
altogether) private/institutional schools across the country (Department of
Education [DoE], 2014). Most of these institutional schools are running in urban
areas and are registered under either company act or Guthi.
There are a number of ongoing debates lying over the institutional school sector in
the country like
Rote-learning activities, low-paid teachers,

annual increment in school fee, to

name a few. .Out of these, the procedure of determining fee structures in
institutional schools has become one of the most contested issues throughout the
nation. In many cases, the institutional schools charge exorbitant amount of fees.
The institutional schools have been facing the blame that they increase fees
irrationally in the name of so- called quality education. There is a prolonged
argument that tuition fee in institutional schools increases without caring
affordability of the target parents. On the other hand, the institutional school
owners claim that they provide the students with quality education that naturally
demand high cost. The institutional school owners often claim that they increase
tuition fee to meet the teachers’ expectation for better salary and also to adjust their
school expenditures with the continuous rise in market price.
The Government of Nepal has formulated policies and directives in which the
institutional schools are allowed to review their fee structure as per their grade (A,
B, C). They receive their based on the facilities and the quality education they offer
to their students. The government has categorized institutional schools in four
categories: A, B, C and D. However, many institutional schools are less sensitive on
adopting the policies set by the government particularly in relation to determining
tuition fee. In this context, this study aimed at studying the existing practices of
1

determining tuition fee in institutional schools in Nepal. It also aimed at revealing
the gap between the policy and practice and suggesting some relevant outlines for
improving the procedure for fixing tuition fee in institutional schools.

1.1

Objectives of the study

The major objectives of the study were to identify the existing procedures of
determining fee structures and to recommend some possible ways of improving the
procedure for fixing tuition fees in institutional schools. The specific objectives of
the study were as follows:
•

to review the policies of the government on determination of fees for
institutional schools and suggest the ways for revising or developing new
policies;

•

to assess the present practices of determining fees in institutional schools in
different parts of the country and;

•

to suggest the options for developing some appropriate ways of determining
fees in institutional schools.

1.2 Scope and limitation of the study
The study assessed the present practices of fee collection, the possible areas for
expenditure and the process for determining tuition fee in institutional schools. The
study concentrated on assessing all the items (e.g. monthly tuition fee) included in
the fee structures. Further, it aimed at

identifying the perspectives of school

founders, Principals, parents and policy makers on the process of determining fees
in the days ahead.
The quantitative data for this study were collected by the enumerators who were
oriented for this task before they went to the study field. Therefore, the data
collected with limited knowledge of data collection may have jeopardized the
reliability and validity of the findings. The respondents were the founders and the
principals of the institutional schools. Likewise, qualitative data were collected by
the research team members in a short period of time. Parents, school owners and
policy makers were the participants for generating the qualitative data.
2

1.3 Significance of the study
This research is an attempt to find out a better way for determining fee structures
of institutional schools in Nepal. The research based recommendations therefore
will assist the policy makers to formulate new policies or reform the existing
policies to make fee structure of institutional schools more feasible, affordable and
less arguable. It is expected that the finding of the research would help the key
stakeholders in identifying the possible bases for determine

tuition fees in

institutional schools. It will also help the policy makers, school owners/principal
and parents to work towards ensuring children’s rights to education and their
access to quality education in affordable price.

3

Chapter two: Research strategy
Mixed method approach was used to carry out this research. The research team
followed an integrated research process in which both quantitative and qualitative
methods were used for collecting numeric data and narrative text data respectively.
Numeric data were collected through structured questionnaire while the qualitative
data were collected through interview (See annex). The research team used survey
method as it could capture the information from wider areas that helps to
generalize the findings. Moreover, survey method was more appropriate to cover
the entire components in relation to the procedure of collecting tuition fees. It also
helped us to identify the possible bases and processes for standardizing fee
structure in institutional schools.
While the interviews and interactions with the key stakeholders helped us to get to
their opinions, feelings, experiences and perspectives on the existing practices of
collecting tuition fees in institutional schools. It also became helpful in identifying
some possible ways for improving the ongoing process of collecting fees from
students.

2.1 Study area, population and sampling
Taking diversities of the districts into account and consulting with representatives
of N/PABSON and Department of Education (DoE), 9 districts namely Illam, Morang,
Parsa, Kathmandu, Chitwan, Kaski, Rupandehi, Surkhet and Kailali were selected as
population areas for this study. The study team purposely selected 2216 (out of
5673) institutional schools (Department of Education [DoE], 2014) across the
country. Therefore, the population size of this study was 2216 institutional schools.
From this population size, the research team selected the sample size
proportionately using statistical formula as presented in table 1.
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188

49

180

2216

11

27

12

165

27

32

29

7

29

339

Total

208

Kailali

180

Surkhet

Rupanddehi

1071

Kathmandu

82

Parsa

172

Morang

71

Ilam

Kaski

Sample
size

Number of
Institutional
schools

District
s

Chitwan

TABLE 1: Population of schools and sample size

Field Survey, 2016
The sample size of the institutional schools for this study was 339 (by Yamane
formula (n) = N/ (1+Ne2), where n is sample size, N is population and e is marginal
error at 95% level of confidence). The information was collected from 339
institutional school Principals and Founders from all nine districts. In each district,
the data were collected from district headquarters where institutional schools are
densely situated. All the schools of the cluster were selected until the sample size is
reached. When there were less than the required numbers of samples, the schools of
the surrounding areas were also selected.
For collecting and generating qualitative data, we selected some institutional school
principals and founders/PABSON representatives, parents of different districts
“purposively” (Sullivan, 2001). We conducted in-depth interviews with some of
them facilitating to express their views or perspectives in ethically sound manner.
We tried to explore their views or perspectives on processes of determination of fee
structures in their schools. Moreover, we attempted to understand the collective
views of institutional school owners, School Management Committee (SMC)
members, Guardians Association Nepal (GAN), Parent-Teacher Association (PTA)
members and parents through Focus Group Discussions (FGDs). In so doing, we
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conducted FGDs with two groups of N/PABSON representatives and two groups of
parents each from the Kathmandu Valley and each district outside of the valley.

2.2 Instrumentation
A team of researchers developed a structured questionnaire including the predefined variables based on review of policies, plans and relevant other international
research studies. The questionnaire was finalized in consultation with Department
of Education (DoE), stakeholders of the schools, as well as N/PABSON
representatives. The researchers adopted this process to capture the variables
envisioned by such multiple stakeholders. We used short, quick to complete, and
entirely unambiguous structured questionnaire as the best suited to the collection
of basic, uncontentious information, through face-to-face interviewing (Simon,
2006). In addition, the research team developed an open-ended questionnaire for
generating qualitative data from interview and FGD.

2.3 Data collection procedure
For collecting quantitative data, we trained the enumerators focusing on ethical
issues in data collection and basic data collection methods through face to face
interviewing. They were oriented on the objective of research, method to data
collection and research tools and protocol. In addition to the collection of
quantitative data, we asked them to write reflective notes of the field which
facilitated us to understand the respondents' perspectives and contextual realities
on the processes of determination of fees.
In qualitative inquiry, we employed open interview schedule which was more
flexible, allowing the participants to change the course of the conversation and bring
up new issues that we had not preconceived (Axinn, & Pearce, 2006). By this way,
we made understanding how the research participants selected perceived and felt
determining fee structures in their schools in more expansive manner (Simon,
2006). In so doing, the research team also carried out in depth interviews with the
key informants for this study to bring out their opinions and insights upon the
problems in relation to fee structure, its current practices and ways to solve
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scientifically. We maintained field notes and memos of the field. We recorded the
interviews and displayed the qualitative information in the form of transcription.
In addition to these approaches, secondary data were collected by reviewing
different literature, relevant policies, plans, Education Act and regulation, Guideline
for Fee Declaration Standard 2072, national and international research reports, and
journals. Review of these documents provided us the insights on key areas of
reformation in policies and practices of fee determining processes.

2.4 Approaches of data analysis and interpretation
The quantitative data was managed by editing, coding, and decoding process
manually. Then, the data were entered into CsPro 6.3, data entry software then data
were export into Statistical Package for Social Scientist (SPSS 21 version), data
analysis software. The data were analyzed and tables were generated and presented
using descriptive statistics. For the qualitative data, interviews and FGDs (LloydEvans, 2006) data were transcribed. In addition, we employed a sequential process
of coding, categorizing, and thermalizing (InSites, 2007) to analyze the qualitative
data.

The themes identified were grouped and sub-grouped under headings

complementing with field journals and reflective notes developed. After analyzing
both quantitative and qualitative data, the data were interpreted to seek meaning.

2.5 Quality consideration
We believed that measures must be reliable in order to claim for the validity of the
findings.

Therefore, to maintain reliability, we rigorously discussed the tool

(structured questionnaire) before going to the field (Golafshan, 2003), judged,
discussed among the research team for its effectiveness, and made some corrections
on it. Further, the triangulation of quantitative and qualitative information has
enhanced the validity and credibility of the findings of this research.
In qualitative inquiry, we maintained detailed field notes, recordings, photographs,
and field journals (descriptive, analytic, and reflective). For, maintaining credibility,
we engaged in the field interacting with the participants, making sense and
understanding the phenomena of fee structuring processes.
7

In addition, we

carefully generated all data in the field, without providing emphasis to limited cases
and scenarios. Moreover, we engaged in the field with open mind with open-ended
or emergent inquiry which helped us to learn more about fee determining practices.

8

Chapter three: Insights from the literature
The study team reviewed relevant literature in relation to standardizing fee
structure in institutional schools in Nepal.
3.1 Policy review on determining fee structure
The schools in general and institutional schools in particular in Nepal are being
regulated through Education Act, 2028 and Education Rules, 2002. The Education
Act (Seventh Amendment), 1971 has restricted to collect fees from the students
particularly in the name of developing physical infrastructures of the schools. It has
made a provision that the institutional schools can determine their fee structures
only after the approval of concerned authorities. The authorities, on the other hand,
can approve their proposed fee structures based on the available facilities for the
students. However, the Act does not specify what these facilities entail. There is also
the provision for punishment in case of collecting fees from students against the Act.
According to Education Rules, 2002 the institutional schools need to submit their
proposed fees structure to the District Education Offices by January 15 each year.
The District Education Offices can grant permission by February 15 after fixing the
fee ceilings for the schools as the new academic session begins on April 15. There is
a legal provision for the institutional schools to determine their fee structure. By the
provision, the institutional schools can determine their fee structure along with the
participation of two third of the parents. The institutional schools are allowed to
review their fee structure as per the category which they belong to . The category of
the schools are determined based on the facilities available at the schools and also
the quality of education they provide to their students. Government has categorized
institutional schools into four categories namely A, B, C and D.
For effective implementation of the Act, the government has developed a policy
guideline (Guideline for Fee Declaration Standard, 2072) for determining fee
structures in institutional schools. The guideline has consisted of a process for
determining fee structures in institutional schools. The guideline has identified 32
areas with well- spelled standards of quality education. It has asked the schools
(which are below the standard) to meet the standards within three years. It has
9

made provision for the areas of expenditure, fee headings or bases for fee
determination. There are five major areas for expenditures: salary and other benefit
for school teachers and personnel, scholarship for students, house rent or interest of
bank loan of schools, management of educational development program and
institutional development.
According to the guidelines, the school can raise their fee on 14 headings: tuition
fee, annual fee, enrollment fee, deposit, examination fee, computer fee, hostel fee,
food allowance, transportation fee, extra-curricular fee, transfer certificate fee,
educational tour, interschool competition fee and educational material fee. This
means that the guideline has provisioned a way to calculate the fee estimation and
also fee approval process.. The guideline has mentioned the specific steps for
determining fee: preliminary estimation of fee, submission of fee estimation rate,
approval of fee and implementation of fee by informing the stakeholders.
The guideline also makes provision for spending certain percent of total income in
games and sports, extra-curricular activities, lab cost, library, physical facilities
(construction of building or rent or maintenance) and first aid. The proportion of
expenditure in these areas differs on the basis of level of education (primary, lower
secondary and secondary) in schools.
The guidelines also has specified certain amount of money from the collected fee to
spend for physical facilities of the schools. However, Education Act (Seventh
Amendment), 1971 has restricted to collect fees from students in the name of
physical infrastructures. The provisions in the Act and guidelines are highly
structured and rigid in regard to determining fee structures and their expenditure
patterns. Moreover, the Act and guideline seem to overlook market inflation cost
increment on services and commodities that directly influence the teachers' and
staff's salary patterns which causes fee increment in institutional schools. Location
of school may also be a component for increased fee in institutional schools which
also has not been considered in the Act and guidelines.

10

3.2 International practices for developing fee strategy in private schools
Center for Civil Society (2014) analyzes the implementation of Tamil Nadu Schools
(Regulation of Collection of Fee) Act, 2009. Based on the Act, a district committee
decides the maximum fee that can be charged by a private school affiliated to the
state education board in the district. The committee consists of a retired High Court
Judge nominated by the government, other directors from the state education
department, the Chief Engineer, district level education officers, and principals of
government schools at the district headquarters. The Act considers the locality of
the school such as rural or urban, strength of the students, classes of study and
status of the schools while fixing school fee. The status of schools is judged on the
basis of infrastructure facilities. If schools object the initially fixed fee, the ruling of
the committee is final. Once the fee structure is fixed, it is implemented for three
years. Schools can apply for the revision of fees after three years. The committee
also has the power to verify whether schools that are already affiliated with the
Central Board of Secondary Education (CBSE) charge fees commensurate with the
facilities.
Center for Civil Society (2014) also assesses the implementation of Rajasthan
Schools (Regulation of Collection of Fee) Act, 2013 which maintains the similar
factors for determining fees in private schools. It takes qualification of teachers into
account as an additional factor. District-level committee decides the fees for private
schools for a three-year period. Associations of private schools both in Tamil Nadu
and Rajasthan have been protesting these Acts before and after their
implementation through judiciary. The judiciary has been far from clear on the
issues raised by private schools regarding the fixing of fees by government-formed
committees. The parents on the other hand often protest for unrealistic fee hiking
by the private schools.
Ashley and Mcolughlin(2014) found that the private schools in developing countries
like Nepal were under compulsion of hiking fee structures due to the market
inflation rate. They found that the low-income schools were somewhat
implementing the law but the high-income schools were violating the law on tuition
11

fee. This shows that increased price of the commodities in the market play a decisive
role in fee increment in private school.

Teachers and staff salary and physical

facilities for students demand cost for which the schools seem to increase tuition
fees. They found in rural Bangladesh that the fixation of low fee structures was the
barriers of enrollment of students in schools. They found that the low fee structure
significantly threatens the quality of education.
The above empirical studies have a common conclusion that an appropriate
government mechanism need to be formed to facilitate the determination of fees
scientifically. Imposition of maximum cap to the institutional schools for
determining fees may not be implementable as there may exist several components
at local level to affect in determining fee structure. Moreover, increased price of
commodities in the market outside is one of the major components of continuous
increase in school fee because it compels school proprietors to increase salaries and
services of teachers and staff in schools.

12

Chapter four: Data analysis and interpretation
In this chapter, the study team has analyzed and interpreted both qualitative and
quantitative data obtained from the study field. The data are presented in graph/figure
below the under mentioned headings.

4.1 Demography of the respondents
Demography of the respondents constitutes district-wise institutional schools under this
study. It also describes respondents in terms of their gender, designation, age,
caste/ethnicity and qualification.

The Figure 1 consists of the study districts (Illam, Morang, Parsa, Chitwan,
Kathmandu, Kaski, Rupandehi, Surketh and Kailali) and the number of institutional
schools covered in each district. According to the figure, there were altogether 339
Figure 1: District wise institutional schools

institutional schools selected for this study. Among them, the largest number of
schools (165) was selected from Kathmandu district and the least number (7) was
selected from Surkhet district.

13

Figure 2: Respondents by gender

The figure 2 consists of the respondents by their gender. According to the figure,
majority of the institutional schools (87%) was run by males and only few (13%) of
them were run by female respondents. There was a single transgender who took
part in the study.
Figure 3: Designation of respondents (N=339)

The figure 3 presents the designation of the respondents. Almost all (88%)
respondents were principals and only few (7%) of them were Founders In addition,
there were five percent other respondents that included vice principals,
coordinators and accountants.

14

Table 2: Gender wise caste ethnicity (n=339)

Table 2 shows the gender distribution in terms of caste and ethnicity of the
respondents. According to the table, 86.7 % (out of 339), respondents were male
and majority of them (73.4%) belonged to Brahmin/Chhetri community. A total of
80 (23.5%) participants were from Janajati community in which 64 of them were
male, 15 female and 1 was third-gender. Similarly, there were 11(3.2%)
respondents from Madhesi, 4 from Dalit and 4 from other community. This shows
that most of the schools are led by Brahmin/Chhetri and that very few of the schools
were led by female.
Figure 4: Age group of respondents (N-339)

15

The Figure 4 presents respondents by their age group. Maximum of those school
owners were of age group of 41-50 (38.9%) followed by 31-40 (38.1%) and 5160(12.4%) of age group .However, there were very few school owners of age group
21-30 (7.1%) and 61-70 (3.5%).This demonstrates that most of the principals and
founders are spending their productive age in their schools. In other words,
majority of economically active age group people are engaging in institutional
schools as owners and principals.
Table 3: Respondents by qualification (N=339)

Table 3 depicts that majority of Principals were found to have completed Master's
degree and above qualification. Further, there were 95 and 7 participants with
Bachelors’ and certificate degree respectively. This shows that most of them were
qualified enough.
The institutional schools were established mostly in urban areas of selected nine
districts were managing mostly by male high caste Principals and Founders. They
were quite matured in terms of age factor and academic qualification.
Overwhelming majority of schools was running by economically active age group of
people. However, there were few female Principals or Founders and some of them
were from marginalized and deprived communities such as Janajati, Madhesi and
Dalit groups. In such a context, the researchers tried to get information from those
school Principals and Founders in regard to fee determining procedures in their
institutions.
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4.2 Categories of institutional schools
Government of Nepal has categorized the institutional schools based on the facilities
or conduciveness of learning environment. However,

out of 339 institutional

schools, only 131 schools reported that they have been categorized as 'A' or 'B' or 'C'
or 'D' . The sample schools for this study are presented here under by their category
and the number of students.
Figure 5 : Categories of institutional schools (N=131)
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Field Survey, 2016
Figure 5 explains the categories of institutional schools. There were maximum (26
percent) institutional schools categorized as 'B' which was followed by the schools
(6.2 percent) under ‘C’ category. There were only few schools under category 'A' (5
percent) and 'D'(1.5 percent). However, there were no such categories of
institutional schools in some of the districts like Kaski. Therefore, it is evident that
all institutional schools have not been categorized into the stipulated groups of A, B,
C and D.
Table 4: Level-wise average number of students (N=339)

Schools

Range

Minimum

Maximum Mean

Pre primary

687

3

690

17

121.3

Primary

1251

14

1265

181.9

Lower secondary

1670

5

1675

121.1

Secondary

1495

5

1500

95.6

Field Survey, 2016
Table 4 shows the average number of students in different level of the schools.
There was the highest average of students in primary level with mean value 181.9
while the lowest in secondary level with the mean of 95.6. Similarly, minimum of 3
students were found in pre-primary and maximum of 1675 in lower secondary
school. The range of students was found the highest in lower secondary level and
the lowest in pre-primary.
A critical issue is that there were some institutional schools running with very few
students. Such schools face difficulties for maintaining financial matter. In this
regard, one of the officers of District Education Office (DEO), Chitwan, reported the
study team that many schools cannot offer the government salary scale to the
schools teachers and staff and they also cannot provide their employees with the
services and facilities as mentioned in the guideline. In this context, he also opined
that

merging of poorly managed schools can be better option. Merging of such

schools was reported as better option by many other respondents in the sense that
this activity would strengthen poorly managed schools in terms of financial matter
and the number of students. .
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4.3 Income and expenditure details in institutional schools
This section presents income and expenditure of institutional schools. It was crucial
analyze income and expenditure of the schools to identify the policy
implementations gaps. For this, five academic years of fee increment trends were
presented as follows:
Table 5: Level-wise average monthly fees in consecutive five years (N=339)

Year
School Level
2069

2070

2071

2072

2073

Pre primary

923

970

1013

1068

1159

Primary

1089

1141

1241

1296

1399

Lower secondary

1368

1390

1474

1572

1672

Secondary

1713

1788

1892

2018

2089

Field Survey, 2016
Table 5 shows the level-wise average monthly tuition fee of the schools in recent
five years. The average monthly fee has gradually increased considerably each year
with similar pattern. The rate of monthly fee has increased gradually with similar
ratio from lower to higher level. This practice is against the order of the Supreme
Court made in 2012 to increase the fee of institutional schools once in three years’
time.
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Figure 6: Heading of fee collection (N=339)
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Figure 6 represents the headings for collecting fee in institutional schools. There are
altogether 14 headings (Figure 6) under which the institutional schools are
collecting fee from students. Monthly fee is major heading of fee collection (99.4%)
followed by examination fee (98%) and admission fee (92 %). Similarly, 15 percent
of the schools collected deposit. There were other headings for fee collection such as
computer fee (42.5%), transportation fee (70.5%), educational excursion fee
(60.5%), building maintenance fee (13%) and so on. The institutional schools were
collecting fees in the specific headings stipulated in the 'Guideline for Fee
Declaration Standard 2072'.
Table 6: Income and expenditure details

Average
Average
annual Fee annual
(Rs.)
income (Rs.)
Schools
Pre-primary

13903

1685458

20

Average
annual
expenditure
(Rs.)
1524619

Income
Expenditure
Gap
160839

Primary

16785

3323195

3006070

317125

Lower Secondary

20069

2429823

2197951

231872

Secondary

25070

2405020

2175514

229506

Field Survey, 2016
Table 6 depicts high average annual fee and average annual income of institutional
schools. Primary schools have better income and profits in comparison to other
levels of schools. However, there exists a clear trend that higher levels of schools
makes lesser profit. This shows that the institutional schools are under the criteria
as mentioned in the policy that they could make profit up to 10 percent. Along with
the profit, this study also examined the salary scale of institutional schools.
Figure 7: Salary of founders or principals (N=339)
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Field Survey, 2016
Figure 7 represents the salary of founders and principals. According to the figure,
62.3 percent principals and 60.8 percent founders informed that they were drawing
salary ranging from Rs 25000 to Rs 50000, followed by salary scale less than Rs.
25000 rupees. Few of them were taking even Rs 50000 to Rs. 750000. Therefore,
majority of founders and principals were drawing salary more than government
scales. The study team also examined the salary of teaching and non-teaching staffs
which are presented below:
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Figure 8: Salary of teaching and non-teaching staff (N=339)
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Field Survey, 2016
Figure 8 reveals the salary of teaching and non-teaching staff of institutional
schools, working in pre-primary to secondary level of the schools. The 47.7 percent
pre-primary teachers were receiving salary in Rs 5000 to 10000 range, the 46.9
percent primary teachers

and 47.0 percent lower secondary teachers were

receiving salary between Rs 10000 to 15000 range. However 47.8 percent
secondary teachers were receiving salary above Rs 20000 and followed by 42.2
percent secondary teachers who were drawing their salary ranging from Rs 15000Rs 20000. Similarly, 61.3 percent non-teaching staff were receiving salary ranging
from Rs 5,000 to 10,000. While 30.3 percent non-teaching staff received salary
ranging from Rs 10,000 to 15,000. The data reveals that the salary received by the
teachers was less than the government standard.
In fact, most institutional schools were providing less than government salaries to
the teachers and other non-teaching staff members. On the other hand, majority of
the founders and the principals were receiving more than government salaries. In
this regard, one of the representatives of District Education Office (DOE) reported
as, "Most school founders and principals are receiving higher salaries themselves
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but are paying less to their teaching and non-teaching staff members. They have not
been providing services and facilities on the titles they have collected the fees." As
discussed earlier, institutional schools were making profit at least 10% of the total
average annual income.
This study also examined the facilities provided by the institutional schools which
are presented in Table 7.
Table 7: Facilities provided by institutional schools (N=339)

Adequacy
Yes
Basketball ground
61.1
Football ground
67
Volley ground
77.6
Cricket ground
41.6
Table tennis
79.1
Science Laboratory
71.4
Quiz
97.9
Debate
97.1
Dance
95.3
Music
83.5
Art
85.5
Swimming
23.9
Excursion Visit
91.2
Library
94.1
Student friendly classroom
92
Smart Board
44.8
Stationary availability at school 91.2
Drinking water
98.5
Separate Toilets
97.9
Clean Toilet with water
94.4
Facilities

No
38.9
33
22.4
58.4
20.9
28.6
2.1
2.9
4.7
16.5
14.5
76.1
8.8
5.9
8
55.2
8.8
1.5
2.1
5.6

Currently in Use
Yes
No
60.8
39.2
70.2
29.8
76.7
23.3
44.5
55.5
79.1
20.9
69.6
30.4
98.2
1.8
97.1
2.9
96.2
3.8
83.8
16.2
85.5
14.5
26.8
73.2
90.6
9.4
95.0
5.0
92.6
7.4
44.5
55.5
91.2
8.8
98.8
1.2
98.2
1.8
94.4
5.6

Field Survey, 2016
Table 7 presents the data on the facilities provided by the institutional schools.
There are altogether 20 facilities (Table 7) which were recorded while surveying the
institutional schools. But all these facilities were not available in each school under
the study. The facilities such as cricket ground, smart board, and swimming were
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provided only by a few schools. But, most of the schools were providing other
facilities such as drinking water, toilets, library, stationary, extra-curricular
activities (art, dance, music, debate and quiz), laboratories and sports (volleyball,
football and tennis). Therefore, the institutional schools were providing substantial
number of physical and other extra-curricular facilities to the students.
Figure 9: Major area of expenditure from monthly fee (N=339)
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Field Survey, 2016
Figure 9 states the major areas of expenditure from monthly fee collected from
students in institutional schools. The highest portion (63.6 percent) of monthly fee
was allocated for teachers’ salary. This was in line with the government policy that
stipulates that 60% of the expenditure of institutional schools must be used for
teacher salary. According to the table, expenditure in teachers’ salary was followed
by expenditure scholarships to students (11%). This was again in line with the
government standard of spending ten percent (out of total income) for scholarships.
Only, 8.5 percent of the income was spent on institutional development.
Table 8: Level-wise distribution of average annual expenditure fee (N=339)

Level

PrePrimary

Playi
ng

6.72

Extra
activities

13.27

Laborat
ory

Library

2.4

2.79

24

Building
maintenanc
e

6.13

First
Aid

6.08

Othe
rs

4.9

Primary

12.97

4.13

5.54

6.2

5.39

4.0
6

Lower
Secondary

6.31

11.64

5.3

5.59

5.62

4.9

3.4
7

5.85

6.2
9

Secondary

6.55

7.34

12.94

7.41

6.87

6.81

Field Survey, 2016
Table 8 shows the level-wise distribution of average annual expenditure

under

different headings. The highest proportion of annual fee was invested in extracurricular activities. The highest investment was for pre-primary level (13.27
percent). The second highest investment was in laboratories. The lowest portion
was at pre- primary level (2.4%). The pattern of investment on play- materials,
extra-curricular activities, building maintenance, first aid and other topics did not
differ much in various levels of schools. But the investment on laboratory and
library was increased from lower to higher level. Overall, the schools have been
investing less than 50% of the annual fee for different facilities.

4.3 Existing procedure for determining fee in institutional schools
This section presents the existing practices of determining fees in institutional
schools. For this, the study team collected data to find out who/what plays a
decisive role in determining fee structure in institutional schools. The responses
obtained in this regard are presented below:
Table 9 : Procedure for determining fee structure in institutional schools (N=339)

Fee determination
Founder members decision
SMC decision
As per existing Government Rule

Response (%)
Yes
78.8
75.5
77.6
25

No
21.2
24.5
22.4

Consultation with parents
Calculation of expenditure
Calculation of facilities
Based on previous year fee
As per Investment
Comparing around school fee
According to N/PABSON Decision

75.5
69.6
62.2
39.5
24.5
27.4
53.4

24.5
30.4
37.8
60.5
75.5
72.6
46.6

Field Survey, 2016
The Table 9 reveals ten different factors that play a decisive role in determining fees
in institutional schools. According to the table, two third of the responses (78.8%)
showed that founders of the schools decide fees for the students. Similarly, 77.6%
responses claimed that fees in institutional schools are determined as per existing
government rule. The table also shows that fees in institutional schools are decided
by SMC decision (75.5%), consultation with parents (75.5%) and calculation of
expenditure (69.6%). ‘Calculation of facilities’ (62.2%) and ‘N/PABSON decision’
(53.4%) were also considered by the respondents as vital for deciding fee.
Again, ‘previous years’ fee structure (39.5%)’ , ‘school investment (24.5%)’, and
‘comparison of fee with the other neighboring school (27.4%)’ were also considered
as decisive factors to increase fee structure in institutional schools. In this regard, a
representative of District Education Office told the study team as, “Institutional
schools are adopting the previous criteria of determining school fee rather than
guidelines prescribed by the government.”
However, this information contrasts with the experiences of one of the
representatives of PABSON member. According to him, most institutional schools
determine fee structures based on the market around them. He further added, “The
amount of fee hardly varies in these neighboring schools. This is due to the
competition among them”. One of the school's principal argued that the fee
structures should be determined on the basis of facilities provided by institutional
schools. Many of them reported that maximum expenses in schools are related to
educational activities. For them, it’s very difficult for the private schools to
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determine fee on the basis of criteria they set although some schools were strictly
practicing.
Table 10: Practice of fee structuring by the category of the schools

Fee Determination

Category

Founder members decision

Count
%
SMC decision
Count
%
As per existing Government Count
Rule
%
Consultation with parents
Count
%
Calculation of expenditure
Count
%
Calculation of facilities
Count
%
Based on previous year fee
Count
%
As per Investment
Count
%
Comparing around school fee
Count
%
According to PABSON Decision Count
%
Others
Count
%

Schools Category
A
B
C
16
40
18
94.1 85.1 85.7
15
33
15
88.2 70.2 71.4
11
24
11

D
4
80.0
4
80.0
3

64.7
9
52.9
16
94.1
16
94.1
13
76.5
8
47.1
6
35.3
13
76.5
1
5.9

60.0
4
80.0
4
80.0
2
40.0
3
60.0
1
20.0
0
0.0
2
40.0
0
0.0

51.1
31
66.0
39
83.0
42
89.4
29
61.7
14
29.8
29
61.7
24
51.1
0
0.0

52.4
17
81.0
17
81.0
13
61.9
10
47.6
7
33.3
14
66.7
13
61.9
0
0.0

Total
78
67
49

61
76
73
55
30
49
52
1

Field Survey, 2016
The Table 10 reveals that almost all institutional schools under category “A”
determine their fee based on founder members' decision. Other schools determined
their fee on the basis of available facilities and the estimated expenditures. Similar
kind of practice can be noticed in schools under other categories. The table also
reveals that fee was determined by the SMC in the majority of schools under all
categories. More than half of the schools of all categories followed the government's
rule of determining fee structures. The table also shows that the schools under
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category C and D consulted parents for determining fee. Majority of schools under
category B and C examined the fees of neighboring schools to determine their
schools’ fee. And, there are some schools that determined fee considering their
investment in schools.

%

N

%

N

N and %
72.70%

8

54.50%

6

36.40%

4

54.5%

6

81.8%

9

Illam
74.10%

20

70.40%

19

92.60%

25

100.0%

27

92.6%

25

Morang
100.00%

12

100.00
%

12

8.30%

1

100.0%

12

100.0
%

12

Parsa

85.20%

23

92.60%

25

14.80%

4

70.4%

19

92.6%

25

Chitwan
68.30%

112

92.10%

151

94.50%

155

84.8%

139

75.0%

123

Kathma
ndu
65.60%

21

62.50%

20

87.50%

28

84.4%

27

96.9%
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Kaski
82.10%

23

14.30%

4

96.40%

27

64.3%

18

85.7%

24

Rupande
hi
71.40%

5

71.40%

5

71.40%

5

28.6%

2

57.1%

4

Surket
41.40%

12

48.30%

14

48.30%

14

20.7%

6

48.3%

14

Kailali
267

Total

Table 11: District-wise fee structuring practice
Current practice
of
fee
structuring

N

256

Founder
members
decision

%

263

SMC decision

N

256

As per existing
Government Rule

of

%

236

consultation with
parents

Calculation
expenditure
N

28

%

211

7

134

24.10%
5

83

17.20%
2

93

6.9%
3
20
69.0%

181

2
28.6%

10.3%

5
71.40%
3
42.90%
1
14.3%
5

13
46.4%

71.4%

26
92.90%
19
67.90%
4
14.3%
18

20
62.5%

64.3%

22
68.80%
5
15.60%
18
56.3%
9

76
46.3%

28.1%

94
57.30%
55
33.50%
29
17.7%
24

44.40%
14
51.9%
19
70.4%
16
59.3%

9
75.0%

14.6%

20
12

74.10%

11
91.70%
9
75.00%
8
66.7%
10

16
59.3%

83.3%

18
66.70%
19
70.40%
4
14.8%
2

9
81.8%

7.4%

8
72.70%
7
63.60%
3
27.3%

N
N
N

According
to
PABSON Decision

%

%

Comparing
around school fee

3

per

%

As
Investment

N

%

Based
on
previous year fee

27.3%

N

of

%

Calculation
facilities

Field Survey, 2016
The Table 11 depicts that most of the principals or founders of institutional schools
determined their school fee on their own decision (except in Surkhet and Kailali).
Most of the schools in Morang, Rupandehi, Chitwan and Kathmandu followed the
rules of government while determining fees. There were only few schools that
claimed that their fee structure is based on: PABSON's decision, as per investment,
based on previous year's fee structures and comparing surrounding schools in each
of the district. These evidences show that there was no consistency in determining
the fee structures in institutional schools as instructed in the policy guidelines. This
indicated that 'Guideline for Fee Declaration Standard 2072’ was not fully followed.
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One representative from the Parent Association of Nepal claimed that the founders
themselves decided fees without any criteria. She said, "They have been charging fees
haphazardly under a number of titles such as horse riding, computer classes, and
swimming lessons though these activities do not take place. We expect quality in
education in return to the fee we pay. Most parents are not aware of this and so do not
complain." She further added that the institutional schools should be transparent
and accountable to parents. This can be done through social audits and there should
be effective monitoring mechanisms for this. According to her, the school owners
should be allowed to earn profit but only to a certain preset ceiling. She was in favor
of effective implementation of the government guidelines. However, one of the
members of PABSON suggested that the current guidelines do not consider major
determinants of deciding fee such as location (the urban and the rural contexts) of
the schools.
Table 12: Scientific basis of fee structure in institutional schools in future (N=339)

Fee Determinants
Investment
Market Price hiking to other commodities
Location (Prime, inside the city, outside the city)
Geographically (Urban and Rural)
Facilities
Pedagogical ( ICT & traditional)
Extra-Curricular Activities
Permanency of teachers
Teachers qualification and experience
School Space
Performance of students
Business plan

Response (%)
60.8
86.4
56.9
51.6
88.8
73.7
73.2
63.7
77.9
27.7
35.4
23.9

Field Survey, 2016
Table 12 presents the views of the study participants for the possibility of scientific
basis for setting the fee structure in institutional schools in the future. Out of the
total respondents, 88.8 percent rated that the most important factor was school
facility. This was followed by the hike of market price (86.4%). The participants also
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indicated teachers’ qualification and experiences (77.9%), learning materials
(73.7%), extra-curricular activities (73.2%), permanency of teachers (63.7%) and
investment (60.8%) as the determinants for making fee structures scientific.
Business plan (23.9%), school space (27.7%) and performance of the students were
the lowest rated factors for determining fee structures scientific.
School owners emphasized that the fee structures should be determined based on
the available school facilities, the increasing inflation, market prices of commodities
and qualification and experiences of teachers. Particularly qualitative data asserts
‘increased market price’ as key determinant for increased fee in institutional
schools.

4.4 Perception of Principals and Founders towards school objectives
and registration criteria
This section presents the perception of principals and founders in relation to
objectives of institutional schools and school registration issues. The data collected
on these two aspects of institutional schools are presented and discussed below:

Figure 10: Institutional schools by their objectives (N=339)

54.6
41.2

3.0
Profit priority Service priority
but service as but profit as well
well

Fully profit
motive

0.3

0.9

Fully service
motive

Profit and
service equally

Field Survey, 2016
Figure 10 shows that 50 percent of the respondents wanted their institutional
schools to be profit making organizations but 41.2 percent of them wanted their
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schools to be service- providing institutes with adequate profit. There were very few
school leaders who wanted their schools to be purely service oriented. In an
interview one of the Principals opined as, “Education as a commodity has been
reflected in the policy since schools have to be registered under the Company Act of
Nepal.” This indicates the institutional school leaders view education as a
commodity and profit-making thus becomes their key organizational aim.
Figure 11: Respondents’ perception on registering institutional schools (N=339)
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Field Survey, 2016
Figure 11 depicts the perception of principals and founders on registering
institutional schools. Nearly forty five percent of principals and founders responded
that they wanted to register their schools at Company Registrar’s Office as profit
oriented company. While 30.7 percent of school leaders wanted to register under
the company Act as non-profit making companies. This data was confirmed in the
Focus Group Discussion (FGDs) and in-depth interviews with the founders and the
principals.
Many school owners opined that they were in favor of complete autonomy of
institutional schools and therefore they want to be self- depend in determining fees.
Some of them told that they are in severe competition and therefore the autonomy
for determining fee is crucial to make their school better. One of the participants
said, "There should be no interference in private schools because they are part of the
private sector by the government. All decision-making rights should be fully secured to
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the owners of the private schools." However, they wanted to be regulated under
specific government rules and regulation.
Another participant in this regard said, "There should be distinct regulation for
private schools. Private schools are profit making institutions. So, it is necessary to let
them decide their fee independently. Private schools should be able to determine their
fee structure based on their investment." However, some school principals were in
favor of welfare based institutional schools.
One principal shared, "Institutional schools should be developed as fully service
motive rather than business oriented. Therefore, government should formulate and
implement strict rules and regulation for monitoring and evaluation.” Nevertheless,
the majority of the participants had the view that they wanted their schools to be a
profit oriented organizations with little or no interference from the government in
relation to determining fee.
A parent from a private school in Kathmandu district opined as, "There are some
parents who intend to send their children to other countries for quality education. In
my opinion, there need to be some international standard schools in our own country
so that the flow of students to the other countries in the name of quality education can
be reduced." Another parent on the other hand added as, "there are some schools
which are claimed to be international in nature but in my opinion they are so-called
international schools. What I think that there need to be such schools which really can
appear to be international in kind where more than 50% children from different
countries study together with the children of our own country."
This shows that some parents seem to be in demand of international level of quality
education for their children and they are in need of establishing international
standard schools where their children can study together with more than 50%
foreign children.
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Chapter five: Findings, conclusion and recommendation
This chapter includes findings of the study which is based on the analysis and
interpretation of qualitative and quantitative data and also the review of policies,
Act, and guidelines in relation to fee structuring procedures in institutional schools
of Nepal. It also consists of conclusion and some key recommendations to improve
the ways of determining fee structure in institutional schools.

5.1 Major findings of the study
1. An inconsistency was found

between two

documents: 'Guideline for Fee

Declaration Standard 2072' and Education Act (Seventh Amendment), 1971
particularly in terms of determining fee and modes of expenditure in
institutional schools. Moreover, the policy provisions were also found to be
highly structured and rigid in determining fee structures and their expenditure
patterns. Imposition of maximum cap to the institutional schools for determining
fees may not be implementable as various kind of locally existed factors
influences fee structure procedure in institutional schools.
2. It was found that while making provision for structuring fee in institutional
schools the policy documents have overlooked location of the schools, market
inflation, and cost increment on services and commodities that directly influence
the teachers' and staff's salary patterns.
3. It was also found that there is a need of a decentralized government mechanism
to facilitate in the process of determining fee structure scientifically.
4. The study team also came across some contradictory views between the school
owners and parents in relation to deciding fee structure in institutional schools.
Since fee structure of institutional schools is highly influenced by salary scale of
teachers, services and facilities which are to be provided to the students and
continuously increased price of the daily use materials in the market, the school
owner found to be in support of making institutional schools autonomous
organizations to decide fee structure of their own. On the contrary, parents were
found to be in support of making the procedure of determining fees more
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inclusive and participatory to control the monopoly (if any) in collecting fees
from students.
5. Some schools were found to increase tuition fee annually but they did not
increase the salary scale for teachers. In many schools teachers’ salary was
found to be far below the salary scale fixed by the government. However, the
salary of the Principal and the Founder members were found to be considerably
drawing more than the standard of salary fixed by the government. The salary is
still far below the government standards. Moreover, the salary of the founders
and the principals is substantially more than government salaries.
6. The institutional schools were found to be profit-making organization since the
profit percentage of institutional schools was approximately ten percent of the
annual income.
7.

The institutional schools were found to have been providing substantial
number of physical and other extra-curricular facilities to students. The schools
were in line with the policy provisions of ensuring that 60% of the expenditure
was to be spent on teacher salary and ten percent of the expenditure should be
allocated for scholarship provisions. The parents and students union were not
found to believe the justifiable distribution of scholarship in institutional
schools.

8. Most institutional schools had not been categorized under the stipulated
category set by the government. The institutional schools determined their fee
structure based on the decisions made by the founders or the SMC. This was
based on facilities, teaching staff quality etc. The lower the categories of schools,
the more they seemed to consult with the parents while determining fee for
students. A majority of schools (under category B and C) compared their fee
structure with that of the neighboring schools before they increase fees for their
students. But such comparison was not found in the case of determining fee in
the schools under ‘A’ category.
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9. Some schools were found to have been facing financial difficulties. Due to the
limited numbers of students, the income of the schools was reported to be very
low and they therefore were unable to provide due salary to their teachers and
appropriate facilities to their students. In this context, merging of such schools
with the neighboring ones was reported to be one of the options for maintaining
quality education in those institutional schools.
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5.2 Conclusion
Continuous increase of fee in institutional schools has been observed as one of the
arguable issues which need to be addressed as soon as possible. The Government of
Nepal has formulated policy, Act and Guidelines to systematize the fee structure of
institutional schools. But the owners of the institutional schools are often claimed to
have overlooked these policy documents while increasing students’ fee. Parents on
the other hand occasionally complain that the institutional schools annually
increase students’ fee irrationally and government turns to be uninterested in
controlling the schools’ monopoly on it.
Educational policy of institutional school sector has made some provisions to
address the issue of fee rise which are said to be unreasonable and arguable by the
owner of the schools. First, the owners claim that their schools run under company
Act (Education Act 2028, seventh amendment and Education Regulation, 2059) and
thus they are profit-making organizations. They therefore say that increment of fee
in institutional schools need not to be questioned. Second, they have to rely entirely
on students’ fees for paying teachers’ salary, school building rent and other daily
operating cost of the schools. In this sense, they claim that fee increment is not their
choice but compulsion. Third, they also explain that quality education for students
demands qualified and dedicated teachers, sound infrastructure, relevant learning
materials, significant extracurricular activities and quality management of the
schools which cannot be maintained without handsome amount. In this context, as
they say, the quality education for students through lower rate of fee is
controversial and rather unattainable. Fourth, the available policy for structuring
students’ fee in institutional schools has largely overlooked some key components
like continuous price increase on daily use materials, location of the schools (urban
and rural), number of students in the schools, market inflation, etc. that directly
influence the sustainability of the schools. Any mechanism developed for
systematizing fee collection procedure needs to address these challenges.
Nonetheless, alarmingly high increment of students’ fee in institutional schools
cannot be taken as natural. Although they increase fee in the name of paying sound
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salary to their teachers and providing better learning materials to their students, a
large number of such schools do not seem to keep their promise as they make. Their
claim for providing quality education is still arguable and that they often do not care
parents’ affordability while determining fee for students. The schools with a few
numbers of students often intend to consult parents before they increase fee but
those which belong to ‘A’ and ‘B’ categories bypass parents on this matter. More
ridiculous issues is that some schools do not consider the parents’ affordability and
the other factors, but compare their fee structure with that of the other schools in
neighborhood and increase fee for their students accordingly. The practices as such
seem to have created unhealthy competition in terms of collecting fee among
institutional schools and students, as a primary stakeholder of the schools, seem to
be victim of it.
It seems that it requires democratic attempts from all the stakeholders including the
government to settle the fee issue in institutional schools that may fit to the
expectations and aspirations of school owners, students, parents and the
government as well. Any policy mechanism for determining fee structure in
institutional schools need to be participatory, inclusive and decentralized aiming at
ensuring the larger good of the schools and the students as a whole.
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5.3 Recommendations
•

There is a gap that exists on policy provisions. Particularly, Education Act 2028
(7th amendment) has envisaged that the institutional schools are not allowed to
collect fees on infrastructure development, but the ‘Fee Determination Guideline,
2072’ stipulates that the schools can make expenditure on such facilities. This
has to be revisited.

•

For determining fees in institutional schools scientifically, the government
should focus on four particular aspects: inflation of market prices, teachers’
quality, learning environment and location of schools. It is essential to develop
detailed measurable and contextual indicators that play key role to make fee
structure feasible to the students and the school themselves. For this, a broader
community consensus should be developed.

•

The schools without adequate students need to be merged which may be one of
the options for strengthening schools in terms of their finance, facilities and
quality of education.

•

There were no consistent processes of fee determination among different
categories of institutional schools. It shows that the centrally designed
modalities of fee determining process might not fit at the local level as the fee
determining processes are largely the contextual. The economic conditions of
parents, fees of surrounding schools, parental education, infrastructure facilities,
and teachers' availability and so on are contextual issues. It is difficult or
sometimes impossible to measure these components. Therefore structured,
specific, and centrally designed processes of determining fee structures may not
function. Therefore, it is better to decentralize such process in each district or
VDC/Municipality.

•

As a lesson from international practices and the finding from this study, it
requires effective monitoring of the government to avoid inconsistency in fee
structure among institutional schools. This can be done by developing an
effective and independent mechanism at district level to contribute to formulate
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and regulate fee structures in institutional schools. The mechanism should be
inclusive and participatory where all concerned stakeholders such as
representative of institutional schools, policy implementers (district education
officer), and parent representative can be the part of it. The mechanism can be
led by retired judge or educationist at local level.
•

In many schools, the teachers are not paid as per the salary provision of the
government, but the school founders/ principals are paid extremely higher than
that. It is essential to address the differences in their salary. In addition, the
salary provision stipulated by the ‘Institutional School Fee Regulation Standard
Guideline, 2072’ is not followed in several schools. This needs to be addressed in
consultation with the stakeholders of the schools under all categories.

•

Many institutional schools were not under categories set by the government.
Few schools under such categories concerned less on fee structuring procedures
as directed in the policy.

This requires that the policy provisions need

immediate revision considering why some schools cannot follow it. After
improvement in provisions, the government has to develop strong monitoring
mechanisms with necessary punishment and reward system for implementing
policy guidelines effectively.
•

The guideline for stipulating the fee structure has to be revised with one of the
considerations that the present fee structure is not applicable for certain schools
based on inflation of market price or areas.

•

The government has to focus its interventions on raising awareness on parents
through parenting education. The parental education as such need to focus on
empowering parents for selecting the better schools for their children. A
parents’ counseling mechanism can be developed within the system of
government to raise school evaluation consciousness among parents so that they
can feel that they are paying to the schools of their choice. The government
needs to formulate a suitable policy for it.
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•

Fairness in collecting fee can also be maintained through provision of providing
vouchers to the parents in yearly basis. The amount in the vouchers needs to be
equivalent to the amount of fee which they are to pay to the schools.

The

voucher system should be piloted in a particular area or district particularly
targeting the marginalized and deprived communities.
•

To attract foreign investment and develop Nepal as a hub of education, a
provision can be developed to establish high standard international schools. The
schools are to be established with the provision of ensuring 50 percent foreign
students in each school.
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