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A. Introduction
1. A short study of schools renovated or constructed under the School Improvement Grant Programme, the West Java Basic Education Project, the Junior Secondary Education Project and the Early Childhood Development Project was carried out in February and March 2002 by the School Renovation Consultant and engineers from CIMU.  For details of the terms of reference for the study see Annex 1.
2. The study took place in Wonosobo District in Central Java Province and Pandeglang District in Banten Province.  These districts were chosen because the four projects had renovation activities in one or both of the districts.
3. The School Improvement Grant Programme used grants to primary and junior secondary school committees for the renovation of school facilities over the school year 2001/2002.  The three other projects were included in the study because they also used school or community committees for the renovation or construction of school facilities.
4. The West Java Basic Education Project has been ongoing for several years and initially used grants to school committees for the renovation of primary schools.  It is now using a similar system for the construction of new junior secondary schools.  

5. The Junior Secondary Education Project has been running for several years in eleven provinces and started by using contractors for the construction of junior secondary schools.  There were numerous problems with this approach however and the focus was switched to providing grants to school committees for the construction of junior secondary schools.

6. The Early Childhood Development Project has also been running for several years in West Java, Banten, Bali and South Sulawesi Provinces and has been using community committees operating through the LKMDs for the construction of new kindergartens and BKB/Posyandu posts.  
7. For further information on all four projects see Annex 2.
8. For the purposes of comparison, the study also included some new school facilities in both districts constructed by local government using their own funds and local contractors to carry out the work.

B. Objectives of the Study
1. The principal objectives of the study were to: 

· Examine the rationale for community-led renovation

· Review the comparative cost-effectiveness of community-led renovation against the usual practices involving contractors and the Ministry of Works.
· Guage the understanding and practical application of the intended community participation in the rehabilitation process.

· Assess the degree to which SIGP guidelines, training and supervision have assisted communities in completing their school renovation activities as planned.

2. Other objectives were to assess:

· The role and effectiveness of school staff and community members in any renovation or construction work.
· The effectiveness of any technical assistance.
· The quality of the completed renovations.
C. Methodology
1. The study was carried out at 68 schools and kindergartens in the two districts where renovation or construction work had taken place.  These included 30 schools in the School Improvement Grant Programme, 9 schools in the West Java Basic Education Project, 8 schools in the Junior Secondary Education Project and 11 kindergartens in the Early Childhood Development Project.  10 schools where new facilities were constructed using local government funds were also included.  See Annex 3 for a complete list of all the schools studied
2. Meetings were held with project staff from the three projects and with local government staff in order to identify and select the 68 schools to be included in the study.  The engineers then split up into two teams and visited all of the schools in most cases in the company of members of the project staff.

3. Questionnaires were devised that were used at all schools.  The questionnaires enabled the engineers to collect basic information on the schools visited, details of funding and of the work carried out, details of project preparation, the implementation of the project and of the length and cost of the renovation or construction work.  They also included details of community involvement, technical assistance, supervision, transparency, training, etc.  Details of the questionnaires are given in Annex 4.

4. Interviews were held with school staff and members of the local communities who were involved in or who had some knowledge of the implementation of the project.

5. Standard forms were also devised that the engineers used at all schools to list detailed information on the renovation or construction work and to assess the amount, quality and cost of the work.  Details of the standard forms are given in Annex 5.
6. Guidelines for assessing the quality of the renovation or construction work and the category of renovation work (minor, moderate, major or re-build) were given to the engineers to assist them in standardising their assessments of the work carried out.  See Annex 6 for details of the guidelines. 

7. 
The findings of the study are therefore based upon a combination of observation at the schools visited, questionnaires, cost comparisons and professional judgement.

D. RESULTS OF THE STUDY
1. The rationale for community and school-led school renovation
1.1 The study found that where communities and schools had been free to implement the renovation work themselves and had done so effectively, this has generated feelings of pride and achievement in the work carried out and a degree of local ownership of the facilities and this must be beneficial to the school, the pupils and the community and is an important reason for making schools and communities responsible for renovation work in the future.  

1.2
It was also found that construction or renovation work carried out by school committees and communities led to improvements in the quality of the work at little extra or even reduced costs (see Table 1 and Annex 3).

1.3
The study also found that in general the communities had been kept informed of the budget, the procurement process for obtaining materials and labour and the amounts spent and that this had helped to both improve the transparency of the process and had provided some disincentives to corruption.

2. Cost-effectiveness and quality of community and school-led renovation

2.1 The quality of the work carried out at most schools by school committees or communities was assessed by the engineers to be at least as good as that carried out by contractors.  
2.2 Equally importantly all the members of the communities interviewed were very satisfied with the result of the renovations and with the quality of the work compared to that carried out by contractors.  The community members also thought that the work compared favourably in terms of value for money compared to that carried out by contractors.

2.3 The quality of the work as assessed by the engineers at the schools visited ranged from average to good.  No fundamentally bad quality work was seen although the finishing work in some cases was poor.  This seemed in most cases however to be a result of lack of funds or advice from the consultants rather than a lack of skill or capacity.

2.4 In the assessment of the engineers, the best built schools were constructed by WJBEP but these were also the most expensive and had more supervision than most of the other schools. See Table 1 below and Annex 3.
2.4
The kindergartens constructed under the Early Childhood Development Project were generally considered to be well built but the finishes, particularly the joinery, were in many cases not very good.  It should be noted however that the construction supervisors generally had more sites to supervise in this project than in the other projects and did not visit the school sites very often and that this low level of supervision probably led to the poor quality of finishes.

2.5
The school buildings constructed by the Junior Secondary School Project were also considered to be generally well built but again the finishes were in many cases not very good and again the number of visits by the construction supervisors was low compared to some other projects. 

2.6 The renovations carried out under the School Improvement Grant Programme were assessed as being the least expensive and while the quality of the finishes were also generally the lowest, this seemed to be the result of a lack of funds rather than a lack of skills.  In many cases the committees were using the funds available to carry out the maximum amount of renovations to the school rather than on renovating one part of the school to a higher standard.  With better advice from the consultants, this might have been avoided.
2.7 As can be seen from Table 1, even though the cost of renovation under the West Java Basic Education Project and the Early Childhood Development Project was higher than that for the local government funded renovations (DAU), the cost of those for Junior Secondary Education Project and the School Improvement Grant Programme were much lower and the average cost for all renovations was lower than that for local government funded renovations carried out by contractors.  
2.8 It should also be borne in mind that the higher costs in the West java Basic Education Project and the Early Childhood Development Project are probably a result of how the civil works consultants estimated the cost of the renovations or construction.  It appears that the consultants were still treating the school and community-based projects in the same way as contractor-built projects and were using bills of quantities and contractors’ prices for estimating costs rather than schedules of materials and the actual local prices of materials.  They were thus over-estimating the costs and providing higher budgets than were really necessary.  

	Funding Agency
	Maximum Cost M²
	Minimum Cost M²
	Average Cost M²

	WJBEP
	Rp1,179,585
	Rp430,943
	Rp887,810

	ECDP
	1,042,726
	478,574
	697,659

	JSEP
	658,824
	105,740
	367,889

	SIGP
	554,237
	82,418
	283,862

	Average Cost M²
	
	
	559,305

	
	
	
	

	Local Govt. (DAU)
	920,158
	400,000
	575,168


Table 1: Comparative costs per square metre. 
2.9
Table 1 can only give an indication of comparative costs as it contrasts primary schools with junior secondary schools and projects such as West Java Basic Education Project where the funds available for each school were quite large and School Improvement Grant Programme where the funds were very limited.  It does however give some idea of the comparative costs of the various projects and programmes.  For full details of the total costs and the cost per square metre at all the schools studied see Annex 3.
2.10
The study found that on cost and quality of work there seems to be a very good case for making schools and communities responsible for renovating and extending their schools in future projects and programmes.  Budgets for construction or renovation should however be based on the work required at each school instead of being standard grants and also be based on the actual costs of materials required rather than on bills of quantities.  The condition of individual schools will vary greatly, as will the condition of toilets and the availability of water and it is virtually impossible therefore to provide a standard grant that will be appropriate to all schools.
2.11  
It is interesting to compare the school and community-led renovation projects in the study with a donor-funded junior secondary school construction project that was carried out by contractors in the late 1990s.  The schools built by this project were very expensive but the overall quality is very poor.  Walls are cracking, roofs are leaking, toilets and water supplies are not functioning, etc only 3 or 4 years after completion and the quality of the school and community-led projects studied compares very favourably to this project.

3. Community participation in the renovation process
3.1
The construction and renovation of school buildings in the School Improvement Grant Programme, the West Java Basic Education Project and Junior Secondary Education Project were all implemented through school committees set up for the purpose.  The Early Childhood Development Programme was however implemented through the LKMD, the village projects committee.  The school committees were usually headed by the school principal and some had teacher members but all of the committees had representatives on them of parents and the local community.

3.2
All the committees had set up technical committees to implement the work with both school and local community members and usually with an experienced local builder or foreman as its head.  These technical teams were assisted in all four projects by construction supervisors provided by civil works consultants.

3.3 The actual work at most of the schools in the study (apart from those funded by local government and carried out by contractors) was carried out by workers from the local community with an experienced local foreman.  Most schools found all the necessary labour from within the community; over 90% of the schools in the School Improvement Grant Programme, the Junior Secondary Education Project and the Early Childhood Development Project and 66% of the West Java Basic Education Project  schools found all their labour in the local community (it should be noted that some schools built by the latter project were new junior secondary schools serving a number of villages and obtaining sufficient labour locally could have been difficult).  Most of the projects therefore provided valuable local employment as well as capacity-building within the community to carry out similar projects in the future.
3.4
All communities in the four projects studied made some contribution to the cost of the school renovations either in the form of cash or labour (but usually labour).  These ranged from 25% of schools in the Junior Secondary Education Project, 36% of schools in the School Improvement Grant Programme and 89% of schools in the West Java Basic Education and the Early Childhood Development Projects.  The value of contributions in cash or labour ranged from Rp3 to Rp15million and it should be remembered that in all projects, poor communities in poor districts were being targeted and therefore any form of contribution can be seen as a commitment to the project.
3.5 Although one of the construction supervisors’ jobs was to advise on and sort out any problems with implementing the school renovations, most communities in the four projects (50% of Junior Secondary Education Project schools and 70% of the other schools) stated that they also had some input into resolving the problems.

3.6
It appears from the study therefore that members of most communities understood what their role was in the process and most significantly all community members interviewed at the schools studied stated that they wanted to have and to be involved in, similar school renovation projects in the future.  The community participation aspect of all the projects studied can probably therefore be seen as a success.

4. The role of the School Improvement Grant Programme guidelines and training
4.1 Where the School Improvement Grant Programme guidelines have been followed (as in Samarang District), the renovation programme seems to have been fairly successful: 1) the district (or that part visited) seemed to be quite poor and the schools selected were in the main in poor villages and/or in a bad state of repair.  2) School representatives were invited to ‘socialisation’ events at the district headquarters and given copies of the guidelines.  3) They then prepared 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.  5) Most importantly, there appears to have been no major leakage of funds.  All of these procedures were in line with the project guidelines.
4.2
Where however the guidelines have not been followed (as in Ponorogo District), the story is quite different: 1) most parts of the district 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 and school representatives had no choice but accept the District Committee’s interpretation of the guidelines.  3) At one school the work had been completed but no agreement had been signed although this completely contravenes the guidelines. 4) At another school funding had been given for renovation work even though the school had already received funding 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.  These contractors then undertook the renovation work with little or no local input using funds withdrawn from the school account by the Principals but giving no receipts.  This again contravenes the guidelines. 6) There was evidence from the schools visited that the District Committee had increased unit rates for renovation work above market rates in collusion with the consultants and the contractors.  7) There was also evidence from CIMU’s investigation that banks would only allow withdrawals by the Principal against a letter from the District Committee, again contravening the guidelines.  8) Accusations were made by some Principals that money was given to contractors and consultants for distribution amongst all parties at the district level.  9) The District Committee did not ensure that the consultants were carrying out their duties properly.

4.3 There appears to have been very little or no training carried out by the civil works consultants in any of the districts.  Under their terms of reference they were 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 two of the districts mentioned above.  
4.4
It is obviously very important to ensure that all parties follow the programme guidelines particularly with respect to the selection process for the schools to receive grants and with the setting up of technical teams and also to ensure that the civil works consultants perform according to their terms of reference.  

5. School and community participation in school maintenance and operation
5.1 Although all four projects included in the study had a high level of school and community involvement in the school renovation work and this seems to have produced some degree of local ownership of the facilities, the study did not find that the communities involved now feel any real responsibility for the ongoing maintenance and operation of the facilities. 

5.2 There appear to be a variety of reasons for this: 1) the communities in some of the projects were not involved in the very early stages and were not involved in the decision making concerning which facilities were to be renovated; 2) the facilities are still seen as belonging to the school or kindergarten and are not seen as belonging to the community or to be used by the community for alternate uses when not being used by the school; 3) the communities’ ongoing responsibilities for the facilities were not stressed at the start of the project and 4) much of the ‘socialisation’ in the projects was left to the civil works consultants who were not experts in community development.

5.3
It did not appear that the civil works consultants had prepared any maintenance handbooks for the schools and communities to use in maintaining their schools or had carried out any training in maintenance of the school facilities.

6. Technical assistance and supervision
6.1 The study found that it is very important that, if schools and communities are to undertake the renovation of school facilities, they receive adequate technical assistance particularly in preparing their proposals and in supervising and managing the construction.  The role of the contractor in supervising the work will have been removed and will have to be replaced and the traditional role of the supervising civil works consultants will usually have to be augmented because the renovation or construction work will be managed by communities who probably do not have all of the necessary technical skills.  

6.2 The study found that in all four projects, some form of technical assistance had been provided to assist the communities involved in the implementation and management of the renovation or construction work but that the amount of technical assistance varied.  

6.3 The study found that at the schools where adequate technical assistance had been provided both schools and communities have found this to be very useful.  Where it had not happened there were complaints about the lack of supervision visits or the lack of useful assistance from the consultants.

6.4
In the School Improvement Grant Programme, civil works consultants were hired in each province to carry out surveys of the facilities to be renovated and assist the communities with their proposals, to prepare working drawings and schedules of materials and to provide technical assistance in the renovation of the buildings.
6.5 In the Early Childhood Development Project, standard kindergarten buildings had been designed at an earlier stage and working drawings and schedules of materials for these buildings were available to the provincial civil works consultants who were hired to prepare site specific drawings and to provide technical assistance to the communities who were to construct the buildings.

6.6 In the Junior Secondary Education and West Java Basic Education Projects, civil works consultants were hired to prepare designs, working drawings and schedules of materials and to provide technical assistance to the communities who were to construct the buildings.

6.7 In all projects, the civil works consultants provided site supervisors who provided management and supervision services to the communities in the implementation of the renovation or construction work.  The numbers of sites under the control of one supervisor varied: in the West Java Basic Education Project it was about five sites to one supervisor; in the Junior Secondary Education Project it was about eight sites to one supervisor (but the amount of work at each site was usually quite small); in the Early Childhood Development Project it was about ten sites to one supervisor and in the School Improvement Grant Programme it was five or six sites to one supervisor.
6.8 All site supervisors were supposed to have transport (usually motor cycles) to enable them to visit their sites but it seemed that some supervisors in the School Improvement Grant Programme had to rely on public transport to visit their sites which restricted the number of visits they could make especially to some of the remote sites.
6.9 There were also complaints in this programme about the lack of suitable qualifications of some of the supervisors provided by the consultants and at many schools about the inadequate number of visits and the lack of help from the supervisors which must have contributed to the poor quality of work at some schools and also to some schools trying to carry out too much work with inadequate funding.

6.10 It was evident in Pandeglang District that because of the large number of sites that the Early Childhood Development Project supervisors had to manage that the quality of the work had suffered.  

6.11 In the West Java Basic Education Project, the supervisors had a small number of sites to manage and schools and communities commented on the large number of visits they made to sites and how helpful the supervisors were.
6.12 The study found therefore that the quality of the construction or renovation work will usually be directly related to the amount and quality of the technical assistance provided.  The more visits made by well qualified advisors, the better the quality of the completed facilities.

ANNEX 1:
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR A STUDY OF COMMUNITY-LED SCHOOL RENOVATION & CONSTRUCTION
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 and compares both to school rehabilitation and construction carried out by regular government programmes.

1.2 It is proposed that the study is carried out in one district each in Banten and Central Java Provinces in order that the largest possible range of programmes and projects can be incorporated into the study.  These programmes and projects will include the School Improvement Grant Programme and the following World Bank Projects: the West Java Basic Education Project, the Junior Secondary Education Project and the Early Childhood Development Project (PADU).  

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

1.4
The study will be carried out by CIMU’s consultant engineers 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, effectiveness and cost 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, effectiveness and cost 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. The Proposed Study
4.1
In order to compare the projects and programmes included in the study, information will be collected for each project and programme under six main headings: 

· Basic Information

· Organisation

· Technical Assistance

· Financial 

· Sustainability

· Quality

5. Information and Methodology
5.1 In order to compare the various projects and programmes in detail, the Consultants will visit approximately 60 schools in the two Districts in the study where renovation or construction has taken place and establish the following information:

5.1.1 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 any water or electricity supply provided.

· The total length of the project.

· How long construction or renovation took.

· How the project was instigated.

5.1.2 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?
· Was any ‘socialisation’ carried out and if so, how effective was it?
· Were local artisans or builders employed in the renovation or construction work?
5.1.3
Whether any civil works consultants were involved in assisting 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?

· Were any major problems encountered and were any major changes made during implementation?
· 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!

5.1.4 Who financed the project and what was its cost:

· 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?

· Was a special bank account set up for the project and if so who was responsible for this?
· 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?

5.1.5 
Were any corrupt practices attempted by anyone in authority and if so were they successful?
5.1.6 How sustainable is the project:

· Were the facilities handed over to the school on completion?
· Do the school and community now feel ownership and responsibility for the school?
· Who is responsible for maintaining the school and are the school parents or community prepared to assist in maintaining the school?
· Did the civil works consultants prepare any maintenance manuals for the school or carried out any training in maintenance?
5.1.7 The quality of the renovated or newly constructed buildings:

· Do the school and community feel that the completed facilities are appropriate to the needs of the school and are they equivalent in quality and cost to those constructed by contractors?
5.1.7 
The consultants will have to make objective assessments of the quality of the work in the individual buildings based upon standardised criteria in order that the quality of the different projects can be compared.  To do this they will have to carry out an inspection of the completed work at each school and make an 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.  
ANNEX 2:
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANT PROGRAMME; JUNIOR SECONDARY EDUCATION PROJECTS; EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT PROJECT & WEST JAVA BASIC EDUCATION PROJECT

1. School Improvement Grant Programme: Civil Works
1.1 The School Improvement Grant Programme funded improvements to 4,036 primary and junior secondary schools in 17 Provinces.  The grants were to be spent on a variety of school improvements including improvements relating to civil works namely, existing classrooms, provision of new or repairs to existing furniture and provision of new or repairs to existing water supplies and toilets.   

1.2
The School Improvement Grant Programme was divided into three categories: Category 1 included schools serving internally displaced students: these schools could purchase or repair furniture, carry out minor repairs to classrooms or provide or repair water supplies or sanitation facilities.  Category 2 included schools damaged by natural disasters: these schools could purchase or repair furniture, make more major repairs to classrooms or repair water supplies or sanitation facilities.  Category 3 included schools in the poorest 10% of Districts: these schools could purchase or repair furniture, make more major repairs to classrooms or repair water supplies or sanitation facilities.  

1.3
Category 1 primary schools could spend up to Rp15 million and junior secondary schools can spend up to Rp25 million on improvements; Category 2 and 3 primary schools could spend up to Rp70 million and junior secondary schools could spend up to Rp100 million on improvements.  In terms of renovation of buildings, provision of furniture and equipment, etc these sums were quite small.

1.4 The school renovations were carried out by school committees who had to set up a technical team to implement the work.  The schools to be included in the programme were selected by district committees who signed contracts with the school committees before the funds were released.  The school committees were assisted by construction supervisors who carried out surveys of the buildings, prepared drawings and schedules of materials and assisted in the management and supervision of the works.

1.5 The civil works programme was supervised by two consulting firms: one who supervised the renovation of Category 3 schools and one who supervised the renovation of Category 2 schools.  Both firms provided project architects who co-ordinated all supervision activities, construction co-ordinators who co-ordinated activities in the Districts and construction supervisors who supervised between four and six school sites each.

2. Junior Secondary Education Projects: Civil Works 
2.1 When the JSE projects first started, new school construction was carried out by contractors, supervised by provincial civil works consultants.  There was also a grant programme to enable existing schools to build dormitories for students using community participation.

2.2 Serious problems were however encountered with the quality of construction of the new schools and also with the quality of supervision by the consultants.

2.3 The emphasis was therefore altered to give more block grants to existing government schools to enable them to build new facilities (classrooms, libraries and multi-purpose rooms) and to give matching grants to private schools for the same purpose.

2.4 Up to 2001, the amount of each matching grant was based on the work to be done at each school up to a maximum of Rp30 million and the school had to contribute Rp10 million.  All of the money was paid to the school in one payment in advance.

2.5 Also up to 2001, block grants were given to government schools on the basis of need.  Up to 4 classrooms were constructed at around Rp50/60 million per classroom and the money was paid in three tranches of 40%, 40% and 20%.  The management consultant had to sign off each payment.

2.6 All grants are now matching grants, the maximum figure is now Rp150 million and the community has to contribute 10% of the grant total ie up to a maximum of Rp15 million.  The money is paid in three tranches of 40%, 40% and 20%.  The management consultant has to sign off each payment. 

2.7 For matching grants, materials, labour or money can all be used as matching funds. 

2.8 Schools send their proposals based on the school profile to the District Committee who then prepare a long list of schools and send it to the PPIU. The PPIU then selects the schools to be supported with grants using a set of criteria: the existing condition of the school, whether renovations are a high priority for the running of the school, numbers of students, etc and this becomes the short list.  

2.9 After the short list has been prepared, ‘socialisation’ takes place at the Provincial headquarters.  This is organised by the PPIU (which has its own technical team; the provincial management consultants should be involved but are not usually appointed at this stage) and the CPCU.  The CPCU has its own architects and engineers who assist with the socialisation and who later monitor the work of the management consultants.

2.10 If the school meets the criteria and is selected for a grant, the management consultants for the Province then assist the school committee to develop their proposal.  The consultants advise on the amount of labour required, salaries, time required for construction and prepare drawings and schedules of materials and the school committee employs direct labour to carry out the work.  This direct labour team is called the Technical Team and consists of a foreman, artisans and labourers.

2.11 During construction (which usually takes around 4 months), the consultants should visit the school site at least three times, a very low level of supervision.

2.12 The system of grants to schools seems to be working, especially where the school committee is properly involved and there is no interference from the district authorities.

3. Early Childhood Development Project: Civil Works 
3.1 The ECD Project is renovating and constructing new kindergartens and BKB/Posyandu Posts in four Provinces of the country: West Java, Banten, South Sulawesi and Bali.

3.2 The sites for new kindergartens are proposed by communities to the district government.  In order to obtain approval for the project, the site has to be in an IDT village, the community has to donate the land, which has to have certification that they have ownership and has to be of a minimum size and there should be sufficient population to support the kindergarten.

3.3 The district government then submits a list of proposed sites to the PPMIU who pass them on to the CPMIU who make the final decision on the selection of sites.

3.4 When sites have been selected ‘socialisation’ is carried out at the District headquarters using the project guidelines by the CPMIU, the PPMIU, the DPMIU, the project construction adviser assisted by the provincial management consultants.

3.5 Implementation of construction has been through the LKMD.  The LKMD signs an agreement with the DPMIU, sets up a bank account and they receive a first payment of 30% of the total.  Progress payments are then made, certified by the management consultant’s site supervisor, as the work proceeds.

3.6 Standard drawings and schedules of materials for the new facilities of different sizes were prepared by a consultant architect before the project started.  These drawings and schedules are used at all new sites and the provincial consultants assist the LKMD with selection of the design to be used and prepare site specific drawings for each site.  

3.7 The LKMD employs a foreman, artisans and labourers and orders all materials with the assistance of the site supervisor who then supervises the construction work.

3.8 The provincial consultants have a team leader at the provincial headquarters, senior co-ordinators at district headquarters and site supervisors who each supervise a number of sites.  The number of sites supervised varies with each district but is usually in excess of 10 sites.  One district in Pandeglang has 10 new kindergartens, 15 renovated kindergartens and 22 BKB/Posyandu posts and only has two site supervisors.  The amount of supervision has been too low and the number of supervisors is being increased.

3.9 There have been problems with using the LKMD as the implementing agency.  There has been interference from the Kepala Desas and the quality of the work has not been very good due to lack of construction experience in some communities.

3.10 In Indramayu, an experiment is being tried where the communities directly elect a KPP (a project construction implementation team) from community members to run the project in order to avoid interference from village or district authorities.

4. West Java Basic Education Project: Civil Works
4.1 There are two major civil works activities in the West Java Project: the renovation of existing primary schools and the construction of new junior secondary schools.

4.2 At the beginning of the project, a school mapping exercise was undertaken where every school in the province was located on district maps and data such as numbers of pupils and teachers, condition of buildings, numbers of classrooms was collected for every school.

4.3 Following the completion of the school mapping exercise, a primary school consolidation process was undergone whereby under-utilised schools in poor condition were closed and pupils transferred to nearby schools that had spare accommodation.  It was a condition of the project loan that no schools could be renovated until the school mapping and primary school consolidation process had been completed.

4.4 The primary schools to be renovated are selected on the basis of a number of criteria: the first choice is from those schools that have been consolidated, have badly damaged buildings and large numbers of pupils.  They should also be in poor, rural and remote locations.

4.5 The District Committee makes the decision as to which primary schools should be renovated and the civil works consultants then survey these schools, decide what renovations are required, establish a cost and submitt their recommendations to the DPIU.  The DPIU passes these recommendations on the PPCU who check the proposals and make the final decision on what schools to renovate.  This then has to be approved by the Ministry of Finance and the World Bank.

4.6 The School Committee then enters into an agreement with the DPIU and opens a bank account.  The money for the renovations is paid in three tranches of 40%, 40% and 20%.  The consultants submit requests for payment as the work progresses.  

4.7 The provincial civil works consultants have a team leader based at the province headquarters and district co-ordinators based at the district headquarters.  The actual renovation work is supervised by Construction Supervisors who have to supervise 3 sites each.  The supervisors must visit each site at least two or three times a week.  Each supervisor has a motor cycle.

4.8 The School Committee sets up a Technical Team to implement the work and the Leader of the team must have a technical education background and experience of construction work.  The Technical Team order all materials and employ and pay all labour assisted by the Construction Supervisor.

4.9 For the new junior secondary schools, a Community Committee is set up with members from the villages surrounding the site.  Otherwise the process is similar to that for the primary schools but the decision on what schools are to be built is made by the CPCU not the PPCU.  The schools are larger and cost more than the primary schools and therefore the money is paid in five tranches, 20%, 20%, 30%, 20% and 10%.  The Community Committee employs the labour assisted by the construction supervisors.  There is one construction supervisor working full time on each junior secondary school site.

ANNEX 3:
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION & RENOVATION: COMPARATIVE COSTS & QUALITY ASSESSMENTS

	 Project/Programme
	Name of school
	Work carried out
	Construction Category
	Total Cost 
	Cost per square metre
	Quality Assessment *

	

	Pandeglang District
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ECD (PADU) Project
	TK Bhayangkari
	Classrooms
	New build 
	Rp74.5 million
	Rp667,164
	5.8

	
	TK Bhayangkari
	Toilets
	New build 
	Rp10.5 million
	Rp700,000
	5.8

	
	TK Tunas Merat
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp96 million
	Rp724,529
	4.5

	
	TK Nasional
	New kindergarten
	New build
	Rp108.6 million
	Rp550,890
	4.3

	
	TK Puspita
	New kindergarten
	New build
	Rp92.8 million
	Rp644,000
	4.4

	
	TK Pertiwi Cimanuk
	New kindergarten
	New build
	Rp92.8 million
	Rp855,300
	4.3

	
	TK Pertiwi Pandeglang
	New kindergarten
	New build
	Rp108.6 million
	Rp478,574
	6.5

	
	TK PGRI
	New kindergarten
	New build
	Rp108.6 million
	Rp692,067
	4.0

	
	TK Al-Wardah
	New kindergarten
	New build
	Rp112.7 million
	Rp513,600
	4.0

	
	TK Mekar Pertiwi
	New kindergarten
	New build
	Rp108.6 million
	Rp1,042,726
	4.0

	
	TK Al-Lukmaniyah
	New kindergarten
	New build
	Rp129 million
	Rp780,871
	4.0

	

	SIG Programme
	SDN Kadomas 3
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp50.2 million
	Rp391,169
	6.5

	
	MIs Cibusung
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp41.4 million
	Rp242,105
	7

	
	MIs Cibisung
	Toilets
	New build
	Rp8.8 million
	Rp400,000
	7

	
	MIs Mathlaul Anwar Dahu
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp47.6 million
	Rp255,000
	5.8

	
	MIs Malu Lame Luhur
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp55.8 million
	Rp398,572
	6.8

	
	MIs Sulamul Falah
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp64 million
	Rp419,672
	5.2

	
	SDN Kadudampit 3
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp46.4 million
	Rp246,809
	6.5

	
	SDN Dahu 1
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp55 million
	Rp442,655
	4.4

	
	SDN Cibungur
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp60.4 million
	Rp539,285
	4.4

	
	SDN Gombong 3
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp65.4 million
	Rp554,237
	5.9

	
	SLTPN 1 Munjul
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp71 million
	Rp441,451
	5.2

	
	SLTPN 3 Cadasari
	Classrooms and toilets
	New build
	Rp82.9 million
	Rp295,000
	5.6

	

	West Java Basic Education Project
	SDN Cijakan 1
	New primary school
	New build
	Rp275.4 million
	Rp772,183
	4.5

	
	SDN2 Teluk Lada 2
	New primary school
	New build
	Rp270.8 million
	Rp676,334
	4.0

	
	SDN Cipicung
	New primary school
	New build
	Rp318 million
	Rp430,894
	4.0

	
	MI Muhammadiyah Kaduranca
	Classrooms, office and toilets
	New build
	Rp244.6 million
	Rp970,794
	4.0

	
	SDN 1 Babakan Lor 1
	Classrooms, office and toilets
	New build
	Rp281 million
	Rp632,598
	4.0

	
	SLTPN 2 Bojong
	New junior secondary school
	New build
	Rp1,062.7million
	Rp1,142,717
	4.5

	
	SLTPN 4 Cimanuk
	New junior secondary school
	New build
	Rp 1,041 million
	Rp1,130,000
	4.1

	
	SLTPN 3 Munjul
	New junior secondary school
	New build
	Rp 1,047 million
	Rp1,179,585
	4.0

	
	SLTPN 3 Mandalawangi
	New junior secondary school
	New build
	Rp1,041 million
	Rp1,055,139
	4.0


	District Budget (APBD) Projects
	SLTPN 2 Cadasari
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp93.28 million
	Rp717,538
	5.1

	
	SLTPN 2 Mandalawangi
	New junior secondary school
	New build
	Rp845.5 million
	Rp747,779
	5.0

	
	SLTPN 1 Pandeglang
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp263.5 million
	Rp920,158
	5.6

	
	SDN Bangkonol
	Classrooms and office
	New build
	Rp106 million 
	Rp407,692
	5.6

	
	SDN 1 Kalang Antar
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp95 million
	Rp498,413
	5.8

	
	SDN Kadu Bungbang
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp75 million
	Rp628,571
	5.1

	
	SDN 2 Sukasaba
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp64.3 million
	Rp505,204
	5.2

	

	Wonosobo District
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior Secondary Education Project
	SLTPN Sapuran
	Classroom
	New build
	Rp56 million
	Rp658,824
	6.8

	
	SLTP Muhammadiyah Leksono
	Classrooms, offices, teachers room
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp42.8 million
	Rp219,487
	4.1

	
	SLTPN 1 Mojotengah
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp56 million
	Rp400,000
	5.3

	
	SLTP PGRI
	Laboratory
	Category 2 (moderate) renovations
	Rp34 million
	Rp197,943
	5.3

	
	SLTP Muhammadiyah 5
	
	Category 2 (moderate) renovations
	
	Rp114,115
	4.0

	
	MTs Hidayatussibiyan Wadaslintang
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp64 million
	Rp537,815
	4.0

	
	MTs Ma’arif 4 Sukoharjo
	Classrooms
	Category 2 (moderate) renovations
	Rp35 million
	Rp105,740
	4.7

	
	SLTP Kristen
	Classrooms
	Category 1 (minor) renovations
	Rp30 million
	Rp229,007
	4.2

	

	SIG Programme
	SDN Candi
	Classrooms
	Category 1 (minor) renovations
	Rp30 million
	Rp82,418
	4.0

	
	SDN Ngadikusuman 1
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp60 million
	Rp480,000
	5.9

	
	MI Muhammadiyah Selomerto
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp42 million
	Rp403,846
	5.4

	
	MI Ma’arif Bowongso Kauman
	Classrooms
	Category 1 (minor) renovations
	Rp35 million
	Rp167,767
	4.7

	
	MI Ma’arif Suko Harjo
	Classrooms
	Category 1 (minor) renovations
	Rp25 million
	Rp142,857
	4.5

	
	MI Ma’arif Ngadimulyo
	Classrooms and office
	Category 1 (minor) renovations
	Rp50 million
	Rp173,792
	4.9

	
	MI Ma’arif Gunung Tawang
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp42 million
	Rp250,000
	4.5

	
	MI Ma’arif Clengkom
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp35.4 million
	Rp94,821
	7.0

	
	MI Guppi Sumber Wulan
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp39.3 million
	Rp330,279
	5.1

	
	MI Ma’arif Medono
	Classrooms
	Category 1 (minor) renovations
	Rp34 million
	Rp110,390
	4.6

	
	MI Ma’arif Tracap 
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp41.8 million
	Ro220,000
	7.0

	
	MI Hidayatussibyan Trimulyo
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp35 million
	Rp185,185
	5.8

	
	MI Ma’arif Kalianget
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp41.2 million
	Rp189,165
	4.0

	
	MI Ma’arif Kejiwan
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp40 million
	Rp189,573
	6.8

	
	MTs Ma’arif Saporan
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp29.4 millions
	Rp126,724
	6.3

	
	MTs Ma’arif
	Classroom
	New build
	Rp12.25 million
	Rp250,000
	6.3

	
	MTs Ma’arif Kaliwiro
	Classrooms
	Category 1 (minor) renovations
	Rp29.1 million
	Rp86,607
	4.0

	
	MTs Ma’arif Ngaliyan
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp35 million
	Rp159,817
	4.0

	
	SLTP PGRI
	Classrooms, offices
	Category 2 (mod.) renovations
	Rp53 million
	Rp187,943
	5.5

	
	SLTP Kristen
	Library and toilets
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp41 million
	Rp152,985
	

	


	District Budget (APBD) Projects
	SLTPN 2 Selomerto
	Classroom
	New build
	Rp40.6 million
	Rp525,906
	5.2

	
	SLTP Muhammadiyah Leksono
	Classrooms
	New build
	Rp60 million
	Rp521,739
	4.7

	
	SDN Wilayu
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp16.17 million
	Rp364,023
	5.3

	
	SDN Parikesit 1
	School office
	New build
	Rp47.2 million
	Rp400,000
	5.4

	
	SDN Parikesit 1
	Classrooms
	Category 3 (major) renovations
	Rp62.1 million
	Rp300,000
	5.4

	
	SDN Parikesit 1
	Classrooms
	Category 1 (minor) renovations
	Rp1.57 million
	Rp180,460
	5.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: 
* Quality of construction is scored from (1) very good to (10) very poor ie the lower the number, the better the quality

Where existing buildings have been demolished down to the foundations and the foundations have been re-used, 17% of the construction cost has been added to the overall cost and the buildings have been shown as ‘new build’ rather than renovation

ANNEX 4: 
QUESTIONNAIRES TO BE COMPLETED AT ALL SCHOOLS VISITED DURING THE STUDY & OTHER INFORMATION TO BE COLLECTED

A: BASIC INFORMATION: SCHOOL OR COMMUNITY-LED PROJECTS
1. School Information
1.1
Name of school:

1.2
Type of school:
1.3
Government/private:

1.4 
Location:

1.5 
Rural/urban:
1.6 
Number of pupils:

1.7 
Number of teachers:

1.8 
Number/type of buildings:

1.9
Number of classrooms:

2. Funding
2.1
Project funding agency:

2.2 
Total expenditure on civil works:

3. Works carried out
3.1
Number of buildings built/renovated
3.2
Number of classrooms built/renovated:
3.3
Number of toilets built/renovated:

3.4 
Water supply, new/renovated:

3.5
Electricity supply, new:

3.6
Are the completed buildings being fully used:

4. Construction period
4.1
Pre-construction period (from application to start of construction):

4.2
Construction period:

5. Project preparation
5.1
How was the project started:


A. Did the school apply for funds:


B. Did the school respond to an advertisement:

C. Was the school asked by district/province/project authorities to apply:

B: BASIC INFORMATION: CONTRACTOR-BUILT PROJECTS
1. School Information
1.1
Name of school:

1.2
Type of school:

1.3
Government/private:

1.4 
Location:

1.5 
Rural/urban:
1.6 
Number of pupils:

1.7 
Number of teachers:

1.8 
Number/type of buildings:

1.9
Number of classrooms:

2. Funding
2.1
Total expenditure on civil works:

3. Works carried out
3.1
Number of buildings built/renovated:

3.2
Number of classrooms built/renovated:
3.3
Number of toilets built/renovated:

3.4 
Water supply, new/renovated:

3.5
Electricity supply, new:

3.6
Are the completed buildings being fully used:

4. Construction  

4.1
Construction period:

4.2
Was the contractor:


A. Locally based

B. Other
4.3
Who supervised construction:


A. Ministry of Works

B. Civil works consultants
C. ORGANISATION: SCHOOL OR COMMUNITY-LED PROJECTS
1. Implementation
1.1
How was the project implemented:


A. Through the school committee:


B. Through the LKMD:


C: Other
1.2
Was the school committee/LKMD consulted as to what building/renovation work should take place:

2. Project management
2.1 
Was a technical team/committee set up to implement the project:

2.2 
If yes, who was on the team/committee:

2.3 
If no, who was on the school committee/LKMD was responsible for implementation:
2.4 
Did any member of the committee(s)/team have any technical qualifications or building experience:

2.5 
If yes, what were the qualifications/experience:

2.6
Did a member of the committee(s)/team act as construction foreman/supervisor:

2.7       How often did the school committee/LKMD meet during the project period:

2.8 
What was their role in the process:

2.9 
How often did the technical team/committee/LKMD meet during the project period:

2.10
What was their role in the process:

3. Socialisation
3.1
Was any socialisation carried out and at what stage:

3.2
If yes, who attended:

3.3
If yes, who carried it out:

3.4
If yes, was it effective:

4. Construction
4.1
      Were any local labourers, artisans or builders employed on the project:

5. Technical Assistance
5.1.8 Was the school committee/LKMD given any technical assistance by civil works consultants in planning and managing the project (carrying out surveys, preparing proposals, preparing drawings and materials lists, ordering materials, paying for materials, employing labour, paying labour, supervising construction):If yes, at what stage did the assistance start (project planning, project development, construction):
5.2     If yes, was this assistance useful and adequate:

6. Training
6.1
Was any technical training given to the school committee/LKMD or technical committee by the consultants (in deciding what renovations to do, reading drawings, ordering materials, employing labour, supervision, financial control):

6.2       Was any training given in the use of the project guidelines:

6.3       If yes, was this training useful:
 7. Supervision
7.1
Was any supervision carried out by the civil works consultants during construction:

7.2       If yes, how many visits:

7.3       If yes, were the number of visits and supervision adequate:

7.4      Who made the final decisions on the management of the construction: the school committee/LKMD/technical team or the civil works consultants:

8. Problems or Changes
8.1      Were any major problems encountered during implementation:

8.2       If yes, what were they and did the consultants help to resolve them:

8.3      Were any major changes made during implementation:

8.4      If yes, why were these changes made, by whom and were they officially   recorded:
9. Financial
9.1 Cost of Construction
9.1.1
What was the total cost of the building work:

9.1.2
Can the cost be broken down by buildings: toilets, classrooms, etc:

9.1.3 
If yes, give breakdown:

9.1.4
Were the funds adequate for the work carried out:

9.1.5 
If not, were any savings made and if so how:

9.2 Community Contributions
9.2.1 
Was the school committee/LKMD/community asked to make any  contribution, either as:

A. Cash:

B. Labour:

C. Materials:

D. Land:

9.2.2    If yes, state amount for A and for B, C and D, the cash equivalent:
9.3 Transparency
9.3.1 
Was the school committee/LKMD/community informed of the money available for the project:

9.3.1 Was a notice erected giving full details of the project:

9.3.2 Was the school committee/LKMD/community kept fully informed as to how much was being spent during the project and if so, at what intervals:

9.3.3 Were any corrupt practices attempted by any provincial, district, sub-district, village or project authority or by the consultants or contractors and if so were they successful:

9.3.4 If yes, give full details:
9.4 Accounting
9.4.1 Was a special bank account set up for the project:
9.4.2 If yes, who were the signatories:

9.4.3 Who was accountable for the money spent:

9.4.4 To whom were they accountable:

9.4.5 Were there any cash-flow problems:

10. Sustainability
10.1  School/Community Ownership 

10.1.1 Was there an official handover of the facilities to the school when the project was completed:

10.1.2 Will the school committee/LKMD be prepared to manage similar construction/renovation projects in the future:

10.2 Maintenance
10.2.1 Is there a budget for maintenance:
10.2.2 If yes, where does it come from and how much is it per year:

10.2.3 Will the school parents/LKMD/community be prepared to help maintain the school facilities:

A. By contributing funds
B. By contributing labour or materials
10.2.4 Were any maintenance manuals supplied by the civil works consultants:

10.2.5 Was any training in maintaining the school facilities carried out by the civil works consultants:

11. Quality
11.1
Does the school committee/LKMD consider the completed facilities appropriate to the needs of the school:
11.2
Does the school committee/LKMD consider that the facilities are:

A. Are not as good as
 )

B. Are as good as            
 ) 
If carried out by a contractor 

C. Are better than

 )

11.3      Does the school committee/LKMD consider that the facilities cost:

A. Less than 

)

B. As much as
 
)  
If carried out by a contractor
C. More than
 
)

D. OTHER INFORMATION TO BE COLLECTED
1. Detailed information on construction or renovation work
1.1 The Consultants should use the standard forms (see Annex 5) to list detailed information on the construction or renovation work carried out and to make an assessment of its quality (for guidelines see Annex 6).
1.3 For new buildings the type of materials used for the various elements should be listed and an assessment made of the quality of work for each element.
1.4 For renovations, the amount of work carried out should be established and the type of materials used for the various elements should be listed and an assessment made of the quality of work for each element.  
1.5
Renovations should be categorised either as 1: minor repairs (minor repairs to roof, ceilings, floors, windows, doors, etc; 2: moderate repairs (more substantial repairs to roof, ceilings, floors, windows, doors, etc including partial replacement of a number of elements; 3: major repairs (replacement of a number of elements including roofs, ceilings, floors, doors, windows, etc and/or large scale repairs of a number of elements); 4: total (reconstructed from the foundations up).  See guidelines in Annex 6 for assistance in assessing the category of renovations.

1.6 Calculate the gross area (outside of walls but not including verandas) of the new or renovated buildings.

1.7 Calculate the square metre cost of the new or renovated buildings (total cost of new build or renovation divided by gross area of building).

2. Cost of civil works consultants
2.1
The Consultants should also establish the cost of the management (civil works) consultants in the Districts for the different projects and programmes, the number of staff employed per district at different levels and the number of school sites supervised so that a comparison can be made of the cost of the various consultants. 

2.2
The Consultants should make an assessment of the work of the management consultants for the various projects based on the information gathered on their performance and the quality of the work at each school.

3. Quality of work
3.1 The CIMU Consultants should also assess the quality of the civil works at each school.

3.2
In order to do this, the Consultants should carry out a detailed inspection of the completed work.  This inspection should cover the roof, ceiling, walls, floors, doors, windows, verandas, and any external works and should be carried out systematically.

3.3
The quality of the building work should be defined as: 1) very good; 4) good; 7) average and 10) poor.  

3.4
Guidelines to assist the Consultants in making objective assessments of the quality of the work are given in Annex 6.
ANNEX 5:
STANDARD FORMS TO BE USED IN ASSESSING THE QUALITY OF THE WORK AT RENOVATED & NEWLY CONSTRUCTED SCHOOLS

1. STANDARD QUALITY ASSESSMENT FORM

	Project: 

	

	School:
	Location:

	

	Building:

	

	New Build or Renovation:

	

	Element  
	Material
	Quality assessment (1-10)
	Comments

	Roof covering
	
	
	

	Roof timbers
	
	
	

	Ceiling timbers
	
	
	

	Ceiling panels
	
	
	

	Walls
	
	
	

	Wall tiles
	
	
	

	Floors
	
	
	

	Floor tiles
	
	
	

	Windows
	
	
	

	Doors
	
	
	

	Paint: walls & ceilings
	
	
	

	Paint: doors & windows
	
	
	

	Electric installation
	
	
	

	Water installation
	
	
	

	WCs
	
	
	

	Water tanks
	
	
	

	Wash basins
	
	
	

	Chalkboards
	
	
	

	Veranda floor
	
	
	

	Veranda soffit
	
	
	

	Veranda columns
	
	
	

	Stormdrains
	
	
	

	Septic tank
	
	
	

	Soakaway
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	

	Total
	
	

	Overall quality assessment
	
	

	

	If renovation state category: minor (1), moderate (2), major (3), total (4)
	

	Overall quality of work: very good (1), good (4), average (7), poor (10)
	

	Total cost:
	Gross area:

	Cost per square metre:


ANNEX 6:
GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING THE QUALITY OF CONSTRUCTION & THE CATEGORY OF RENOVATION
A. GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING QUALITY OF CONSTRUCTION
1. ROOF

1.1 
ROOF TIMBERS: If visible do they meet specifications; are they straight or twisted, solid or split; are roof trusses well made and well fixed; are purlins straight, well lapped and properly connected to trusses and rafters.

1.2
ROOF COVERING: Is the ridge straight and level; are the roof tiles/roof sheets laid straight; are there any sags in the roof; are the roof tiles/roof sheets of good quality and do they meet the specification; are any gutters well made and fixed; are the fascias and bargeboards good quality timber, well fixed and well painted.

2. CEILING

2.1
Are any roof leaks evident; are the ceilings fixed level and true or are there any sags; are there any cover strips and if so are they good quality and well fixed; are the ceiling panels and cover strips well painted.

3. FLOOR

3.1
Is the floor level; if screed finish is this solid or are there any cracks or deterioration in the surface; if tiled are these well laid, flat with even joints.

4. WALLS

4.1
Are the walls plumb and well built; is the render flat and well finished; any cracks evident; is the paint good quality and the painting well finished; are any wall tiles properly fixed, flat and square with even joints and the correct grout.

5. COLUMNS & BEAMS

5.1
Are any columns and beams of adequate size, plumb, level and well built; is the concrete if visible, of good quality; are any cracks evident.

6. WINDOWS

6.1
If timber, is the timber good quality, any splits or cracks; is the timber properly planed and finished; are the windows well made with the correct joints; is there any twisting in the frames; are the windows properly painted or varnished with good quality paint or varnish; are the frames properly fixed.

7. DOORS

7.1
HARDWOOD DOORS: Is the timber good quality, any splits or cracks; is the timber properly planed and finished; are the doors well made with the correct joints; is there any twisting in the doors; are the doors properly painted or varnished with good quality paint or varnish; are the frames properly fixed.

7.2
FLUSH DOORS: Are the doors well made; are they finished with good quality plywood or metal sheet of the correct thickness; are the door skins properly glued and fixed; is there any twisting in the doors; are the doors properly painted or varnished with good quality paint or varnish; are the frames properly fixed.

8. HARDWARE

8.1
Are there sufficient door and window hinges; are the door and window hinges, window stays, door handles and locks, of good quality; do they meet the specifications; are they properly fixed with the correct number of the right size screws.

9. CHALKBOARDS

9.1
Are the chalkboards properly made; are they framed and adequately fixed to the walls; are they smooth and properly finished; are they painted with chalkboard paint.

10. ELECTRICAL INSTALLATION

10.1
Does the electrical installation meet the required specification; is it properly earthed; are all fixtures and fittings properly fixed.

11. WATER INSTALLATION

11.1
Does the installation meet the required specification; are there any leaks; are there sufficient stop-cocks; are all pipes let in to walls; are all fittings properly fixed to walls.

12. SOIL & WASTE INSTALLATION 

12.1
Does the installation meet the required specification; are there any leaks; are all pipes properly buried; do all manhole covers fit properly.

13. VERANDA FLOOR

13.1
Is the floor level; if screed finish is this solid or are there any cracks or deterioration in the surface; if tiled are these well laid, flat with even joints.

14. VERANDA CEILING

14.1
Are any roof leaks evident; are the ceilings fixed level and true or are there any sags; are the cover strips good quality and well fixed; are the ceiling panels and cover strips well painted.

15. VERANDA COLUMNS & BEAMS

15.1
Are any columns and beams of adequate size, plumb, level and well built; is the concrete if visible, of good quality; are any cracks evident.

16. STORM DRAINS 

16.1
Are the drains built to adequate falls to outlets; are the drains well constructed; are they rendered internally; is the rendering smooth and well finished; are any cracks visible.

B. GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING CATEGORY OF RENOVATION CARRIED OUT

	 Element
	Category 1: Minor
	Category 2: Moderate
	Category 3: Major
	Category 4: Rebuild

	Roof
	Generally in a good state of repair; not leaking and with less than 5% damaged roof tiles or sheets; roof timbers in good condition; exposed timber needs painting.
	Evidence of leaks but not more than 10% of roof tiles or sheets damaged; minor repairs required to roof timbers; exposed timber needs painting.
	Roof leaking badly; up to 50% of roof tiles or sheets damaged; major defects in roof framing; or strong evidence of termite damage; 50% of fascias and soffits to roof overhangs need replacing.
	Building requires demolition down to foundation and re-building.  (Note: foundations might require strengthening)

	Ceiling
	Less than 5% of ceiling needs renewing; make good plaster or panels not exceeding 1/2m²; repaint.
	Up to 10% of ceiling needs renewing; make good plaster or panels not exceeding 1m²; repaint.
	Up to 50% of ceiling needs renewing; major repairs needed to ceiling framing; repaint.
	As above

	Walls
	Minor defects in plaster finish or boarding not exceeding 1/2m²; veranda post and soffits in good condition; repaint walls and soffits.
	Defective plaster or boarding in patches not exceeding 1m²; minor cracks to walls; veranda posts in good condition; minor defects to soffits; repaint walls and soffits.
	Up to 50% of plaster or boarding to be renewed; 100% of brickwork needs re-pointing; partial re-building of walls required; 30% of veranda posts and soffits need renewing; re-paint walls and soffits.
	As above

	Floor
	Make good screed or tiled surface in patches not exceeding 1m².
	Make good up to 20% of screed or tiled surface.
	Make good up to 50% of screed or tiled surface; relay up to 30% of floor because of subsidence.
	As above

	Walls
	Make good plaster or boarding in areas not exceeding 1/2m²; repaint walls.
	Make good up to 20% of plaster or boarding; make good cracks to walls; repaint walls.
	Make good up to 50% of plaster or boarding; partial rebuilding of walls required; repaint.
	As above

	Windows and doors
	Frames, doors need repainting; renew some panes of glass, hinges or fasteners.
	Frames, doors need repainting; renew up to 10% of frames, sashes or broken door panels; replace up to 20% of glazing.
	Frames, doors need repainting; renew up to 30% of frames or sashes; replace 20% of broken doors or windows.
	As above

	Verandah floor
	 Make good defects in surface not exceeding 1/2m².
	Make good defects in surface not exceeding 10% of surface.
	Up to 50% of surface needs repairs; 25% to be re-laid due to settlement.
	As above.

	Surface water drains
	Defective patches to lining not exceeding 1/2m².
	Defective patches to lining not exceeding 1m². 
	Up to 50% of lining needs repairs; 15% needs relaying due to settlement.
	As above.

	Septic tank/soil pipes
	Minor blockages require clearing.
	Minor blockages require clearing and system requires repairs.
	Septic tank leaking and requires re-building; extensive repairs required to system.
	As above.


ANNEX 7:
VISITS TO SCHOOLS & KINDERGARTENS CONSTRUCTED OR RENOVATED UNDER THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANT PROGRAMME, THE WEST JAVA BASIC EDUCATION PROJECT, THE EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT PROJECT & BY LOCAL FUNDING IN PANDEGLANG DISTRICT, BANTEN PROVINCE
1. General
1.1 Pandeglang District was visited on February 20th and 21st , February 26th to 28th and March 4th to 9th  2002.  

1.2 Schools and kindergartens were visited that had been renovated or constructed under the School Improvement Grant Programme, the West Java Basic Education Project and the Early Childhood Development Project together with one school renovated by local and provincial government.

1.3 All the construction projects apart from the government one were supervised by the same civil works consultants, Messrs Yodya Karya.  For the ECD Project, there were only two construction supervisors for the whole district and therefore the site supervisors visited most sites only once a week.  The SIG Programme had more site supervisors and these visited school sites more frequently, from several times a week to making daily visits.  The Basic Education Project also had more site supervisors and these visited school sites on average three times a week.

2. Schools visited
2.1 TK Bhayangkari, Pandeglang: This kindergarten, situated on a small site in Pandeglang Town, has been completely renovated under the Early Childhood Development Programme.  An existing building was demolished to foundation level and re-built (total (4) renovation) as a 3-classroom unit and another older existing building has been repainted internally and externally.  Two new toilets have been constructed between the two buildings and storm drains, a fence and gate are also being constructed.  The construction work was started in November 2001 and should be completed and handed over by the end of February 2002.  The total budget for the renovations was Rp92.85 millions.  The work was carried out by the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman.

Construction of the new building follows the standard design for new kindergartens with rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and veranda and timber veranda columns.  The size is different from the standard design as it followed the existing foundations.

The quality of the workmanship is quite good but there is a crack in one wall, the windows and doors are poorly finished, the ceiling panels do not have cover strips and are not well finished, the flashings to the verges are very poor quality, a number of veranda floor tiles are already loose and some floor tiles in the classrooms do not seem to be properly bedded.  More supervision and better finishing would have greatly improved the building.

The gross floor area of the renovated building is 134m² and that of the new toilets is 15m² and the total cost of the work was Rp92.85 millions.  If Rp7.85 millions is deducted for the painting of the existing building, Rp85 millions is left as the cost of construction.  If the square metre rate for the new toilets is taken as Rp700,000m² this gives a total of Rp10.5 million for new build and leaves Rp74.5 million for the category 4 (total) renovation of the classroom building, a square metre rate of Rp555,970 (if 20% is added to take account of the cost of the foundations, this would give a square metre rate for new build of Rp667,164).  These rates include the site works, fence, gates, storm-drains, etc. The quality rating for the work is 5.8.

2.2 SLTPN 2, Cadasari: This rural junior secondary school has had two new 2-classroom buildings constructed in the last year, one by local government and one by provincial government.  Both are constructed of rendered brickwork with RC columns, clay-tiled roofs, plywood ceilings, timber doors and windows, tiled floors and verandas and concrete veranda columns.  The buildings are paved all round and have storm drains.  The cost of the building constructed from the district budget was Rp106 million; the cost of the other building was not known. 

The building constructed from the district budget was built by a local contractor and supervised by district consultants (consultants visited the site every day).  The quality of the building is quite good though the finish to the doors and windows is poor, the external paving is starting to break up in places and more seriously for the long term, the ground level at one end of the building is 500mm above the building’s floor level and there is a risk of eventual damp penetration.

The gross floor area of the building is 130m² and the cost of the building should be reduced by 12% to take into account the tax paid by the contractor (which the other projects do not pay).  The total cost should therefore be taken as Rp93.28 million and the square metre cost was Rp717,538 for new build.  The quality rating for the work is 5.1.

2.3 TK Tunas Merak, Kadu Merat, Cadasari: This kindergarten, situated on a small site in an urban are, has been completely renovated under the Early Childhood Development Programme.  An existing building was demolished to foundation level and re-built (total (4) renovation) as a 2-classroom unit, with an office, toilets and kitchen at one end.  The building is paved all round and has a large paved courtyard.  The construction work was started in August 2001 and was completed in December 2001.  The total budget was for the renovations was Rp96 million. 

Construction of the new building follows the standard design for new kindergartens with rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and veranda and timber veranda columns.  The size is different from the standard design as it followed the existing foundations.

The quality of the workmanship is good with very good doors and windows and floor tiling.  The work was carried out by the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman.

The gross floor area of the building is approximately 159m² and the total cost of the work (excluding foundations) was Rp96 million giving a square metre rate of Rp603,774 for category 4 (total) renovations (if 20% is added to cover the cost of the foundations that would give a square metre cost for new build of Rp724,529).  This cost includes the quite extensive site works.  The quality rating for the work is 4.5.

2.4 SDN Kadomas 3: The school is situated on the edge of a rural village and is surrounded by rice fields.  The school has two buildings: one an ‘L’ shaped building with four classrooms is in very poor condition and still requires major renovations even though it has been renovated by PUK three times since it was built in 1983; the other, a two classroom building has been renovated under the School Improvement Grant Programme and a new, two compartment toilet has been added at the end of the building.  The existing building was demolished to foundation level and re-built (total (4) renovation).  The total budget was Rp70 million and this breaks down as follows: Rp2.1 million for administration, Rp15 million for furniture, Rp2.7 million for books leaving Rp50.2 million for construction.
Construction of the new building is of rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, plywood ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and veranda and RC veranda columns.  Although the toilets have been built next to the well (which is now inside the building), they are connected to a septic tank which is located off the site a long way from the well.

The quality of the work, given the limited budget is adequate.  However some roof tiles have not been well laid and there are a few leaks, the verge flashing is inadequate and the quality of doors, windows and painting is not very good.  

The head of the technical team stated that the construction supervisor visited the site every day and was very useful.  His only complaint was that there were insufficient funds to renovate the whole school.  He also stated that the school BP3 was to discuss putting up school fees to cover the cost of maintenance in the future.

The gross floor area of the building is approximately 154m² and the total cost of the work (excluding foundations) was Rp50.2 million giving a square metre rate of Rp325,974 for category 4 (total) renovations (if 20% is added to this cost to cover the cost of the existing foundations this would give a square metre rate of Rp391,169 for new build).  The quality rating for the work is 6.5.

2.5 MIs Cibusung, Cipicung: This primary school is situated in a rural village and has been renovated with funding from the School Improvement Grant Programme.  The school has a three classroom and office building which has had major (3) renovations and a new toilet building.  Construction work started in November 2001 and finished in January 2002.  The total budget was Rp70 million and this breaks down as follows: Rp2.1 million for administration, Rp15 million for furniture, Rp2.7 million for books leaving Rp50.2 million for construction.

The walls of the existing building were retained as were the windows to the rear of the building.  70% of the roof timbers were replaced and a new roof of clay roof tiles was fitted.  New timber doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation, the floors to the classrooms and verandas were renewed and covered with floor tiles and new RC veranda columns were built.  The new toilet has two compartments and an internal well with an electric pump funded by the community.  The septic tank is however 30 metres away from the well.

The quality of the work, given the limited budget is adequate.  The roof is not very straight at the back and the finish, particularly to the toilets is poor.  The quality of doors, windows and painting is not very good and the electrical installation is particularly poor.  

The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site every two days and were very helpful.  She also stated that the community now wanted to build two more classrooms.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 171m² and that of the toilets is 22m².  The total cost of the work was Rp50.2 million.  If a square metre rate of Rp400,000 is used for the new toilets this gives a total cost of Rp8.8 million giving a budget of Rp41.4 million for the classroom renovations.  This gives a square metre rate of Rp242,105 for category 3 (major) renovations and a quality rating of 7.

2.6 SDN Cijakan 1: This primary school is situated in a rural village and has been renovated using funds from the West Java Basic Education Project.  The school has six classrooms in two 3-classroom units one of which has toilets at one end.  It also has an Administration and Library building and a house for the Head Teacher.  All buildings were demolished down to top of foundation level and re-built (total (4) renovation).  The total budget for renovating the school was Rp289.907 million (which included 5% for furniture).  Construction started in January 2001 and was finished in July 2001.  There are 260 children in the school.

Construction of the new buildings is of rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, plywood ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and veranda and RC veranda columns.  The walls and columns to the veranda are tiled to a height of 1200mm.  The buildings have paving all round but no storm drains.  There were insufficient funds to pave the central courtyard.  The buildings were constructed through the school committee using a local foreman and local labour.

The quality of the work is very good with very good joinery and concrete work and good finishes everywhere.  There are a few roof leaks however that should be fixed soon.

The gross floor area of the buildings is 428m² and the cost of the work (after deducting 5% for furniture) is Rp275.412 million giving a square metre rate of Rp643,486 (if 20% has to be added to cover the cost the foundations that were re-used this would give a square metre rate of Rp772,183 for new build).  This rate, which is high, does include storm drains, paving around the buildings, etc.  The quality rating for the work is 4.7.

2.7 SLTPN 2, Bojong: This is a completely new junior secondary school in a remote rural area surrounded by rubber plantations.  The school has six classrooms in three buildings, one with toilets at one end, a laboratory, an administration and library unit, a school cafeteria/BP3 room, a Musholla and a Head Teacher’s house.  The total cost was Rp1,062.727 million.  The school was not finished until August 2001 and as the school year starts in July the students could not register for the current school year meaning that the school is not being used this year.  

Construction of the new buildings is of rendered brickwork with RC columns, clay-tiled roofs, plywood ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and veranda and RC veranda columns.  The walls and columns to the veranda are tiled to a height of 1500mm.  The buildings have paving and storm drains all round.  The school has a paved central courtyard and entrance road, paving and storm drains around all buildings, two volleyball courts, a well, electric pump and two high level water tanks, a wall around the site, gates and extensive landscaping.  It was stated during the visit that the school was built through a community committee formed from members of surrounding villages and constructed by local labour supervised by a local foreman.  It seems that the construction workers while of local origin were mainly workers from Jakarta who had been laid off from construction companies because of the slump in the industry who had chosen to return to the area to work on the school.  This use of experienced construction workers would account for the high quality of the work.

The quality of the work is very good with very good joinery and concrete work and good finishes everywhere.  There are a few roof leaks however that should be fixed soon.

The drawings and specifications for the school were prepared by the management consultants who also supervised construction.  The construction supervisor visited the site three times a week and the construction co-ordinator visited once a week.  

The gross floor area of the buildings is 930m² and the cost of the work was Rp1,062.727 million. This gives a square metre rate of Rp1,142,717 for new build which is very high but it should be remembered that the cost of all furniture and the very extensive landscaping is included.    The quality rating for the work is 4.5. 

2.8 SDN Kadudampit 3: This primary school is situated on the edge of a small rural village and has 275 pupils.  The school has two buildings: the first has two classrooms, an office, a small library and derelict toilets at one end.  This building is in very poor condition: the floors are breaking up, window and door frames are badly eaten by termites, etc and one classroom is unusable, the library being used for classes.  The other building, which has three classrooms, has been renovated under the School Improvement Grant Programme.  The roof trusses and purlins were changed with half the existing fibre-cement roof sheets being re-used; new ceilings were installed, walls were repaired and re-built, veranda columns were replaced and windows and doors were replaced (major (3) renovation).  The existing toilets at one end were retained as existing and a new water supply was installed.  The work was started in September 2001 and completed in November 2001.  

The school was renovated through the school committee using local labour.  There appeared to have been some disagreements however on what work should be carried out.  The total budget was Rp70 million and this breaks down as follows: Rp2.1 million for administration, Rp15 million for furniture, Rp2.7 million for books and Rp3.8 million for a new water supply leaving Rp46.4 million for construction.

The quality of the work, given the very limited budget is adequate.  The quality of doors and windows is reasonable but the plumbing and painting are not very good.  The veranda columns are also not very good being too small and too widely spaced.

The gross floor area of the building is approximately 188m² and the total cost was Rp46.4 million.  This gives a square metre rate of Rp246,809, excluding the new water supply for a category 3 (major) renovation and a quality rating of 6.5.

2.9 TK Nasional, Pandeglang: This kindergarten is situated in an urban area in Pandeglang. There are two buildings, a classroom building with two classrooms and a toilet and an office building with a teachers’ office that have been completely renovated by the Early Childhood Development Project.  Both buildings were demolished to foundation level and re-built.  The construction work was completed in 3 months. 
The supervisor only visited the site once a week and the work was carried out by 

the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman.

Construction of the new building follows the standards for new kindergartens with 
rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, 
timber windows and doors, tiled floors and timber veranda columns.  The design 

is different from the standard design as it followed the existing foundations.

The quality of the workmanship is fairly good but the walls, windows, ceiling 

panels and doors are poorly finished.
The gross floor area of the new building and toilets is approximately 185.3 m² and the total cost of the work was Rp92, 800,000.  The value of the existing foundations was estimated at Rp9,280,000 giving a total cost of Rp102,080,000 and a square metre rate of Rp550,890 for new build.

2.10
TK Puspita, Kadudampit, Saketi: This kindergarten, situated in rural village, has 35 pupils and has been completely rebuilt by the Early Childhood Development Project.  An existing building was demolished and a new building constructed containing two classrooms, an office, a kitchen and two toilets. The construction work was completed in 3 months.   

The supervisor only visited the site once a week and the work was carried out by 
the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman.

Construction of the new building follows the standards for new kindergartens with 
rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, 
timber windows and doors, tiled floors and timber veranda columns.  The design 
is different from the standard design as it followed the available land.  The quality 
of the workmanship and the finishes is good. 
The gross floor area of the new building and toilets is approximately 144 m² and the total cost of the work was Rp92, 800,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp644,000 for new build.
2.11
TK Pertiwi, Cimanuk: This kindergarten has 30 pupils and has been completely rebuilt by the Early Childhood Development Project.  The existing school building was demolished and a new building constructed containing two classrooms, an office, a kitchen and two toilets. The construction work was completed in 2.5 months.  
The supervisor only visited the site once a week and the work was carried out by

the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman. The community contribution 

was the construction of a retaining wall and paving for the playground worth a 

total of Rp7,585,000.
Construction of the new building follows the standards for new kindergartens with 
rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, 
timber windows and doors, tiled floors and timber veranda columns and the 
quality of the workmanship is good. The electricity and water supplies were 
included in the renovation cost but they are not yet connected.  

The gross floor area of the new building and toilets is approximately 108.5 m² and the total cost of the work was Rp92, 800,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp855,300 for new build.
2.12       Pertiwi, Pandeglang: This kindergarten is situated in an urban area in Pandeglang and has been renovated by the Early Childhood Development Project.  One classroom has been completely renovated and the toilets have been renovated.  The office and the play room were demolished to foundation level and completely re-built.  The construction work was started on 14th December 2001 and was completed on 21st February 2002.  
The supervisor only visited the site once a week and the work was carried out by the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman.

Construction of the new building follows the standards for new kindergartens with rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and timber veranda columns.  The design is different from the standard design as it followed the existing foundations.

The quality of the workmanship is fairly good but the walls, ceiling panels, windows and doors are poorly finished. 

The gross floor area of the new building and toilets is approximately 213.3 m² and the total cost of the work was Rp92, 800,000.  The value of the existing foundations was estimated at Rp9,280,000 giving a total cost of Rp102,080,000 and a square metre rate of Rp478,574 for new build. 
2.13         TK PGRI, Pandeglang: This kindergarten, situated in an urban area in Pandeglang has been renovated by the Early Childhood Development Project.  One classroom was demolished down to foundation level and has been completely renovated and two classrooms and two toilets were newly built.  The construction work was started on 14th December 2001 and was completed on 21st February 2002.   

The supervisor only visited the site twice a week and the work was carried out by the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman.

Construction of the new building follows the standards for new kindergartens with rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and timber veranda columns.  The design is different from the standard design as it followed the existing foundations and the quality of the workmanship is good. 
The gross floor area of the new building and toilets is approximately 147.5 m² and 
the total cost of the work was Rp92, 800,000. Value of the existing foundation 
estimated at Rp9,280,000 giving a total cost of Rp102,080,000 and a square metre 
rate of Rp692,067 for new build.

2.14         TK Al-Wardah, Pandeglang: This kindergarten, situated in an urban area in Pandeglang has been renovated by the Early Childhood Development Project.  Four classrooms were demolished to foundation level and completely re-built, 2 toilets and an office have been renovated and one toilet has been newly built.  The construction work was started on 14th December 2001 and was completed on 21st February 2002.   

The supervisor only visited the site once every two weeks.  The work was carried out by the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman.  Rp3,500,000 was donated to the project by the school foundation.
Construction of the building follows the standards for new kindergartens with rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and timber veranda columns.  The design is different from the standard design as it follows the existing foundations.  The quality of the workmanship and finishes is good.
The gross floor area of the new building and toilets is approximately 225 m² and 
the total cost of the work was Rp96,300,000.  The value of the existing 
foundations was estimated at Rp19,260,000 giving a total cost of Rp115,560,000 
and a square metre rate of Rp513,600 for new build.

2.15         TK Mekar Pertiwi Cadasari, Pandeglang: This kindergarten, situated at Serang highway Km5, has been renovated by the Early Childhood Development Project.  Six classrooms were demolished down to foundation level, one toilet was renovated and one office was constructed. The construction work was started in December 2001 and completed in February 2002. 
The supervisor only visited the site once every two weeks and the work was carried out by the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman.

Construction of the new building follows the standards for new kindergartens with rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and timber veranda columns.  The design is different from the standard design as it followed the existing foundations.  The quality of the workmanship and finishes is good.  

The gross floor area of the new building and toilets is approximately 97.95 m² and the total cost of the work was Rp92,850,000.   The value of the existing foundation was estimated at Rp9,285,000 giving a total cost of Rp102,135,000 and a square metre rate of Rp1,042,726 for new build.
2.16         TK Al-Lukmaniyah, Pasir Jaksa, Pandeglang: This kindergarten has been newly built by the Early Childhood Development Project.  Two classrooms, an office and five toilets have been built.  The construction work was started in August and completed in November 2001. 
The supervisor visited the site almost every day and the work was carried out by the LKMD using local labour and a local foreman.

Construction of the new building follows the standard design for new kindergartens with rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, fibre-cement ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and timber veranda columns.  The quality of the workmanship is very good. 

The floor area of the new buildings is approximately 165,2 m² and the total cost of the work was Rp129,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp780,871 for new build.

2.17        SLTPN 2, Kadu Pandak, Mandalawangi : This is a new rural junior secondary school constructed by local government using the district budget.  It has six classrooms, one laboratory, one library and administration offices and was completed in December 2001. 
All buildings are constructed of rendered brickwork with RC columns, clay-tiled roofs, plywood ceilings, timber doors and windows, tiled floors and concrete veranda columns.  The buildings are paved all round and have storm drains.   
The school was built by a local contractor and supervised by district consultants (consultants visited the site every week) and the quality of the building is fairly good. The school is not yet in use.

The gross floor area of the building is 995 m² and the cost of the buildings was Rp845,500,000.  This should be reduced by 12% to take into account the tax paid by the contractor (which the other projects do not pay).  The total cost should therefore be taken as Rp744,040,000 giving a square metre cost of Rp747,779 for new build.
2.18        SDN Bangkonol, Cadasari : This rural primary school has three new classrooms and an office constructed by local government using the district budget.  The buildings were completed on 27th September 2001. 
The new buildings are constructed of rendered brickwork with RC columns, clay-tiled roofs, plywood ceilings, timber doors and windows, tiled floors and concrete veranda columns.  The buildings are paved all round and have storm drains.  
The building was supposed to be built by a local contractor but the contractor did a deal with the headmaster and the community and the community actually carried out the construction.  It was supervised by district consultants (consultants visited the site once every two days).  The quality of the work is fairly good.   

The gross floor area of the building is 182 m² and the cost of the building was

Rp106,000,000.  This should be reduced by 30% to take into account the taxes

paid by the contractor (which the other projects do not pay).  The total cost should 
therefore be taken as Rp74,200,000 giving a square metre cost of Rp407,692 for 

new build.

2.19        SDN 1, Babakan, Kalang Anyar, Pandeglang : This rural primary school was renovated by local government using the district budget.   A three classroom building was demolished down to foundation level and re-built.  The work was completed in December 2001.  The buildings are paved all round and have storm drains.
The building was built by a local contractor and supervised by district consultants (consultants visited the site every week).  The quality of the building is fairly good. 

The gross floor area of the building is 167.9 m² and the cost of the renovations 

was Rp95,095,000.  The cost should be reduced by 12% to take into account the 
tax paid by the contractor (which the other projects do not pay).  The total cost 
should therefore be taken as Rp83,683,600 giving a square metre cost of 
Rp498,413 for new build.

2.20
SDN 1, Kadu Bungbang, Cimanuk : This rural primary school was renovated by local government using the district budget.   A two classroom building was demolished down to foundation level and re-built.  The work was completed in December 2001.  
The building was built by a local contractor and supervised by district consultants (but the consultants never visited the site).  The quality of the building is good. 

The gross floor area of the building is 105 m² and the cost of the renovations was Rp75,000,000.  The cost of the building should be reduced by 12% to take into account the tax paid by the contractor (which the other projects do not pay).  The total cost should therefore be taken as Rp66,000,000 giving a square metre cost of Rp628,571 for new build.
2.21 
SDN 1, Sukasaba, Munjul : This rural primary school was renovated by local government using a special district budget used for dealing with the results of earthquakes.  Two classrooms were demolished down to foundation level and re-built.  The work was completed in May 2001.  The buildings are paved all round and have storm drains.  

The building was supposed to be built by a local contractor but the contractor did a deal with the headmaster and the community and the community actually carried out the construction.  It was supervised by district consultants (consultants visited the site once every three days).  The quality of the work is fairly good.   

The gross floor area of the building is 105 m² and the cost of the renovations was Rp64,280,000.  The cost of the building should be reduced by 12% to take into account the tax paid by the contractor (which the other projects do not pay).  The total cost should therefore be taken as Rp53,046,400 giving a square metre cost of Rp505,204 for new build.

2.22
SLTPN 1 Pandeglang: This school is situated at Jl. Mayor Widagdo, Pandeglang and has 831 students and 38 teachers. The school has eighteen classrooms four of which were constructed using the district budget.  The work was completed in October 2001. 

The building was constructed by a local contractor.  The construction is of rendered brickwork with concrete columns, clay roof tiles, triplex ceilings, timber doors and windows and tiled floors.  In general, the quality of the work is good. At the same time the school also built the fence funded by BP3. 


The gross floor area of the new building is 252m2 and the cost of the building was Rp263,500,000.  The cost should be reduced by 12% to take into account the tax paid by the contractor (which the other projects do not pay).  The total cost should therefore be taken as Rp231,800,000 giving a square meter rate of RP 920,158for new build.

2.23  
SDN Teluk Lada 2, Panimbang: This primary school has 239 students and is situated in a rural village.  It has been renovated using funds from the West Java Basic Education Project.  The school has six classrooms in two 3-classroom units one of which has toilets at one end.  It also has an Administration and Library building and an office for teachers.  All buildings were demolished down to foundation level and re-built.  Construction started in January 2001 and was finished in August 2001.  
The buildings were constructed through the school committee using a local foreman and local labour and the consultants visited the site once a week. Construction of the new buildings is of rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, plywood ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and RC veranda columns.  The buildings have paving all round but have no storm drains.  There were insufficient funds to pave the central courtyard.  The quality of the work is very good with very good joinery and concrete work and good finishes everywhere.  

The gross floor area of the buildings is 400.32 m² and the cost of the work was Rp270,750,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp676,334 for new build.
2.24
SLTPN Kadubumbang (SLTPN 4 Cimanuk), Cimanuk:  This is a completely new junior secondary school situated in a remote rural area. The school is being renovated using funds from the West Java Basic Education Project and construction is about 60% complete.  When finished, the school will have six classrooms in three buildings, one with toilets at one end, a laboratory, an administration building, a library unit, a school cafeteria/BP3 room, a musholla and a head teacher’s house.  The school is expected to be finished in April 2002 ready for the 2002/2003 school year. The speed of the construction progress has been slow because of problems with disbursement of the funding because of late issue of the S.K. for the previous fiscal year. 

The drawings and specifications for the school were prepared by the management 
consultants who also supervised construction.  The construction supervisor visits 
the site three times a week and the construction co-ordinator visits once a week.  

The gross floor area of the buildings will be 920m² and the cost of the work will 

be Rp1,041,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp1,130,000 for new build
which, though high includes the very extensive landscaping

2.25 
SDN Cipicung 1, Menes: This school is the result of a merger of SDN Cipicung 1 and SDN Cipicung 2 and has 330 students and 14 teachers. The school is located in a rural village and has been renovated using funds from the Basic Education Project.  The school has 9 classrooms which were demolished down to the foundations and completely re-built.
The construction of the school buildings is of rendered brick walls with concrete columns, clay roof tiles, triplex ceilings, timbers doors and windows and tiled floors.  The buildings have a new electricity supply and an existing water supply with a new water tank and tower.  There were insufficient funds to pave the schoolyard. The buildings were constructed by the school committee using local artisans.  The community demolished the existing building as their contribution.

The quality of work in general is very good and the construction consultants visited the site twice a week.

The gross floor area of the school building is 738m² and the total cost of the work was Rp318,000,000 giving a square meter rate of Rp430,943 for new build.
2.26  
MI Muhammadiyah Kaduranca, Sukamanah, Menes: This primary school is situated in a rural village and has been renovated using funds from the West Java Basic Education Project.  The school has four classrooms, toilets and an office for teachers all of which were completely re-built.  Construction started in September 2001 and was finished at the end of March 2001.  There are 120 children in the school. 
Construction of the buildings is of rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, plywood ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and RC veranda columns.  The buildings have paving all round but no storm drains.  There were insufficient funds to pave the central courtyard.  
The buildings were constructed through the school committee using a local foreman and local labour and the consultants visited the site twice a week.
The quality of the work is very good, equal to any contractor-built school, with very good joinery and concrete work and good finishes everywhere.  

The gross floor area of the buildings is 252 m² and the cost of the work was 

Rp244,640,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp970,794 for new build.
2.27      SDN Babakan Lor 1, Jiput: This primary school is situated in a rural village in and has been renovated using funds from the West Java Basic Education Project.  The school has six classrooms, toilets and an office for teachers.  All buildings have been completely re-built on a new site.  Construction started in January 2001 and finished at the end of July 2001.  There are 229 children in the school

Construction of the new buildings is of rendered brickwork with RC columns, a clay-tiled roof, plywood ceilings, timber windows and doors, tiled floors and RC veranda columns.  The buildings have paving all round but no storm drains.  There were insufficient funds to pave the central courtyard.  
The buildings were constructed through the school committee using a local foreman and local labour and the consultants visited the site once a week.  The quality of the work is very good, equal to any contractor-built school with very good joinery and concrete work and good finishes everywhere.  


The gross floor area of the buildings is 444.2 m² and the cost of the work was Rp281,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp632,598 for new build.
2.28      SLTP N 3 Munjul, Ciodeng, Munjul: This is a completely new junior secondary school in a remote rural area and has been built using funds from the West Java Basic Education Project.  Construction was on- going at the time of the visit and was about 40% complete.  The school will have  six classrooms in three buildings, one with toilets at one end, a laboratory, an administration and library unit, a school cafeteria/BP3 room, a musholla and a head teacher’s house.  The school is expected to be finished in April 2002 ready for the next school year.  The speed of the construction progress has been slow because of problems with disbursement of the funding because of late issue of the S.K. for the previous fiscal year.
The drawings and specifications for the school were prepared by the management

consultants who are also supervising construction.  The construction supervisor 

visits the site three times a week and the construction co-ordinator visits once a 
week.  

The gross floor area of the buildings will be 887.3m² and the cost of the work will

be Rp1,047,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp1,179,585 for new build.  
This figure which appears to be very high includes the very extensive landscaping. 

2.29        SLTP N Nembol (SLTPN 3 Mandalawangi), Mandalawangi:  This is a completely new junior secondary school in a remote rural area being constructed by the West Java Basic Education Project.  Construction was on-going at the time of the visit and was about 60% complete.   The school will have six classrooms in three buildings, one with toilets at one end, a laboratory, an administration and library unit, a school cafeteria/BP3 room, a musholla and a head teacher’s house.  The school is expected to be finished in April 2002 ready for the next school. The speed of the construction progress has been slow because of problems with disbursement of the funding because of late issue of the S.K. for the previous fiscal year.

The drawings and specifications for the school were prepared by the management consultants who are also supervising construction.  The construction supervisor is visiting the site three times a week and the construction co-ordinator is visiting once a week.  


The gross floor area of the buildings will be 986.6m² and the cost of the work will be Rp1,041,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp1,055,139 for new build.  This figure which appears to be very high includes the very extensive landscaping

2.30       MI Mathlaul Anwar Dahu, Dahu-Mekarsari, Bojong: This private primary school which has 292 students is situated in a rural village and has been renovated funded by the School Improvement Grants Programme.  The school has seven classrooms and an office building which have had major renovations and three new toilets.  Construction work started in October 2001 and finished in December 2001.  
Because of budget limitations, only four of the seven classrooms were renovated.

60% of the walls and 90% of the roof timbers of the existing building were 
renewed.  New timber doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation, the 
floors to the classrooms and verandas were re-tiled. 

The quality of work is good and the head teacher stated that during construction 
the SIGP consultant visited the school once a week and was very helpful.

The gross floor area of classroom building which was renovated is 224m² and the total cost of construction work was Rp47,600,000.  20% should be added to this to cover the cost of foundations that were re-used giving a square metre rate of Rp255,000 for new build.

2.31        SLTP N 3 Cikentrung, Cadasari: This junior secondary school is situated

in a rural village and has 415 pupils.  Two buildings containing four classrooms and pupils’ toilets were renovated the School Improvement Grants Programme and the work took 45 days.  

30% of the roof timbers were renewed with new clay roof tiles. New timber doors 
and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the floors of the classrooms 
and verandas were re-tiled. The toilets were renovated and a new electric pump 

was fitted.

The quality of the work, given the limited budget is adequate.  The roof is not very 
straight at the back but the quality of doors, windows and painting is fairly good.  
The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site once a week and were 
very helpful.
The gross floor area of the classroom building is 337.5m2  and the total cost of the 
work was Rp82,950,000.  20% should be added to this to cover the cost the 
foundations that were re-used giving a square metre cost of Rp295,000 for new 

build.

2.32      SDN Dahu I, Jiput: This primary school is situated in a rural village and has 131 pupils. The school has five classrooms and a teachers’ room and has been renovated by the School Improvement Grants Programme.   Although all buildings are badly damaged, only one building with three classrooms has been renovated because of the budget limitations (the other two classrooms are not in use).  A new toilet and well have also been built.  Construction work started in September and finished in November 2001.  
The building that was renovated was demolished to foundation level and rebuilt with reinforced concrete columns and rendered brick walls. New timber doors and windows and ceilings were fitted; the classroom floors and veranda were renewed with glazed floor tiles.  The quality of the work, given the limited budget is good.  The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site once a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the renovated classroom building is 149.1m2  and the total 
cost of the work was Rp 55.000.000.   20% of the total cost should be added to 
cover the cost of the existing foundations that were re-used giving a total cost of 

Rp66,000,000 and a square metre rate of Rp442,655 for new build.

2.33       SDN Cibungur 1: This primary school is situated in a rural village,

located beside the Panimbang – Cibungur provincial highway and has 150 pupils.  A two classroom building was demolished and re-built on a new site funded by the School Improvement Grants Programme.  The work took 60 days. 

The building was constructed of reinforced concrete columns and rendered brick 
Walls with a clay tiled roof, timber doors and windows and tiled floors.  A new 
toilet was built behind the teacher’s room complete with a hand water pump.  It 

can only be accessed from the teacher’s room. The quality of the work, given the 
limited budget is adequate.  The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the 
site once a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 112m2 and the total cost of the 
work was Rp 60,400,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp539,285 for new build.

2.34 
MI Malnu Lame Luhur, Karya Utama, Pagelaran: This primary school is situated in a rural village and has been renovated by the School Improvement Grants Programme.  The school has three classrooms and an office that have had major renovations and a new toilet.  Construction work started in October and was finished in December 2001.  There are 110 children in the school 

The building was re-built from the foundations up with new walls and concrete 

columns but 30% of the roof timbers were re-used.  New timber doors and 
windows were fitted to the front elevation and the floors to the classrooms and 
verandas were renewed with floor tiles.  The new toilet has two compartments and 
an internal well with an electric pump.  The septic tank is only 9 metres away 
from the well.

The quality of the work, given the limited budget is adequate.  However, the roof 
is not very straight at the back, the finishes are not very good and the electrical 
installation is particularly poor.  The head teacher stated that the consultants 
visited the site twice a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 168m² and that of the toilets is 
12m².  The total cost of the work was Rp61,800,000.  If a square metre rate of 
Rp500,000 is assumed for the toilets giving a total cost of Rp6,000,000 this leaves 

Rp55,800,000 for the classroom renovations.  If 20% is added to cover the cost of 

the foundations that were re-used this gives a square metre rate of Rp398,572 for 
new build.

2.35      MIS. Sulamul Falah, Mekar Jaya, Panimbang: This primary school is situated in a rural village and has been renovated by the School Improvement Grants Programme.  There are 123 students in the school.  A four classroom building and toilets have had major renovations.  Construction work started in September and finished in November 2001.  
The buildings collapsed when demolition started and were completely re-built from the foundations up.  The new toilet has three compartments and an internal well with an electric pump.  The septic tank is however only 11 metres away from the well.  The quality of the work, given the limited budget is adequate.  The roof is not very straight at the back but the finishes and the electrical installation are quite good.  The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site once a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 183m² and the total cost of the work was Rp64,000,000.  20% has to be added to cover the cost the foundations that were re-used giving a square metre rate of Rp419,672 for new build.  

2.36         SDN Gombong 3, Panimbang: This primary school is situated in a rural village and has been renovated by the School Improvement Grants Programme.  There are 147 students in the school.  The school has a three classroom building, an office and toilets that have had major renovations.  Construction work started in September and was finished in November 2001.  
The buildings were completely re-built from the foundations up.  The toilet has three compartments and an internal well with an electric pump.  The septic tank is however only 11 metres away from the well.  The quality of the work, given the limited budget is adequate.  The roof is not very straight at the back but the finishes are fairly good. There is no electrical installation.  The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site once a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 141.6m and the total cost of the work was Rp65,400,000.  20% has to be added to cover the cost of the foundations that were re-used giving a square metre rate of Rp554,237 for new build.

2.37         SLTP N 1 Munjul: This junior secondary school is situated in a rural village and has been renovated by the School Improvement Grants Programme.  A three classroom building has been renovated and new toilets have also been constructed.  Construction work started in September and finished in November 2001.  There are 310 children in the school. 
The building was completely re-built from the foundations up.  The new toilet has three compartments and an internal well with an electric pump.  The septic tank is however only 9 metres away from the well.  The quality of the work, given the limited budget is adequate.  The roof is not very straight but the finishes are fairly good. There is no electrical installation.  The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site once a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 193 m².  The total cost of the work was Rp83,000,000 of which Rp12,000,000 was used for the toilets giving a budget of Rp71,000,000 for the classroom renovations.  20% has to be added to cover the cost of the foundations giving a square metre rate of Rp441,451 for new build.
ANNEX 8:
VISITS TO SCHOOLS RENOVATED UNDER THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANT PROGRAMME & THE JUNIOR SECONDARY EDUCATION PROJECT & BY LOCAL FUNDING IN WONSOBO DISTRICT, CENTRAL JAVA PROVINCE
1. General
1.1 Wonosobo District was visited on February 26th, 27th and 28th 2002 and between March 4th and March 10th 2002.  

1.2 Schools that had been renovated under the School Improvement Grant Programme and the Junior Secondary Education were visited together with some renovated using local government funding.

1.3 The School Improvement Grant Programme was supervised by Messrs Yodya Karya and one site supervisor was responsible for 5/6 sites each of which were visited several times a week.  The JSE Project used local consultants for supervision and one site supervisor was responsible for around 8 sites.  Sites were visited on average once a week.

2. Schools visited
2.1 SDN Ngadikusuman 1, Kertek: This is primary school is on the outskirts of Wonosobo Town and has 244 pupils.  The school has three buildings: one with two classrooms and an office; one with three classrooms and an administration building with a library that seems to be used as a classroom.  The roofs to the two-classroom and office building and the administration building are of aluminium sheets on steel purlins and rafters and both are in poor condition.  The 3-classroom unit was re-built under the School Improvement Grant Programme.  The existing building was thought to be too close to the other buildings and the community wanted to move it further back on the site.  It was therefore demolished and re-built.  Because funds were limited, the community raised funds and provided labour to build the new foundations and the SIGP funds were used to construct the rest of the building.  Three existing toilets next to the classroom building were also partly re-located and renovated.  The total SIGP grant was Rp70 million of which Rp60 million was used for construction and the balance was used for administration, books and furniture.

Construction was carried out by the community to reasonable standard.  The roof is of CI sheets on timber purlins and trusses with fibre-cement ceiling panels, rendered brick walls and timber top-hung windows and timber doors.  Floors to both classrooms and veranda are finished with glazed floor tiles.  The roof seems straight and well constructed, the ceilings have no cover strips and are poorly fixed, joinery work is well made and well finished.  The quality of the paint used for the walls and ceilings is not very good but the tiled floors are well laid.  The quality of the roof sheets is also not very good (but this seems to be standard practice) and the roof sheets have insufficient fixings.  The roof structure to the toilets is particularly poor.  The electricity installation is also not very good and as only one light fitting per classroom has been fitted, very inadequate.  The renovated toilets and new water supply are also very basic.

The gross floor area of the new building including the toilets is 150m² and the total cost of the construction work was Rp60 million.  20% must be added to this to cover the cost of the foundations provided by the community giving a total construction cost of Rp72 million and a square metre rate for new build of Rp480,000m² (which includes the toilets and new water supply) and a quality rating of 5.9. 

2.2 SLTPN 2 Selomerto, Selomerto: This is a large junior secondary school on the outskirts of Wonosobo Town.  An additional single classroom building is being constructed on a site next to the school using local government funds.  The building has been completed apart from the classroom floor.

The building is quite well constructed with a CI sheet roof on timber purlins and trusses, with fibre-cement ceiling panels, rendered brick walls and timber top-hung windows and timber doors.  The veranda floor is finished with screed and the classroom floor has yet to be constructed.  The roof is straight and the sheets well fixed; the building is let down by the quality of the ceilings and the painting to the walls and ceilings.

The total cost so far has been Rp30.6 million and it is estimated that the floor will cost another Rp10 million to complete giving a total budget of Rp40.6 million.  The gross floor area is 77m² giving a square metre rate for new build of Rp525,906m² and a quality rating of 5.2.

2.3 SDN Wilayu, Selomerto: This primary school in a rural village has 199 pupils.  The school consists of one long building containing seven classrooms, a small store and a small musholla, all of which have been renovated.  The roof was replaced and new ceilings, floors and doors were fitted (major (3) renovation).  The existing walls and windows were retained.  A very basic new toilet building has also been constructed.  The work was carried out using a local contractor who used local labour under the District (APBD) budget.

The renovation work is quite good: the roof is straight and the roof tiles are well fixed but the building is let down by the quality of the fixing of the ceilings and the painting of walls and ceilings.  The floor tiling is quite good but the quality of finishes and fittings to the toilets is not very good.  The electrical installation is also very poor.

The total cost was Rp160.17 million which did not include the cost of the doors and the electrical installation which the community contributed.  The gross floor area is 440m² giving a square metre cost of Rp364,023m² for a category 3 (major) renovation.  The overall quality of the classrooms is reduced by the poor quality of the toilets and of the electrical installation; the quality rating for the classroom building alone would be 5.3.

2.4 MI Muhammadiyah Selomerto, Selomerto: This private primary school is situated on a very small site in a small town on a main road and has 169 pupils.  There is one ‘U’ shaped building that contains an office and seven classrooms that is being renovated and extended at one end.  Two classrooms have been re-built under the SIGP programme and a new classroom and staircase are being constructed behind these using funds raised by the community.   The intention is, at a later stage, to build three additional classrooms above the three ground floor classrooms in this wing.

Because the school and community wish in the future to extend the school on to the first floor above the wing being renovated, they suggested that the existing two classrooms should be completely demolished and rebuilt from the foundations upward.  The management consultant however objected to this as it was not in accordance with the programme guidelines but the school decided to go ahead anyway.

Two classrooms were completely re-built therefore under the SIGP programme.  They are constructed of reinforced concrete foundations columns and beams, with rendered brick walls, timber windows and floors and tiled floors.  The existing roof has been re-used until the community can raise funds to construct the first floor.  Three new toilets were also constructed at the rear of the site.  The quality of the work is good (though the reinforced concrete work on the extension is not very good); the ceilings are not very good but are temporary and the toilet installations are only average.

The community is at present constructing a new extension to the rear of the reconstructed classrooms.  This consists of a classroom and a concrete staircase to give access to the first floor.  The school’s technical team consisting of local builders have designed and are building the extension.

The total cost of the two classrooms and the toilets was Rp42 million of which Rp6.5 million was for the toilets.  The total area of the classrooms and toilets is 104m² giving a square metre cost of Rp403,846 for new build and a quality rating of 5.4.  The rear extension will cost Rp25 million and the Head Teacher estimated that the first floor extension will cost a further Rp100 million and will probably be built in stages.

2.5 SLTP PRGI, Selomerto: This is a private junior secondary school with 148 students situated on a small site in a rural village which is run by the national teachers association.  Renovations have been funded both by the JSE Project and the SIGP programme.

The JSE Project funded the conversion of an existing teacher’s house into a laboratory.  Part of the roof structure was replaced and the existing roof sheets were re-used.  A new ceiling and a new tiled floor was installed together with a new tiled bench, new timber windows and doors.  The quality of the work is adequate: the floor tiling is good but ceiling panels are however not very well fixed or finished and the electrical installation is poor.  The gross floor area is 57m², the grant was Rp24 million and the community donated Rp10 million giving a total for construction of Rp34 million, a square metre cost of Rp596,491m² for a category 3 (major) renovation and a quality rating of 5.25.

The SIG Programme funded the renovation of a library, a teachers’ room, four classrooms and the school office and the construction of new toilets.   The renovation of the library, teachers’ room and the school office do not however comply with the SIGP guidelines.  The portion of the SIGP grant used for construction was Rp50 million, for the toilets and water supply Rp8 million and the community donated labour with an estimated value of Rp3 million.  The existing steel roof structures were retained even though they are rusting badly in parts as were the existing roof sheets (apart from over the school office where some were changed).  New ceilings were installed together with new tiled floors, some walls were re-plastered and new timber windows and doors were fitted.  The roof to the office was raised by 500mm and some internal walls were replaced.  

Both projects were carried out through the school committee and local labour was used.  The quality of the work is adequate: the floor tiling is good as are the windows and doors but the ceiling panels are however not very well fixed or finished and the electrical installation is poor.  The gross floor area (excluding the toilets) is 282m² and the total cost was Rp53 million giving a square metre cost of Rp187,943 for a category 2 (moderate) renovation and a quality rating of 5.5.

2.6 SLTPN 2 Mojotengah, Mojotengah: This government junior secondary school is situated on a fairly remote rural site and has 360 students.  There are six original classrooms and two new ones have been constructed using a block grant from the JSE Project.  The school has no laboratory or library and the teachers’ room is being used as a classroom.  With this number of students the school requires nine classrooms.  The school has a very good gravity-feed water supply.

The building is very well constructed with a CI sheet roof, very high (4 metres) fibre-cement ceilings, an RC frame with rendered brick walls, tiled floors and verandas and timber windows and doors.  The general standard of finishes is good and is only let down by the poor standard of the ceilings.  The building was constructed by community labour and a teacher acted as team leader.

The budget for construction was Rp56 million and Rp12 million was spent on furniture.  The gross floor area is 140m² giving a square metre rate of Rp400,000 for new construction and a quality rating of 5.25.

2.7 SDN Parikesit 1, Kejajar: This primary school is situated on a steeply sloping site in a small rural town.  It has been renovated and extended using District Government (APBD) funds.  It has three buildings: a school office, and two three classroom units.  The school office is completely new, an existing 2-classroom unit has been completely renovated from the foundations up and extended with a completely new classroom and the second 3-classroom unit has had a new roof and new walls and windows in one and a half classrooms and new ceilings throughout.  The existing floors were retained throughout and the whole building was painted.  

The district authorities wanted a contractor to carry out the work and he received the total budget.  The community however wanted to carry out the work themselves as they thought they could do a better job and the contractor eventually passed on the money to them but retained 30%!  A total of Rp81.6 million was received and the community raised a further Rp43.4 million by imposing a 2½% tax on potato farmers giving a total of Rp125 million.

The new buildings are constructed of RC frames, CI roof sheets, rendered brickwork, timber windows and doors, screed floors and fibre-cement ceilings and the quality of the work is good only being let down by the painting.  The construction was implemented by a community technical team headed by the village head, who is also a builder and acted as foreman.

The work carried out at the school can be put into three categories: 1) new build; 2) major renovations and 3) minor renovations.  The total area of new build was 118m² and if this is costed at Rp400,000m² this would give a total of Rp47.2 million.  The total area of category 3 (major) renovations was 207m² and if a rate of Rp300, 000 is used this would give a total of Rp62.1 million.  This would leave Rp1.57 million for the category 1 (minor) renovations.  The total area of minor renovations was 87m² which would give a square metre rate of Rp180,460 for category 1 (minor) renovations which seems reasonable.  The overall quality rating for the work is 5.4.

2.8 SLTP Muhammadiyah Leksono, Leksono: This remote, rural junior secondary school has had one renovation carried out using a matching grant from the JSE Project and is having a further classroom built using money from a fund (unknown) in Jakarta.  The school has only 68 students.  All work is being carried out by the community.

Under the JSE Project, two offices, a teachers’ room, the covered entrance and a classroom were renovated and a covered link made to an adjoining building.  A new tiled roof, roof structure and ceilings were constructed, some walls were made good (and the top of the walls and thus the roof were raised by 500mm), some doors and windows and frames were changed and the building was redecorated.  Four toilets were also renovated with a new roof, redecoration and external paving.  All the work has been very well done

The school received a grant of Rp30 million from the JSE Project and the community contributed Rp12.8 million.  Rp2.5 million was spent on renovating the toilets.  The gross floor area is 195m² giving a square metre rate of Rp219,487m² for a category 3 (major) renovation and a quality rating of 4.1.

Two new classrooms are also being constructed with rp40 million from an unknown source and rp20 million from the community.  The classrooms are constructed of rendered brick walls, clay tile roofs on timber purlins and trusses with fibre-cement ceilings, timber windows and doors and tiled floors and verandas.  Again the work is being carried out to a very good standard with good joinery, well laid tiled floors, etc.  

The gross floor area of the two classrooms is 115m² and the cost is estimated at Rp60 million giving a square metre rate of Rp521,739 for new build and a quality rating of 4.7.

2.9 SLTPN Sapuran, Sapuran: This is a large, fairly remote rural junior secondary school with 596 students.  One new classroom and five toilets have been funded by a block grant from the JSE Project at a cost of Rp56 million.  Construction was carried out by the community.  The school is generally run down and requires a great deal of maintenance.  The Head Teacher said that he receives Rp3.5 million a year from government for maintenance but that this does not go very far.

The classroom is constructed of RC columns and beams with rendered brick walls, timber windows and doors, a CI sheet roof, fibre-cement ceilings and screed floors and verandas.  The basic structure is good but the finishing, joinery, etc is not very good.  The cost of the classroom included and new covered link to an adjacent classroom building.  The workmanship in the toilets is again acceptable but the finishes are not very good.  The cost of the toilets included a retaining wall, septic tank and soakaway, a new well and an electric pump and a covered link to the adjacent classroom building.  The septic tank is rather too close at 10 metres to the septic tank (international standards suggest that they should be separated by 30 metres; 15 metres is acceptable in Indonesia).  

The gross floor area of the classroom and toilets is 68m² giving a square metre cost of Rp658,824 for new build (a rate that includes a lot of site works) and a quality rating of 6.8.

2.10 MTs Ma’arif, Saporan: This is quite a large primary school with 308 pupils in classrooms on two small sites in a small town.  An existing classroom building has been extended and renovated using funds from the SIGP programme.  All work was carried out by the community.  

One new classroom was built, the veranda was extended in width for the whole length of the building, part of the front wall to the existing classrooms was re-built and the whole roof and roof structure and all ceilings were replaced.  New windows and doors to the veranda side of the classrooms were also installed and the whole of the building (apart from the rear wall externally) was redecorated.  The new windows were well made but the quality of the other finishings, especially the painting, was not very good probably because the funds available were very small.

The gross area of the new classroom is 49m² and the gross area of the renovated classrooms is 232m².  If the cost of the new classroom construction is assumed to be Rp250,000m², this would give a total for new construction of Rp12.25 million.  This would then give a square metre rate for category 3 (major) renovations of Rp126,724m².  Both rates are very low and the quality rating of the work is 6.3.

2.11
MI Ma’arif Bowongso Kauman, Kaliwiro: This private primary school is located in a rural village and has 141 pupils.  The school has one building with five classrooms and an office with a separate toilet behind.  The classrooms were renovated by the School Improvement Grant Programme.  There was a community contribution in the form of a new retaining wall 15 metres long and an average of 3.5 m high and new simple storeroom.

The renovation works were minor: the roof and roof structure was repaired and new windows and doors were fitted.  The quality of the work and finishes was good.  There is no electrical installation.  The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site less than once a week and their visits were not very useful.
The gross floor area of the classroom building is 198m² and the total cost of the work was Rp35,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp167,767 for minor renovations. 

2.12
MTs Ma’arif Kaliwiro, Kaliwiro: This private junior secondary is located next to the main mosque in a rural village and has 225 pupils.  The school has one two-story concrete-framed building that contains five classrooms and an office which has been renovated by the School Improvement Grants Programme. A new toilet building was also constructed.  The renovation and construction work was completed in three months.   

The renovations were minor with repairs to the roof and roof structure, new doors and windows and new floor tiles.  
The quality of the work in general is good. The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site twice a week and were very helpful.
The gross floor area of the classroom building is 336m² and the total cost of the work was Rp29,100,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp.86,607 for minor renovations. 

2.13
MI Ma’arif Sukoharjo, Sukoharjo: This private primary school is located in a rural village and has 103 pupils.  The school has an ‘L’-shaped building that contains an office and six classrooms that has been renovated by the School Improvement Grant Programme.  The renovation work took about three months.  
The renovations were minor: the corrugated steel roof sheets were replaced (there are no ceilings) and new doors and windows were fitted and a new toilet was constructed with three compartments.  
The quality of work in general is good. The head teacher said that the consultants visited only twice a month and were not very helpful.
The gross floor area of the building is 175m² and the total cost of work was Rp25,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp142,857 for minor renovations.
2.14
MI Ma’arif Ngadimulyo, Selomerto, This is private primary school is on the out skirts of Wonosobo Town and has 170 pupils. The school has an ‘L’-shaped building that contains an office and five classroom that was renovated under the School Improvement Grant Programme.  The renovation work took about two months.  

The renovation works were minor and included replacing the floor tiles and windows and doors and decorating.  There were also some other construction work that was not in accordance with the programme guidelines including the construction of a brick fence and the paving of the school courtyard.  
The quality of the work is adequate.  The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site twice a week and were quite helpful.
The gross floor area of the renovated classroom building is 287.7 m2 and the total cost of the work was Rp50,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp173,792 for minor renovations.
2.15
MI Ma’arif Gunung Tawang, Selomerto: This primary private school is situated in a rural village on the west side of Wonosobo Town and has 173 pupils.  The school has one ‘U’ shape building that contains an office and five classrooms.  Three classrooms in one wing were renovated by the School Improvement Grant Programme and construction work took two months.  
The three classrooms were demolished down to foundation level and re-built.  It is planned eventually that this wing will be two-storey high and the ground floor was constructed with reinforced concrete columns and beams so that this could happen in future.  New doors and windows were fitted and the floors were tiled
The quality of the work, given the limited budget is good.  The roof is good; the quality of doors, windows and painting is good. The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site once a week and were quite helpful.
The gross floor area of the renovated wing of the building is 184.8 m2 and the total cost of the work was Rp42,000,000.  10% of the cost should be added to cover the cost of the existing foundations giving a total of Rp46,200,000 and a square metre rate of Rp250,000 for new build. 
2.16
MI Ma’arif Clengkom, Kaliwiro: This primary school is situated in a rural village and has 156 students.  The school has six classrooms and an office.  Major renovations to the classrooms and the construction of new toilets have been funded by the School Improvement Grants Programme.  Construction work started in October and was finished in December 2001.  

75% of the walls of the building were demolished and re-built.  The roof was re-built using some of the existing roof timber but with new roof tiles.  New doors and windows were fitted and the floors and verandas were re-tiled.  

The quality of work is good. The head teacher stated that during construction the consultants visited the school seven times and were helpful.

The gross floor area of classroom building is 448m² and the cost of the construction work was Rp35,400,000.  20% has to be added to cover the cost of foundation that were re-used giving a square metre rate of Rp94,821 for new build.

2.17
MI Guppi, Sumber Wulan, Selomerto: This private primary school located in a rural village has 6 teachers and 75 students. The school has six classrooms which have had major renovations funded by the School Improvement Grants Programme.  A new toilet has also been built and the construction work took 60 days and was finished in November 2001.  

50% of the roof timbers were renewed and the roof was re-tiled with new clay roof tiles.  New doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the floors and verandas were re-tiled.  The new toilet has three compartments and an internal well with an electric pump.  

The quality of work in general is fairly good. The head teacher stated that during the construction the consultants visited the site once a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 118m² and the total cost of the work was Rp39,253,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp330,279 for major renovations.
2.18
SDN Candi, Selomerto: This primary school is located in a rural village and has 118 students and 7 teachers.  The school has seven classrooms which have had minor renovations funded by the School Improvement Grants Programme.  A new toilet was also built and the work took two months and was finished in December 2001.   

All of the ceilings were replaced, new doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the building was re-decorated.  The new toilet has three compartments and a deep well with an electric pump.  

The quality of work in general is very good.  The head teacher stated that during the construction the consultants visited the site six times and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 364m² and the total cost of the work was Rp30,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp82,418 for minor renovations.
2.19
MI Ma’arif Medono, Kaliwiro: This private primary school is located in a rural village and has 115 students and 7 teachers.  The school has 6 classrooms which have had minor renovations and a new toilet funded by the School Improvement Grant Programme.  Construction work took two months and was finished in December 2001.   

60% of the ceilings were replaced; new doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the building was re-decorated. 100% of building wall is repainted. The new toilet has four compartments and a deep well with an electric pump. There is however no electrical supply to this school. 

The quality of work in general is good.  The head teacher stated that during construction the consultants visited the site six times and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 308m² and the total cost of the work was Rp34,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp110,389 for minor renovations.
2.20
MI Ma’arif Trancap, Kaliwiro: This primary school is situated in a rural village and has 225 students.  The school has six classrooms and an office that have had major renovations and a new toilet funded by the School Improvement Grant Programme.  Construction work started in September and was finished in November 2001.   

85% of the roof timbers were replaced and the roof was re-tiled with new clay roof tiles. New timber doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the floors and verandas were re-tiled.  The new toilet has four compartments and a deep well with an electric pump.  

The quality of the work given the limited budget is adequate.  The roof is not very straight at the back and the finishes are fairly good. There is no electrical installation.  The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site once a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 190m² and the total cost of the work was Rp41,800,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp220,000 for major renovations.

2.21
MTs Ma’arif Ngaliyan, Wadaslintang: This private junior secondary school is situated in a rural village and has 112 students and 8 teachers. The school has 6 classrooms which have had major renovations and a new toilet funded by the School Improvement Grant Programme.  Construction work took two months and was finished in December 2001.   

50% of the roof and 75% of the ceilings were re-built, new doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the building was re-decorated.  The new toilet has three compartments and a deep well with an electric pump.  

The general quality of work is good.  The head teacher stated that during construction the consultants visited the site once a week and were quite helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 219m² and the total cost of the work was Rp35,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp159,817 for major renovations.
2.22
MI Hidayatussibyan Trimulyo, Wadaslintang: This private primary school is located in a rural village with 7teachers and 186 students.  The school has six classrooms which have had major renovations and a new toilet funded by the School Improvement Grant Programme.  Construction took two months and was finished in November 2001.  There was a community contribution of Rp9,700,000.
80% of the roof was re-built with new clay roof tiles, new doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the floors to the classrooms and verandas were re-tiled.  The new toilet has three compartments and an internal well with an electric pump.
The quality of work in general is fairly good. The head teacher stated that during construction the consultants visited the site once a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 189m² and the total cost of the work was Rp35,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp185,185 for major renovations.

2.23
MI Ma’arif Kalianget, Wonosobo: This private primary school is situated in an urban area in Wonosobo and has 93 students and 8 teachers.  The school has 4 classrooms which have had major renovations and a new toilet funded by the School Improvement Grant Programme.  Construction took two months and was finished in December 2001.   

90% of the roof and 75% of the ceilings were re-built.  New doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the building was re-decorated. The new toilet has three compartments and water is supplied from a small river located behind the school. The school yard was paved by the community.

The quality of work in general is good.  The head teacher stated that the consultants visited the site once a week and were quite helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 218m² and the total cost was Rp41,200,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp189,165 for major renovations.
2.24
MI Ma’arif Kejiwan, Wonosobo: This private primary school is situated in an urban area in Wonosobo and has 222 students and 8 teachers.  The school has 6 classrooms which have had major renovations and a new toilet funded by the School Improvement Grant Programme.  Construction took approximately two and a half months and was finished in December 2001.   

90% of the roof and all the ceilings were re-built. The ceiling was also raised.  New timber doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the building was re-decorated.  

The quality of work in general is good.  The head teacher stated that during construction the consultants visited the site once a week and were quite helpful.

The gross floor area of the classroom building is 211m² and the total cost of the work was Rp40,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp189,573 for major renovations.

2.25
MTs Hidayatussibyan Wadaslintang, Wadaslintang: This is a private junior secondary school with 14 teachers and 131 students situated in a rural village.  The school has four classrooms in a two-storey building which hase been completely re-built by two programmes: the ground floor classrooms were funded by the Junior Secondary Education Project (Rp34million) and the first floor classrooms have been funded by the district government (Rp30million).   Construction work for the JSE funded classrooms took one month and for the district government funded classrooms two months finishing in November and December 2001.  There was a community contribution of Rp4,000,000.
The Junior Secondary Education Project classrooms were implemented by the School Committee using local labour and the district government funded classrooms were constructed by a local contractor and supervised by district consultant.

The quality of work in general for both projects is fairly good. The head teacher stated that during the construction the JSE consultants visited the site once a week and were very helpful. 

The total floor area for the four classrooms is 119m² and the total cost of the work was Rp64,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp537,851 for new build.

2.26
SLTP Kristen, Bendungan, Selomerto: This private junior secondary school is located in a rural village, has 6 classrooms and has 143 students and 12 teachers.  The school has been renovated using funds from the School Improvement Grants Programme (Rp50million) and funds from the the Junior Secondary Education Project (Rp30million).  

Using funds from SIGP, a retaining wall and a library were renovated and a new toilet was built and some paving carried out.  Construction took two months and was finished in December 2001.   

Using funds from the JSE project, two classrooms had minor renovation work carried out.
The quality of the work in general is very good.  The head teacher stated that during construction the consultants for both projects each visited the site about once a week and were very helpful.

The gross floor area of the library renovated using SIGP funds is 268m² and the cost of the work was Rp41,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp152,985 for minor renovations.
The gross floor area of the classrooms renovated using JSE funds is 131m² and the cost was Rp30,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp229,007 for minor renovations.
2.27
SLTP Muhammadiyah 05, Selomanik, Kaliwiro: This private junior secondary school is situated in a rural village and has 85 students and 9 teachers.  The school has 3 classrooms which have had major renovations carried out and a new toilet built using Junior Secondary Education Project funds.  Construction work took two months and was finished in December 2001.   

The corrugated steel roof sheets and roof structure were replaced, new timber doors and windows were fitted to the front elevation and the building was re-decorated.  The new toilet has three compartments and a deep well with an electric pump.
The quality of work generally is good.  The head teacher stated that during construction the consultant visited the site only three times and was not at all helpful.
The gross floor area of the classroom building is 219m² and the total cost of the work was Rp25,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp114,115 for major renovations.
2.28
MTs Maarif Sukoharjo, Sukoharjo: This private junior secondary school is located in a rural village and has 150 pupils. There are three buildings containing five classrooms and an office.  Funding from the Junior Secondary Education Project was used for moderate renovations to three classrooms and the construction of new toilets. Construction work took two months and the community contributed Rp5,000,000. 

New timber doors and windows were fitted, new concrete veranda columns were built and the floors were re-tiled.  New RC veranda columns were built.  The new toilet has three compartments and an internal well with an electric pump.
The quality of work generally is good. The head teacher stated that during construction the consultant visited only five times and was not very helpful.
The gross floor area of the classroom building is 331m² and the total cost of the work was Rp.35,000,000 giving a square metre rate of Rp.105,740 for moderate renovations. 
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