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A. INTRODUCTION
1. General
1.1
The Government of Indonesia is executing a US$28.8 million World Bank managed Dutch Trust Fund that provides School Improvement Grants to Indonesia’s poorest and most disadvantaged primary and junior secondary schools.  All types of schools are to benefit from the programme (public and private, secular and religious).  Some grants are directed towards schools that face the additional burden of providing education services to refugee populations. The bulk of the grants, however are provided for rehabilitation of existing school buildings.  The Dutch Government envisages further assistance for school improvement in subsequent years if the current programme is successful.

2. Terms of Reference
2.1 Objectives 
2.1.1
There are two objectives of this assignment

· To assess the quality of school rehabilitation undertaken using School Improvement Grants and to assess the value of the technical supervision provided by the GOI financed civil works consultant companies.

· To lead a study to:

· assess community participation in grant-financed school rehabilitation activities under the SIGP

· compare and contrast this with community led rehabilitation under other programs and projects and draw up a list of lessons that have been learned.
· review the comparative cost effectiveness of community managed rehabilitation vis-a-vis rehabilitation carried out by contractors and managed by Public Works

· publicise the findings to stakeholders

· draw up practical guidance for future community-led school rehabilitation, repair and maintenance.  

2.2 Tasks
2.2.1
The consultant will undertake two visits to Indonesia over the period November 2001 – April 2002.  The first of these visits will take place before mid- December 2001.  The timing of the second visit will be agreed with the CIMU Team Leader.  The consultant will work with CIMU consultants who have conducted a considerable amount of monitoring of the SIGP over the last year.  The consultant will:

· Conduct field visits to schools engaged in SIGP rehabilitation projects. 
· Analyse and summarise existing CIMU findings on rehabilitation.
· Hold extensive discussions with CIMU, programme implementers and other stakeholders.
· Produce three reports.  

2.3 Outputs
2.3.1
Two reports to be produced at the end of the first visit:
· A report based on field visits and an analysis of CIMU findings that assesses the quality of SIGP financed rehabilitation works and the value of technical supervision available to schools.

· A short report that sets out an agreed design for a three-month study of community-led school rehabilitation, including detailed tasks for the CIMU consultants concerned, timing of activities etc.
3. Meetings
3.1
Meetings were held with staff of CIMU and principals, head teachers, teachers and community members at the schools visited.

4. Site Visits
4.1
The School Rehabilitation Consultant visited Indonesia between November 20th and November 30th 2001.

4.2
Schools in Kabupaten Ponorogo where renovation work has taken place were visited between November 21st and November 24th 2001 and schools in Kabupaten Sampang were visited between November 26th and November 27th 2001.

B. SUMMARY OF REPORT
1. General
1.1 This report summarises the findings of the Consultant following his field visits to schools where renovation work has taken place under the School Improvement Grant Programme.
1.2
It provides an initial assessment of the quality of the renovation work and of the value of the technical supervision provided by the civil works consultants.

1.3
It comments on programme management, whether the programme guidelines have been complied with and on the roles and responsibilities of the various agencies concerned with implementing the programme with specific reference to the situation in Kabupaten Ponorogo.
1.4 Annexes 1 and 2 give details of school visits in Kabupaten Ponorogo and Kabupaten Sampang in Java Timur.

2. Quality of Renovation Work
2.1 The quality of the renovation ranges from adequate to very good.  From the experience of the author it compares favourably with the renovation work at primary schools that is usually undertaken by PUK (local Ministry of Works).  At some schools, notably SDN Merang, Kabupaten Ponorogo (see Annex 1) and MI Islamiyah, Kabupaten Sampang (see Annex 2) the work is superior to that usually carried out by PUK.  
2.2
At this stage it is not possible to compare the costs of the renovation work carried out by the schools and that carried out by PUK (and in Kabupaten Ponorogo, the costs have been distorted by the work being carried out by contractors and what seems to have been price fixing by the contractors and the District Committee; see Annex 1).  A further study should therefore be undertaken to compare the detailed costs of the renovation work undertaken by schools under SIGP and the cost of schools renovated by PUK.  It should be remembered however that PUK renovation costs are usually fixed according to the condition of the school buildings: Rusak Ringan, Rusak Sedang, Rusak Berat, etc and do not reflect market prices.  Renovation by the school using properly priced schedules of work should undoubtedly be more efficient and cost-effective.
2.3
Another factor that should be considered is that where the schools have been free to implement the work themselves and have done so effectively, this has generated feelings of pride and achievement in the work carried out and a greater feeling of ownership of the school facilities that must be beneficial to the school, the pupils and the community (see SDN Merang, Kabupaten Ponorogo in Annex 1 and SDN Tanggumang and MI Islamiyah, Kabupaten Sampang in Annex 2).

2.4
Recommendations: A more detailed study should be undertaken, probably as part of the study of community participation in grant-financed school rehabilitation, of both the quality and cost of schools renovated by both schools/communities under this and other programmes and by contractors supervised by PU and PUK.

3. Technical Supervision
3.1
There have obviously been problems with the technical supervision.  In Kabupaten Ponorogo some of these seem to have been caused by the perceived role of the consultants as working for the District Committee rather than for the schools.  The District Committee seems to have used the consultants to prepare the renovation proposals for the schools rather than advising the schools on their own proposals and they have then supervised the contractors carrying out the work rather than assisting the communities.  There does however seem to have been a serious lack of supervision at most schools in Kabupaten Ponorogo.  It should also be noted that the consultants do not seem to have prepared any detailed drawings of the renovation work to be carried out at any of the schools. At nearly all schools visited in the kabupaten the lack of supervision and assistance was commented on together with the fact that the supervisors were based in Surabaya not the kabupaten which would account for their not visiting the school sites very often and their visits being short (Surabaya is approximately 4 hours drive from Ponorogo Town).  It is not clear whether the consultants visiting the schools were Construction Supervisors or Construction Co-ordinators, both of whom should have been based in the kabupaten.
3.2
The consultants in Kabupaten Sampang seem to have taken their responsibilities more seriously and the schools seem to be more pleased with the assistance that they have given.  The consultants were also based in the kabupaten which would have made their job easier.

3.3 One problem that is commented upon in the CIMU report on the performance of the consultants is that none of the Construction Supervisors interviewed had 6 years experience as asked for in the consultants terms of reference (28% had no experience at all) and 39% of them had only graduated from senior high school and did not have the required diploma.  The CIMU report however considers that the performance of the Construction Supervisors as generally very good both in planning and in supervision.  However these findings were not borne out in many of the schools visited if judged on the actual results.  There are problems with the quality of the work and with renovations not following the guidelines in some schools and technical problems such as a well too close to a septic tank and problems with roof junctions and roof fixings that should not have occurred.  It is probable that most of these problems were caused by the lack of experience of the Construction Supervisors.  Presumably the civil works consultants have been trying to save money by employing inexperienced supervisors who could be paid less than experienced ones.
3.4
The CIMU report also found that the Construction Supervisors visited fairly regularly and stayed for periods of between 1 and 2 hours.  Again this was not borne out by the visits to schools in Kabupaten Ponorogo where supervisors did not visit schools regularly or for long periods.  The school staff interviewed in Ponorogo were also not very impressed with the usefulness of the supervisors, presumably because it was felt that they were working for the District Committee rather than for the School Committees.  The situation was however better in Kabupaten Sampang.
3.5
The CIMU reports also comments on the complete lack of training carried out by the consultants.  Under their terms of reference they are supposed to carry out on-the-job training of builders and artisans and also training for the School Committees.  Neither of these seems to have happened in either of the kabupatens visited.

3.6
The PMU is supposed to ensure that the consultants perform according to their terms of reference and this does not appear to have happened.   It is obviously very important that, if schools and communities are to undertake the renovation of school facilities, they receive adequate expert technical assistance particularly in preparing their proposals and in supervising and managing the construction.  At the schools where this has happened, both schools and communities have found this to be very useful.
3.7 Recommendations: If a second phase of SIGP does take place, the PMU must ensure that the contracted consultants: 1) employ adequate numbers of properly qualified and experienced staff and base them in the kabupaten where they are working; 2) supervise and monitor their staff to ensure that they carry out all tasks set out in their terms of reference and 3) are contracted for the whole period of the grant programme from the briefing of District and School Committees to the completion of the renovations.  One proposal mentioned in the CIMU report that Construction Supervisors should be employed locally in each kabupaten should be given consideration as they would then be more familiar with the area, local construction, etc and this could be written into the terms of reference for the consulting firms.
4. Programme Management
4.1 Kabupaten Samarang
4.1.1
In Kabupaten Samarang, programme management seems to have largely followed the guidelines: 1) the kabupaten (or that part visited) seems quite poor and the schools selected are in the main in poor villages and/or in a bad state of repair.  2) School representatives were invited to ‘socialisation’ events at the kabupaten headquarters and given copies of the guidelines.  3) They were then asked to prepare proposals for their schools which were amended by the District Committee only in matters of detail.  4) The schools then set up their own Technical Teams who were allowed to implement the renovation programmes without interference but assisted by the civil works consultants.  There appears to have been no major leakage of funds.  
4.1.2
There are a few instances of the work not following the guidelines in terms of what could be renovated under the programme and some instances of poor guidance and supervision by the Construction Supervisors but these can probably be put down to inexperience on the part of the Supervisors.  On the whole the standard of work is good, the schools have much improved facilities and the school staff and communities are proud of what they have achieved.
4.2 Kabupaten Ponorogo
4.2.1
In Kabupaten Ponorogo however, the story is quite different: 1) most parts of the kabupaten visited did not give the impression of being particularly poor and several of the schools visited should not have been given grants either because they are in obviously prosperous areas and/or they were not in a particularly bad state of repair.  2) Programme guidelines were not handed out at the first ‘socialisation’ meeting (although these were distributed later) and school representatives had no choice but accept the District Committee’s interpretation of the guidelines.  3) At one school the work has been completed but no agreement has been signed although this completely contravenes the guidelines. 4) At another school funding was given for renovation work even though the school was receiving funding already from another source and the work proposed did not conform to the guidelines. 5) At all schools the District Committee tried, usually successfully, to impose their own nominees (who were members of the local contractors association) on the schools as the Technical Team.  The contractors that these Technical Teams represented then undertook the renovation work with little or no local input using funds withdrawn by the Head Teachers but giving no receipts.  This again contravenes the guidelines. 6) There is evidence from the schools visited that the District Committee increased unit rates for renovation work above market rates in collusion with the consultants and the contractors.  7) There is also evidence from CIMU’s investigation that banks would only allow withdrawals by the Head Teacher against a letter from the District Committee, again contravening the guidelines and accusations by some Head Teachers that money was given to contractors and consultants for distribution amongst all parties at kabupaten level. 8) the District Committee did not ensure that the consultants were carrying out their duties properly.
4.2.2
The PMU also seems not to have been carrying out their duties diligently: 1) they do not appear to have ensured that the selection process for schools to receive grants has been carried out in a fair and accountable manner; 2) they do not appear to have monitored the programme to ensure that project guidelines are being followed and 3) they have not yet employed an independent auditing firm to verify the extent to which SIGP funds have been used according to the guidelines.  In Kabupaten Ponorogo it is fairly obvious that they have not been used according to the guidelines and it will be interesting to see how the auditors deal with this.

4.2.3
It should be noted however that, even in Ponorogo, at schools where the School Committee has been allowed to carry out the work, the standard of work is acceptable or even good, the schools have much improved facilities and the school staff and communities are proud of what they have achieved.

4.3 Recommendations: If there is a second phase to the programme, the PMU must ensure that District Committees carry out their duties in line with the programme guidelines and if there is any hint that they are not, that the funding ceases immediately and that all schools and communities in the kabupaten are informed of the reason.  In Ponorogo Kabupaten there seems to be sufficient evidence of malpractice and even fraud from Head Teachers and community members that a full scale investigation, by the police if necessary, should be mounted and this investigation should be well publicised.  Unless these accusations can be clearly refuted, Kabupaten Ponorogo should certainly not receive funding for a second phase.  The guidelines clearly state that any individual or group that is found to be involved in corrupt activity will be subject to prosecution and/or administrative action by the appropriate authorities and it suggested that an example is made to ensure that similar practices are not adopted in any second phase.  
ANNEX 1:
VISITS TO SCHOOLS RENOVATED UNDER THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANT PROGRAMME IN KABUPATEN PONOROGO, JAVA TIMOR

1. General

1.1
Schools where renovation work has been carried out under the School Improvement Grant Programme in Kabupaten Ponorogo were visited on November 22nd and 23rd 2001.

1.2 The civil works consultants supervising the renovation work are P.T. Yodya Karya.

2. Schools visited

2.1
SLTP 1 Jambon, Kecamaten Jambon: The school is situated in a rural village approximately ¾ hour from Ponorogo town.  A meeting was held with the School Principal and members of the School Committee (SC) and the Technical Team (TT).  The head of the TT is also the Kepala Desa who is a builder and he is using village labour to carry out the work.  The Principal said that the school had set up their TT following the guidelines and that the District Committee (DC) had then tried to impose their own Technical Team composed of members of ‘GAPENSI’ (the local contractors association) on the school.  The Principal and the SC, supported by the community succeeded in reversing this but only after Rp5 million had been taken from the first tranche payment by the Head of Implementation (HI) imposed by the DC.  This money has not been returned.


The school was asked by the DC to submit proposals for funding.  The school was then informed by the DC that their proposal would be funded but that the DC would prepare a detailed proposal based on the school’s original proposal.  In this case, the SC’s original proposal was that 60% of the grant would be spent on building works and 40% on books and equipment.  The DC revised this so that the whole fund would be spent on building works.  Eventually a compromise was reached where 90% would be spent on building works and the balance on books and equipment.  The amount of building work however remained the same, the DC estimating that it would cost 30% more than the SC.  The DC sent their own team to the school, including the civil works consultants to prepare the detailed proposal.  The school has received Rp100 million for the renovation works.


The building works, which were approved by the DC include: 1) turning the entrance to the school into a meeting room and extending the roof to form a new entrance; 2) making repairs to the roof of the Admin Building; 3) renovating two existing toilet blocks; 4) constructing concrete aprons between the buildings and existing storm drains; 5) relaying veranda tiles and 6) painting all buildings internally and externally.  It should be noted that a new 2-classroom building is at present being constructed on the school site using APBD (local government) funds.


It would appear that the DC over-estimated the cost of the works as for instance the funds allocated for the painting of two classrooms actually covered the cost of painting all buildings in the school! 

When questioned about the role of the consultants, the Principal stated that they gave no assistance in preparing the proposal, they only made short visits to the site and gave no advice on construction or training on site.  The consultants are based in Surabaya not the District.  The quality of the work is quite poor, especially to the entrance and toilets and the quality of any technical supervision has not been very good.


The Principal also said that the DC had sent the school a signboard giving details of the project and that the school would have to pay for this.

2.2
SDN Merang, Kecamaten Jambon: The school is situated on the main road in the village. A meeting was held with the Head Teacher (HT) (whose husband it should be noted is a member of the DC).  The school was asked to submit a proposal to the DC and made an initial, un-costed proposal in late June which included the renovation of 5 classrooms, toilets and water supply and the purchase of furniture and books.  The DC then produced its own revised proposal based on a survey carried out by its own team (including the civil works consultants).  Some items such as repairing the teachers’ room, provision of a water tank, some furniture and replacing some doors were excluded.  


The DC wanted to impose its own technical team composed of members of GAPENSI but the HT refused and set up her own team composed of local people who had some knowledge of construction.  The head of the team was a builder and the Kepala Desa was also on the team and was in charge of the carpenters.  The work was carried out by members of the village.  All the workers were paid but the members of the TT were not.  


The TT prepared a programme assisted by the Construction Supervisor (CS) who also supervised construction (but only visited the site every two weeks) and assisted the HT with preparing progress reports.  The TT ordered the materials without any assistance from the CS.  The work started on 17th September and should be finished by the end of December.  


The HT took the money (Rp70 million) in three tranches from the bank and the DC insisted that they countersigned the withdrawals.  There was no leakage however and there are sufficient funds to complete the work.


The school did not have any toilets and a new toilet block with two toilets has been constructed.  The toilets are supplied from a well with an electric pump.  Five classrooms have been renovated with new roof tiles and ceilings, painting internally and externally and new doors (still to be changed).  There are some roof tiles left over (possibly enough for one more classroom) and there was sufficient paint left over to paint one more classroom internally and externally and a further classroom externally (all this implies that the cost of the work was over-estimated by the DC).  The new furniture is still to be ordered.  The work has been carried out to a very good standard and the Head Teacher and staff are obviously very proud of the results.

2.3
MTS/MA Panjeng, Kecamaten Jenangan: The school is situated in a rural village that seems fairly prosperous.  The school consists of a 6-classroom building that has been renovated with new roof tiles and battens, some new roof trusses and purlins, new ceilings, painting internally and externally, two roller shutters between two classrooms to enable them to be opened up into one space and burglar bars to the windows of an existing small laboratory.  The toilets were not renovated and there is no water on the site.  


The HT was invited to the ‘socialisation’ at the district headquarters and was given the project guidelines.  The HT said that all present were told by the DC that they did not think that the schools had the capacity to carry out the renovations and offered their assistance.  This assistance was to take the form of members of GAPENSI being put into the schools as the four member Technical Teams.  The HT wanted to refuse as he considered that there were sufficient capable people in the village to form the TT and carry out the work but in the end he did not as he thought that would spoil his chances of getting assistance for the school in future.  The GAPENSI members visited the school and asked the HT what renovation work he wanted carried out.  They then prepared a proposal together with the DC and are now carrying out the work using their own labour with no local labour being involved.  The CS visits the site once a week from Surabaya for about two hours checking the materials and the quality of the work.  The quality of the work, especially the roof is quite good.


The money (Rp100 million) was withdrawn by the HT in three tranches and was handed over to the Head of Implementation (the GAPENSI contractor) who refused to give receipts for the money.  The contractor gave the HT sufficient funds to purchase laboratory equipment but bought the furniture himself.  The work is still in progress; it started on October 1st and should be complete by the end of December.    

2.4
SDN Grogol III, Kecamten Sawoo: The school is situated in a fairly remote rural village that seems quite prosperous.  There are three existing buildings: 1) a 2-classroom and library building; 2) an administration building and 3) a 3-classroom building with an office and attached toilets at one end.  The 3-classroom building has been renovated with a new tiled roof with some new roof trusses and some existing ones.  It also has new ceilings and external soffits, new doors and windows and frames to the front veranda and new glass to existing windows to the rear.  New furniture has been provided to one classroom and to the teachers’ room and the building has been painted internally and externally.  


A meeting was held with the HT joined later by the Kepala Desa.  The HT had been invited to the district headquarters for the ‘socialisation’ and after this a team from the DC visited the school and asked him what renovation work he wanted carried out.  He asked for the 3-classroom building to be renovated as the roof was in bad condition.  The DC then prepared the proposal and the HT set up a technical team composed of people from the village who did not have qualifications but had experience of building.  The DC insisted however that they put their own people in as the TT.  These were members of GAPENSI and the DC said that they should also handle the money.  The team consisted of the Head of Implementation, the head carpenter, the treasurer and one other; they were all from the same contractor.  The HT withdrew the money from the bank (Rp70 million) in three tranches and handed it over to the treasurer without receipts.  


The TT did not however show any interest in carrying out the actual work (presumably because the village was quite remote).  The HT, the Kepala Desa and the School Committee therefore purchased the materials and employed local people to do the work and got money from the treasurer to pay for it.  The DC obviously over-estimated the cost of the work as the renovation is now complete (although the building needs another coat of paint) but there remains a balance of funds of Rp21 million!  The school needs a great deal more renovation work: the toilets need renovation and the roofs to the other two buildings (that are asbestos) require replacement.  However the treasurer refuses to give the school the balance of Rp21 million.


The renovation work took 41 days and the CS visited three times for an average of 15 minutes.  He gave them no training and no practical assistance.

2.5
MI Ma’arif, Dingus, Karang Patihan: This is a small school on a very small site in a rural village that seemed much poorer than the other villages visited.  The school has five classrooms and an office in a ‘L’-shaped building.  The original building was very badly built and the existing walls that have been retained are badly cracked in places.  These cracks are being made good.  One side of the roof to one wing has been re-tiled and the roof tiles to the other wing have been patched.  The floor tiles to one classroom and to parts of two others are being re-laid and the veranda floors are also being re-laid.  The wall to the veranda side of the building has been re-built and new window and door frames and glazed windows are being fitted.  Some of the old window frames to the rear walls are being retained.  New ceilings are being fitted to the classrooms and new soffits to the veranda.  The veranda posts have been removed for some reason and the roof over the veranda is now cantilevered (it was felt that these posts should be replaced to support the roof; why did the consultants allow this?).  A new toilet is been constructed with one WC and a washroom.  The work is still in progress (approximately 70% complete) and it was not known when it would be finished.  The workmanship is not very good.  Joinery is being made on site.


A meeting was held with the chairman of the school foundation who was also treasurer of the SC (the HT was not around).  The Kepala Desa/chairman of BP3 joined the meeting later.  The SC had made a preliminary proposal to the DC and they were then invited to the ‘socialisation’.  After this, the SC had made a comprehensive proposal for the renovations with drawings, quantities of materials and prices and this was subsequently revised by the DC.  The SC had wanted to change the whole roof for instance (it certainly needs changing) but the DC reduced this to partial replacement.  The chairman said that he had no knowledge of the TT but that a contractor was carrying out the construction work using his own skilled workers and unskilled workers from the village.  He did know that the HT had withdrawn the money (Rp70 million) in three tranches and had given it to the head of the TT (the contractor) and had not received any receipts.  The DC had also said that all monies should be disbursed by November 6 no matter what the actual progress of the work was!  The chairman had no knowledge of the consultants or how many times they had visited the site.

2.6
SDI Tarbiyatul-Islam, Kertosari-Babadan:  This is an old Dutch-built primary school on a small site in a prosperous suburb of Ponorogo (there was a BMW parked in the entrance to a house opposite the school) attached to a mosque.  The main school building is ‘U’-shaped and has seven classrooms, toilets and an office.  The school also has another site with a 3-classroom building on it that has been constructed fairly recently, behind the mosque.  The roof of the original Dutch building has been completely re-tiled, retaining the existing roof structure and teachers’ platforms have been built in each classroom.  The roof of the 3-classroom unit is being re-tiled, new ceilings and doors are being fitted and the buildings are being painted internally and externally.  A new 3-cubicle toilet is being built.  New furniture has been supplied for two classrooms.  The work is being carried out to a reasonable standard.


A meeting was held with the HT and the retired HT (the bank account is still in his name) and later on with the head of the TT/contractor.  The school was invited to the ‘socialisation’ by the DC and was informed that the whole renovation process would be managed by the DC.  The school did not therefore attempt to set up a TT and four members of GAPENSI were sent to the school by the DC, prepared the proposal and then formed the TT.  The proposal seems to have very high unit prices for the renovation work.  The four members of the TT all work for the same contractor (CV Wahyu Karya) who acts as head of the TT.  The retired HT said that he had withdrawn the funding (Rp70 million) in three tranches and had handed it over to the contractor.  The contractor later confirmed this and, in the presence of the visiting team, signed three receipts for a total of Rp70 million.  The contractor had however given the HT the money for the teachers’ honorarium and the school’s administration fee.  The work started on October 7 and was supposed to take 1½ months but will probably not be complete until the end of the year.  The consultants only came to the school once before the work started, probably to assist with the preparation of the proposal and have not visited the school since.

2.7
MTA (MI) Gontor Mlarak, Kecamaten Ponorogo: This is a private six-classroom primary school with a store and an office on a small site in a prosperous small town that also has a large Islamic centre.  The school was constructed in 1992 and is one of the best built and maintained schools seen in Indonesia by the author.  The joinery (the doors and window shutters) are particularly well made.  From an objective viewpoint it would seem that the school did not really require renovation.  The money (Rp70 million) has been spent on painting the roof tiles, on painting the school internally and externally and on tiling the walls and floors of the pupils’ and teachers’ toilets and wash area.  Classroom furniture (but not teachers’ furniture) and chalkboards have also been supplied.


The HT and the chairman of BP3 were invited by the DC to the ‘socialisation’ and were told that the renovation would be managed by the DC.  The SC however produced their own proposal which was sent to the DC and set up their own TT.  The DC revised the proposal but did not show the school committee the final version.  In fact the school has still not seen the proposal even though it should have been signed by the SC.  The DC insisted on providing the head of the TT but allowed the school’s own team to carry out the work acting as sub-contractor to the head of the TT if, to quote the HT, they paid Rp6 million to the head of the TT.  The HT has withdrawn two tranches of the funding, a total of Rp49 million.  The money was given to the TT treasurer who paid for the work carried out and gave Rp6 million (with no receipt) to the head of the TT apparently to give to the DC!  The work is now complete but there is still Rp21 million left in the school’s bank account and the treasurer still has Rp7.7 million in hand!  It would appear therefore that the DC greatly over-estimated the cost of the work.  The HT said that the consultants had never visited the school and he did not know what to do with the balance of funds.

2.8
MI Ma’arif, Ngrupit, Jenangan: The school is situated in a small village next to an SMP.  The school consists of a small admin building and two 3-classroom buildings arranged in an L-shape.  The two classroom buildings are being renovated with new roofs and roof structures, new windows and new ceilings.  Two new toilets are also being constructed.  The buildings were not very well constructed initially and the standard of the renovation work is not very good.  The roof to one of the classroom buildings is being raised by approximately 60cm because the HT thinks it was too low.  However the roof to the other building has not been raised and this is going to cause serious problems with joining the roofs where they meet.  There has obviously been no advice from the consultants on this.


A meeting was held with the HT who said that he had been invited to the ‘socialisation’ and the SC had then submitted a proposal to the DC who had revised it.  The consultants visited the school and produced drawings and a proposal.  The drawings are however very basic and show no details.  The school wanted to set up its own TT but the DC insisted that the work was carried out by a contractor chosen by them.  The HT has withdrawn all of the funds (Rp70 million) and handed it over to the treasurer who had given it to the contractor, the head of the TT.  The contractor is using his own labour and no one from the village was employed on the job.  The HT was concerned that the contractor had received all of the money but the work was only 40% complete.  Work had started on September 21st and was expected to be completed by the end of the year.  Furniture had apparently been paid for but had not yet been delivered to the school.  The CS is visiting the site twice a week but from the evidence seen, is not being very effective.  

3. Issues Raised by the School Visits
3.1
As a general point, it was noted that the kabupaten as a whole did not seem to be particularly poor and in fact most villages visited seemed fairly prosperous.  As the project is supposed to address the poorest 10% of the population, there was some question as to why this particular kabupaten had been chosen for inclusion in the programme and particularly why specific schools in the kabupaten, that were in prosperous neighbourhoods or required little renovation, were chosen.
3.2 There can be very little justification for instance for the selection of two of the schools, SDI Tarbiyatul-Islam and MTA Gontor Mlarak in the programme as neither of them were in very bad condition or in poor neighbourhoods and the District Committee did not follow the project guidelines in selecting them ie ‘the SIGP will provide grants to the poorest and most distressed primary and secondary schools in Indonesia’s poorest districts’.
3.3 At MTA Gontor Mlarak no agreement has been signed (or even seen) by the School Committee although the work has been completed.  This contravenes the guidelines in that ‘The package will also include a grant agreement that must be signed by both the nominated district representative and the school committee prior to the transfer of any funds to the recipient school’s account.’  As there is also a large amount of money left over at this school after completion, there must be some suspicion of an ulterior motive on the part of the District Committee in selecting this school.
3.4
At all schools visited one major point was raised and this was that the District Committee had tried, in most cases successfully, to impose their own choice of members for the technical teams at each school.  These technical teams consist of members of the contractors association (GAPENSI) and the reason given for using them was that the schools or communities did not have the capacity to form the technical teams themselves.  Where GAPENSI members formed the technical team, the contracts were then undertaken by the construction firm that the members represented.

3.5 The guidelines state quite clearly that ‘the School Committee will form a technical team to assist in conducting SIGP tasks. This technical team will consist of a team leader (a respected community leader drawn from outside the school), a treasurer, a building construction supervisor and community representatives’.  The District Committee ignored these guidelines however and, in most cases imposed a technical team consisting of members of GAPENSI who then carried out the work, on to the schools.  All schools visited however said that they had sufficient members of the community capable of carrying out the work and those schools that were allowed to, carried out the work at least as well as the GAPENSI members.  As the technical teams also increased the unit rates for the work there must be a suspicion at the very least that this was done to give the contractors a larger profit.  Where the communities did carry out the work, they made significant savings over the contractors’ (and District Committee) estimates.  

3.6
It should be noted that the guidelines also state that ‘Community participation is recognised as an important part of any school improvement effort.  With this in mind, the Programme encourages communities that are served by SIG recipient schools to participate in all activities related to the planning and use of SIG funds, to contribute financially and to volunteer time and labour in renovation activities’.  The use of contractors to carry out the work, especially when all schools stated that there were competent members of their communities who could have done the work goes against the spirit of these guidelines.  The guidelines also state that ‘The School Committee will be fully responsible for the planning, use and accounting of the school’s SIG’ and ‘School Committees are responsible for managing the Programme at the school level.  This will include responsibility for determining their own needs and for accounting how SIGs are used’.  This can hardly happen when the money is taken by the contractor without receipt and the work is carried out by the contractor with no reference to the School Committee.

3.7
At one school, SLTP1 Jambon, the work carried out does not comply with the guidelines in that new facilities not covered by the guidelines have been built ie ‘SIGs may not be used to finance construction of buildings that did not exist before the grant was awarded.  The only exception to this rule is with the provision of facilities for clean water and sanitation’.   The funds at this school were used among other things to convert the school entrance into a meeting room and construct a new entrance.  This school should also have been disbarred from receiving a grant because it is in receipt of an APBN grant to construct new classrooms ie ‘Category 3 schools that have either received a grant from another source within the past two years or have been identified to receive a grant from 

another source are not eligible to receive an SIGP’. 

3.8
The District Committee seems therefore not to have performed according to the project guidelines in a variety of ways: 1) they have not followed the guidelines in the selection of school to receive grants; 2) they have not empowered the School Committees to carry out the work; 3) most importantly, they seem to have colluded with GAPENSI to give the contractors the renovation work and raise the rates for this work above market rates.  These accusations which are very serious, were raised at every school visited and must be thoroughly investigated.  It should be noted that the guidelines clearly state that ‘Any individual or group that is found to deliberately provide inaccurate information or to be involved in corrupt activity related to the SIGP awards will be subject to prosecution and/or administrative action by the appropriate authorities.’; 4) they do not seem to have checked the School Committees’ or the consultant’s proposals thoroughly to ensure that they comply with the guidelines and 5) they have not ensured that the civil works consultants are carrying out their duties properly.
3.9 The Civil Works Consultants do not appear to have been carrying out their duties properly in that: 1) they did not assist the schools in preparing their proposals or check them properly to ensure that they complied with the guidelines; 2) they have not prepared detailed drawings for the renovations; 3) they have carried out no training at any of the schools and 4) they seem to have carried out very little effective supervision of the work or to have pointed out problems such as those described for the veranda roof at MI Ma’arif, Dingus and for the adjoining roofs at MI Ma’arif, Ngrupit..


3.10
The PMU also seems to have been very lax in carrying out their duties: 1)  they do not appear to have ensured that ‘the selection process is done in a fair and accountable manner’; 2) they do not appear to have monitored the programme in Kabupaten Ponogoro to ensure that project guidelines are being followed or to have ensured ‘that the consulting firm that is contracted to supervise all rehabilitation performs according to the Terms of Reference’ which they patently are not; 3) an independent auditing firm should have been employed by the PMU ‘to verify the extent to which all SIGP funds have been distributed and used according to the specified guidelines and the PIP’ and this has not yet been done. 
3.11
Despite all these problems however, it must be stated that the funds are assisting in improving the physical facilities at the project schools, some of which were in a very bad condition and where the school committees and communities have been allowed to carry out the work, they are doing it to an acceptable standard.

ANNEX 2:
VISITS TO SCHOOLS RENOVATED UNDER THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANT PROGRAMME IN KABUPATEN SAMPANG, JAVA TIMOR

1. General

1.1
Schools where renovation work has been carried out under the School Improvement Grant Programme in Kabupaten Sampang were visited on November 25th and 26th 2001.

1.2 The civil works consultants supervising the renovation work in this kabupaten are the same as those in Kabupaten Ponorogo, P.T. Yodya Karya.

2. Schools visited
2.1 SDN Tanggumang II 508, Kecamaten Sampang: The school consists of two 3-classroom units, one with a small laboratory attached, both with asbestos roofs and a small administration building with two offices and a tiled roof, on a semi-rural site on the outskirts of Sampang Town.  

A meeting was held with the HT and another teacher.  The DC sent a team to inspect the school (consultants not included) and said that the school would receive RP70 million for renovation.  The HT was then invited to attend the ‘socialisation’.  The school set up a TT of local people and the TT, the school committee and the civil works consultants prepared a proposal.  The proposal included repairs to walls and verandas, replacement of ceilings, painting of buildings internally and externally, the construction of a new toilet (the existing toilet building was demolished) and the supply of furniture.  The DC made a few changes to the proposal mainly to ensure that the unit prices for work to all schools in the kabupaten were the same.  Some prices went up and some went down but the scope of the work did not change.  Local people carried out the work lead by the head of the TT, a local builder.  The CS, who was based in Sampang, supervised the work visiting the site twice a week and sometimes staying all day.  The HT withdrew the funding in two tranches and gave it to the TT treasurer.  All the money was spent on the school and there were no leakages.  The original standard of construction of the school was not very good and the renovation work is adequate.  There is one major problem however that should not have been allowed by the CS.  This is that the new toilet and septic tank has been built alongside an existing well from which the school takes water.  The toilets should have been at least 15 metres and preferably 30 metres away from the well to avoid contamination. 

The HT and the staff are obviously very proud of the work carried out.  They have put up a notice board containing details of the funding and photographs of the school before and after renovation and the renovation work has obviously made a great difference to the school.

2.2
MI Islamiyah GN Sekar, Kecamaten Sampang: This is a small primary school on a very small site in a suburb of Sampang Town.  The school has six small classrooms and an office in a ‘T’-shaped building with a new toilet building at the rear.  The original building was very well constructed.  
A meeting was held with the HT and another teacher.  The DC sent a team to inspect the school and the Head of Agama also visited the school.  The HT was invited to the Agama office and was told that the school would receive Rp70 million for renovation work, etc.  The HT was then invited to attend the ‘socialisation’ at district headquarters.  The school set up a TT consisting of local people lead by a local engineer.  The SC, the TT and the consultants then prepared a proposal which was revised by the DC.  The renovation work eventually consisted of repairs to the roof and ceiling, the construction of an additional classroom at the rear of the school, two new toilets and a connection to the town water supply, the conversion of the original toilets into an office, internal and external painting and the provision of new furniture.  The consultants visited the site once a week for about 45 minutes and the work was supervised by the engineer on the TT.  The work is nearly complete and has been carried out to a very good standard (this was undoubtedly helped by the inclusion of a local engineer in the TT).  The HT made two withdrawals and the money was kept by the TT treasurer.  There were no leakages.  There is currently Rp1.7 million left which will be spent on completing the external painting.

The HT is obviously very proud of the work carried out at the school.  There is a notice board on an external wall with details of the funding and photos of the school before and after the renovation work.  However, the construction of the additional classroom does not conform with the SIGP guidelines and should not have been allowed by the DC and the consultants.

2.3
SDN Kramat I No. 301, Kecamaten Kedungdung: This primary school is on a small site in a poor village outside of Sampang Town.  There are three 3-classroom buildings one of which is derelict and not being used and the second of which is not in very good condition.  The third building, which was also derelict has been renovated with new roof trusses and roof sheets, chalkboards, internal and external painting and some other minor repairs.  A new toilet building has also been constructed and classroom furniture supplied.


A meeting was held with the HT.  The proposal to renovate the school came originally from the Kecamaten Education Officer.  The HT was then invited to the ‘socialisation’ at the district headquarters and was told that the school would recive Rp70 million for renovation work.  The SC then set up the TT consisting of local people with experience of building.  The SC, the TT and the consultants produced an initial proposal which was slightly revised by the DC; the ceilings were omitted and new roof trusses included.  The HT said that the consultants were very useful; they visited the site two or three times a week for two or three hours.  The HT made two withdrawals and there were no problems with leakages.  There is a balance of Rp5 million that will be spent on teachers’ honorariums and teaching aides. 
The buildings were not very well constructed initially but the new roof trusses have been well made and the block work and other work are adequate.  The roof sheets to the toilets are however inadequately fixed and the consultants should have pointed this out.
2.4
SDN Rabasan III, Kecamaten Kedungdung: This school is situated in a small, poor and quite remote rural village.  It was not possible to find the HT or any one else connected to the school.  There are two 3-classroom buildings, one of which is in very bad condition with badly cracked block work walls and the second of which has been renovated.  Both buildings are constructed of timber columns, timber trusses and fibre-cement roof sheets.  The building that has been renovated is clad in timber horizontal boarding that has been painted internally and externally.  The roof has been repaired and ceilings fitted but the floors still require repairs and there is no classroom furniture at all.  The second building badly requires renovation: the walls are cracked and are infested with termites, plaster is falling off, roof sheets are missing and the veranda fascias and soffits are falling down.  Obviously no money has been spent on maintenance for many years.  A new two compartment toilet has also been constructed.


Although the second school building badly needs renovation, the work that has been carried out has obviously made a great difference to the school.

3. Issues Raised by the School Visits
3.1
This seemed to be a much poorer kabupaten than Kabupaten Ponorogo and the schools selected were in the main in a much worse state than those in that kabupaten and there were not therefore the same concerns as to the appropriateness of the grants.

3.2
The District Committee also seems to have acted much more in the spirit of the project guidelines both in the selection of the schools to receive the grants and in the way that the schools had been allowed to implement the renovation work themselves.  Their only mistake seems to have been to allow the construction of a new classroom at MI Islamiyah contrary to the guidelines.

3.4
The main concern was with the work of the consultants.  Even though the consulting firm was the same as in Ponorogo, the consultants here seem to have taken their work much more seriously and the Construction Consultants seem to have provided some real assistance to the school committees.  There were some doubts however as to their knowledge and experience.  They should never have for instance allowed the septic tank at SDN Tanggumang to have been built so close to the well and the roof fixings at SDN Kramat I should have been properly checked.  They should have also pointed out that the proposal at MI Islamiyah did not comply with the guidelines.  

3.5
The School Committees however seem to have made good use of the renovation grants and these have made a real difference to the facilities at their schools and they are obviously proud of what they have achieved.
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