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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 programmes and projects and draw up a list of lessons that have been learned.

· Review the comparative cost effectiveness of community managed rehabilitation vis-à-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 study of community-led school rehabilitation, including detailed tasks for the CIMU consultants concerned, timing of activities etc.

SUMMARY OF REPORT
1. General

1.1 This report makes proposals for a study of community or school-led school rehabilitation programmes and projects in West Java and other Provinces.
1.2 It is proposed that the study will take place in one or more districts of West Java and other Provinces in order that the largest possible range of schools and projects can be incorporated into the study.
1.3
The study will be carried out by CIMU Consultants assisted as necessary by the School Rehabilitation Consultant and other experts.

2. Objectives
2.1
The objectives of the study will be to assess:

· The role and effectiveness of school staff and community members in any renovation or construction work. 

· The effectiveness and cost of any technical assistance.

· The quality of the completed renovations.

3. Tasks
3.1
 The CIMU Consultants’ tasks will include: 

· Visiting all or as many schools as possible where renovation or new construction has taken place in the selected district or districts. 
· Assessing the role and level of participation of all participants in the process. 

· Assessing the quality of the completed work.  

· Drawing lessons to be learned from the process.

4. Outcomes
4.1
The CIMU Consultants should produce a report that identifies from the various projects and programmes studied the most effective method or combination of methods for implementing school or community-led renovation or construction of school facilities based on value for money and the quality of the work.

4.2
The report should contain clear guidelines for future community or school-based renovation and construction projects.

5. The Proposed Study
5.1
The proposed study will be broken down into four components:
· Organisation
· Technical

· Financial

· Sustainability

6. Detailed Information and Methodology
6.1 In order to compare the various projects and programmes in detail, the following information should be collected at each school:
· The type and amount of work carried out.

· Who carried out the work.

· Who supervised the work.

· The total cost of the work and who funded it.

· The overall quality of the work.
7. Timeframe
7.1
The study should take place over a period of two months.
ANNEX 1:
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR A STUDY OF COMMUNITY-LED SCHOOL REHABILITATION
1. General

1.1 CIMU is to carry out a study of community or school-led school rehabilitation in selected districts in Indonesia.  It is suggested that the study also looks at any new community and school-led construction that has taken place.
1.2 It is proposed that the study is carried out in one or more districts in West Java and other Provinces in order that the largest possible range of programmes and projects can be incorporated into the study.  These programmes and projects should include the School Improvement Grant Programme, the following World Bank projects: the West Java Basic Education Project, the Junior Secondary Education Project, the Early Childhood Development Project (PADU) and any other community or school-led renovation projects.  

1.3
In order to make meaningful comparisons, any schools built or renovated by PU Cipta Karya or PUK in the selected districts should also be incorporated into the study.

1.5
The study will be carried out by CIMU’s Consultants assisted by the School Rehabilitation Consultant and other experts as necessary.
2. Objectives

2.1 The main objectives of the study will be to assess:
· The role of the school committee and/or the head teacher or principal in the renovation or construction of the school facilities.
· The type and amount of community participation in each of the projects. 

· The effect of such participation on the quality of construction and rehabilitation of school facilities. 

· The effect of such participation on the community’s and the school’s sense of ownership and responsibility for the completed facilities 

· The role and effectiveness of any technical assistance given to the school and/or community during the process.
· The cost of the completed renovations or facilities.

· The quality of the completed renovations or facilities.
3. Tasks
3.1 The CIMU Consultants’ tasks will include: 
· Undertaking field visits to all schools in the chosen district or districts where new construction or renovation of existing facilities has taken place by whatever agency.

· Preparing questionnaires for use in the field.

· Assessing the role of the school committee and/or the head teacher or principal in the renovation or construction of the school facilities.
· Assessing the level of community participation in school construction and rehabilitation in the various projects.

· Assessing the level of community ownership of the school facilities and thus sustainability of maintaining them after the completion of the renovations.

· Assessing the role and effectiveness of any civil works consultants employed by the projects to give technical assistance.

· Assessing the quality of the finished renovations or new construction.

· Extracting lessons to be learned from the various projects that might be extended to future community-based school rehabilitation projects.

4. Outcomes
4.1
The CIMU Consultants will produce a report that identifies from the various projects and programmes studied the most effective method or combination of methods for implementing school or community-led renovation or construction of school facilities based on value for money and the quality of the facilities provided.

4.2
The report should contain clear guidelines for future community or school-based renovation and construction projects and make proposals as to how they should be carried out and identify the roles of all parties who will be involved.

5. The Proposed Study
5.1
In order to compare the projects and programmes included in the study, information will be collected for each project and programme under four main headings: 
· Organisation
· Technical/quality 

· Financial 
· Sustainability

5.2 Organisation 
5.2.1 
The CIMU consultants will establish for each project and programme:

· What ‘socialisation’ if any was carried out at the beginning of the project, by whom and its effectiveness.  If the community feels that the amount of socialisation was insufficient or ineffective, the Consultants should make proposals as to how it could be improved in future projects.

· The amount of community involvement that there had been in the school construction or rehabilitation process and if there had been any community involvement in the provision of and design of the facilities.

· Whether a School Committee or other body was set up to oversee the project and if so, who was on this body and what their standing was within the community.  

· Whether a Technical Team was set up to administer the project and if so, who were members of the Team and whether it contained a local construction supervisor.  If this was the case, what were his qualifications and what his role was in the renovation work?
· How often the School Committee and Technical Team (if it existed) met during the renovation process and what their day-to-day involvement in the renovation process was.
· The ‘transparency’ and accountability of the renovation process: was the community consulted as to what renovation work should take place; were they kept fully informed of what renovation work was taking place and of how much money was being spent; were they asked to participate in and contribute to the renovation process?
· Were any inappropriate interventions or corrupt practices attempted by any provincial, district, sub-district or village authority, contractor, etc? 
5.3 Technical/Quality
5.3.1
The CIMU Consultants will establish for each project and programme:

· The degree to which any project guidelines, training, technical assistance and supervision assisted communities in carrying out the school construction or rehabilitation activities

· What technical assistance the School Committee and/or community received from any civil works consultants during the implementation of the Project; whether this was sufficient or would they have liked more assistance and if so of what sort?  Who actually made the final decisions on the management of the project and on the supply of materials or labour; the School Committee or the civil works consultants?
· Whether any changes were made to the design or specification of the facilities by the community during construction or rehabilitation and if so why.

· What problems were encountered during the implementation of the project, how they were overcome and how they could be avoided in any future projects?  Were there for instance any cash flow problems?
· Whether the community considers the finished facilities appropriate to their children’s needs.

· The quality and appropriateness of the completed renovations.
5.4 Financial
5.4.1
The CIMU Consultants will establish for each project and programme whether:

· The community was asked to donate cash, materials or labour to the renovation process and if so whether any money, labour or materials were actually contributed and if so what was contributed and how much.  If there was no such contribution from the community was this because the community consider that it was not their responsibility; were they too poor, were they too busy on their farms, etc?
· There were any major divergences between the costs of supervision, rehabilitation and construction of facilities under the different projects and programmes and if so why.  If there were differences in any of these costs, did they lead to differences in the final quality of the facilities?

5.4.2
The Consultants will also establish who funded the renovation or construction work, how much it cost, whether the funds available were adequate for the work carried out and who was accountable for the monies spent.

5.4.3
The Consultants will also carry out a cost-benefit analysis of the various projects and programmes to establish for instance: the cost of the extra civil works supervision required by community-based projects against any benefits such as lower construction costs, better quality buildings that will have a longer life, community ownership of the facilities and responsibility for maintenance, etc.

5.5 Sustainability
5.5.1
The CIMU Consultants will establish for each project or programme whether:

· At the end of the renovation process, the community felt that the school was now ‘their’ school?  Was there a final community meeting or hand-over of the new or renovated facilities?  Who is now responsible for maintaining the facilities?
· The community will be prepared to continue their involvement with the school especially in terms of maintaining the school facilities?  Will they be prepared to contribute to any future renovations or maintenance?  If not, the Consultants should try and establish what if anything would increase the community’s feeling of ownership and responsibility for the school.

· There was any training by the civil works consultants of the School Committee or community in maintenance of facilities and in raising funds for maintenance.  Were any maintenance manuals prepared for the facilities by the civil works consultants?
6. Detailed Information and Methodology
6.1 In order to compare the various projects and programmes in detail, the Consultants should visit every school in the district or districts where renovation or renovation has taken place and establish the following information:

6.1.1 The type and amount of work carried out: 
· What buildings were renovated: classrooms, toilets, etc.

· What work was carried out in each building: new roofs, ceilings, windows, doors, etc.
· Whether any toilets were renovated or built and/or any water supply provided.

6.1.2
Whether any civil works consultants were involved in designing, managing or supervising the work and if so:
· What work was carried out by the consultants: carrying out surveys, preparing working drawings, supervising construction, ordering materials, organising labour, etc and if so, was this work well done?
· How many visits were made to the site and at what intervals?
· Was any training carried out by the consultants of the school or community members involved in the project or of the construction workers and if so, was this training effective?
· Did the consultants carry out their work effectively and did they take their responsibilities seriously?  It is not enough to note the numbers of times that they visited the school without making an assessment of what they did when they visited!
6.1.3 Whether the community or the school were involved in the renovation or construction work:
· Was the work implemented through the community or the school and if so, was a community or school committee set up to oversee the work.  Was there a technical committee set up to manage the work on a day to day basis?
· Were local artisans or builders employed in the renovation or construction work?
· Were any materials or labour donated by the community?
6.1.4 Information on the financing and cost of the project:
· Who funded the renovations or construction?

· What was the total cost and can it be broken down to establish the cost of the individual components?  Can a cost per square metre be established for the main buildings or components in order that the cost of similar projects can be compared?

· What was the cost of any supervision or management by civil works consultants?

· Who was responsible for handling the funds, how accountable were they and how transparent was the process?

· Was the community involved in or kept informed of the funding of the work?

· Were any funds, materials or labour donated by the community?

6.1.5 An assessment of the quality of the renovated or newly constructed buildings.  In order to do this, the Consultants will have to carry out a detailed inspection of the completed work at each school and try to make an objective assessment of the quality of the work.  The inspection should encompass all elements of the buildings and should be carried out as objectively as possible.  Check-lists for a typical classroom and a toilet building are given below in Attachment 1 showing typical elements that should be inspected and assessed:
7. Timeframe
7.1
The study should take place over a period of two months.
ATTACHMENT 1: Typical Inspection Check-Lists
	Quality Assessment

	Project: 

	School:

	

	A: Classroom Building 1: overall size 9 x 28 metres: 253m² 

	

	Element  
	Material
	Quality of material
	Quality of workmanship
	Comments

	Roof covering
	
	
	
	

	Roof timbers
	
	
	
	

	Ceiling timbers
	
	
	
	

	Ceiling panels
	
	
	
	

	Walls
	
	
	
	

	Floors
	
	
	
	

	Windows
	
	
	
	

	Doors
	
	
	
	

	Electric installation
	
	
	
	

	Water installation
	
	
	
	

	Chalkboards
	
	
	
	

	Pinboards
	
	
	
	

	Built-in cupboards
	
	
	
	

	Veranda floor
	
	
	
	

	Veranda soffit
	
	
	
	

	Veranda columns
	
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	

	

	Overall quality of building: very good, good, average, poor

	Cost per building:

	Cost per square metre (if applicable):


	Quality Assessment

	Project:  

	School:

	

	A: Toilet 1: overall size 9 x6 metres 54m² 

	Functioning: Yes/No
	Part of other building: Yes/No

	

	Element  
	Material
	Quality of material
	Quality of workmanship
	Comments

	Roof covering
	
	
	
	

	Roof timbers
	
	
	
	

	Ceiling timbers
	
	
	
	

	Ceiling panels
	
	
	
	

	Walls
	
	
	
	

	Floor
	
	
	
	

	Floor tiles
	
	
	
	

	Windows
	
	
	
	

	Doors
	
	
	
	

	Electric installation
	
	
	
	

	Water supply pipes
	
	
	
	

	Waste & soil pipes
	
	
	
	

	WCs
	
	
	
	

	Water tanks
	
	
	
	

	Wash basins
	
	
	
	

	Wall tiles
	
	
	
	

	Veranda floor
	
	
	
	

	Veranda ceiling
	
	
	
	

	Veranda columns
	
	
	
	

	Stormdrains
	
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	

	

	Overall quality of building: very good, good, average, poor

	Cost per toilet:

	Cost per square metre:

	

	B: Septic Tank & Soakaway connected to Toilet 1 

	

	Item
	Material
	Quality of material
	Quality of workmanship
	Comments

	Soil Pipes
	
	
	
	

	Manholes
	
	
	
	

	Septic Tank
	
	
	
	

	Soakaway
	
	
	
	

	Overall quality of septic tank: very good, good, average, poor

	Cost per septic tank & soakaway:
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