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PROJECT BASIC DATA 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, BRI = Bank Rakyat Indonesia (People’s Bank 
of Indonesia), IED 1/2 = Independent Evaluation Department (Division 1/2), IFAD = International Fund for 
Agricultural Development, OCR = ordinary capital resources, PCR = project completion report. 
 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

A. Rationale 
 

1. Despite Indonesia’s considerable progress in reducing poverty, still there remained 
pockets of poverty, especially in rural areas. To address this, special income-generating 
schemes through the Rural Income Generation Project (the project) were proposed in the report 
and recommendation of the President (RRP).1 This project and ADB’s another project, the 
Income Generating Project for Marginal Farmers and the Landless (P4K) Phase 3, targeted the 
large number of people living below the poverty line who needed considerable skills 
development, training, and support.2 
 

                                                 
1  ADB. 1997. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to the 

Republic of Indonesia for the Rural Income Generation Project. Manila (para. 38). 
2  Within the context of mission reports, the Rural Income Generation Project refers to the portion of the project 

financed from ADB loan; while P4K Phase 3, acronym of Proyek Peningkatan Pendapatan Petani Kechil, refers to 
a poverty reduction project financed by the International Fund for Agricultural Development, United Nations 
Development Programme, and the Netherlands, on which ADB’s proposed project was based. These terms are 
used interchangeably in this report. 
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B. Expected Impact 
 
2. The design and monitoring framework in the RRP indicated poverty eradication as the 
expected impact. The project completion report (PCR) confirmed that the RRP did not set any 
quantitative indicators (baselines or targets) for poverty incidence and household income.3 
 
C. Objectives or Expected Outcomes 
 
3. The project was expected to sustainably increase the incomes of 800,000 poor families 
(at least 4 million people in 12 provinces), by helping to lift themselves above the poverty 
threshold. Support for these families was to include skills development and training in income-
generating activities supplemented with savings and credit program to provide necessary 
capital. Other anticipated project benefits would include empowerment, human development, 
and self-reliance of beneficiaries and nearby families. The project was also envisaged to result 
in stronger rural institutions, i.e., Bank Rakyat Indonesia (BRI) and the Ministry of Agriculture, 
providing integrated livelihood and enterprise development support with local government units. 
 
D. Components and Outputs 
 
4. The project had three interlinked components:  

(i) Self-help group (SHG) development, wherein the project identified beneficiaries 
in the target group, assisted in the formation of SHGs, and provided skills 
development and training in possible income-generating activities and 
opportunities; 

(ii) Microfinance services, wherein the project assisted SHGs in the preparation of 
group business plans (GBPs) and helped provide access to savings and credit 
facilities; and 

(iii) Institutionalization and building management capacity, wherein the project 
provided ongoing advice, training, and support to the executing agencies as 
SHGs develop. 
 

E. Provision of Inputs 
 

5. Total project cost was estimated at $137 million, 57% of which was to be financed by a 
loan from the Asian Development Bank (ADB), 18% from an International Fund for Agricultural 
Development (IFAD) loan administered by ADB, 18% from the government, and 6% from BRI. 
Actual project cost ($86 million) was 63% lower than appraisal due to the depreciation of the 
rupiah versus the dollar; this allowed loan proceeds to have greater purchasing power, thus 
generating substantial savings. 4  Component 1 accounted for 28% of total actual costs; 
Component 2 was 42%; and Component 3 was 14% and tsunami assistance, 2%. 
 
F. Implementation Arrangements 

 
6. The Agency for Agricultural Human Resources Development (AAHRD, formerly the 
Agency for Agricultural Education and Training) and BRI served as executing agencies. The 
government established a project steering committee (PSC) some 3.5 years after startup; the 

                                                 
3  ADB. 2008. Completion Report: Rural Income Generation Project in Indonesia. Manila. Para. 5, page 36 of the 

PCR stated that output targets were revised because the RRP set these without much participation from the 
districts; none were added for impact and outcomes. 

4  Savings triggered four cancellations totaling $29 million; only $49 million (or 63%) of the ADB loan was utilized. 
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PSC was expected to meet at least three times per year, but it seldom met according to the 
PCR. 
 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 
 

A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 
 

7. The PCR rated the project relevant. This validation concurs with the rating. The project 
was aligned with the Government’s strategies and programs aimed at reducing poverty. It was 
in line with ADB’s sector strategy for agriculture in Indonesia and conformed with ADB’s strategy 
for poverty reduction. This validation notes following several weaknesses and strengths in the 
project’s design. This validation however, notes the following several weaknesses and strengths 
in the project’s design. The weaknesses are: (i) the RRP designed full-scale operation over 12 
provinces (double the number under P4K5 Phase 2), diluting the project’s operational focus; (ii) 
the project debuted a revised approach and modalities for such interventions, so it ought to 
have piloted the new package before scaling up to all provinces;6 (iii) not all lessons from past 
implementation were addressed;7 and (iv) sufficient governance safeguards were not built into 
the design, considering project scale and previous country experience. There were also good 
design features: (i) the project had a gender-sensitive orientation, (ii) the project’s poverty 
intervention was timely in offsetting the adverse impacts of the Asian financial crisis, and (iii) the 
graduation mechanism envisioned an exit strategy.  
 
B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcomes 

 
8. The PCR assessed the project effective based on government findings that 81% (or 
650,000 poor households) of the target 800,000 families directly benefited in terms of credit 
access, savings mobilization, and capacity development. Due to the absence of baseline data, 
the PCR found it difficult to assess impact of the project on poverty. The Bureau of Statistics’ 
(BPS) surveys conducted during project implementation period showed poverty was reduced in 
10 out 12 provinces covered by the project.8 However, there was no indication whether the 
project led to sustained increases in family incomes sufficient to lift households from poverty, 
which was the outcome expected in the RRP. 
 
9. The target for the number of SHGs formed was not reached.9 Further, only 24% of SHGs 
graduated from the program.10 This validation reiterates the concerns raised during the 2001 
midterm review (MTR) that early SHGs formed may have had incomes above the poverty 
threshold because field extension workers (FEWs) chose not to use project poverty indicators.11 
                                                 
5  See footnote 2. 
6  The 8-year project duration and the fact that total project costs at appraisal exceeded the Phase 2 budget by over 

four-times ($137 million versus $29 million) make phased implementation more appropriate. 
7  For instance, the RRP failed to explain how the project’s targeting and monitoring approaches will be different from 

those under P4K Phase 2, considering the major difficulties experienced under this earlier project.  
8 In these provinces, the proportion of poor SHG member households was reported to have decreased from 22.5% in 

2002 to 15.7% in 2005.  
9  Since the Rural Income Generation Project was supposed to scale up P4K with a “minimum of 74,000 SHGs 

formed,” the PCR ought to have provided a breakdown of new SHGs formed under the project versus SHGs 
already formed under the P4K Phase 2 (37,245 SHGs). If the latter is deducted, then the number of new SHGs 
formed would only be 29,255, or 40% of the target. 

10 Meaning that these groups either (i) have shown strong self-reliance; or (ii) have already availed of six or more 
consecutive group loans from BRI.  

11  Per the MTR, project criteria were not used consistently because they were time-consuming. The independent 
auditor reported in 2001 that many beneficiaries were small traders with higher per capita income vs. the poverty 
criteria. 
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This prompted a validation exercise in 2003, the results of which addressed inactive SHGs 
without offering information on the poverty status of active SHGs. 12  Following the MTR 
recommendation, 2,150 new SHGs were formed using an improved targeting mechanism (the 
participatory rural appraisal method), although this number would account for only 7% of new 
SHGs formed; the poverty orientation of the remainder SHGs was not clearly established.13 
Such issues raise doubts on the quality of the assessment of project outputs and their effect on 
outcomes in terms of how many beneficiaries were considered poor, how many were able to 
rise from poverty, and to what extent the project has helped reduced poverty in the provinces 
covered. For these reasons, this validation downgrades the PCR’s rating to less than effective. 
 
C. Efficiency of Resource Use in Achieving Outputs and Outcomes  

 
10. The PCR rated the project cost-efficient because it attained most of the outputs without 
exceeding total project cost. This validation reiterates issues that hampered the delivery of 
project inputs and outputs: (i) delayed set up of and inadequate guidance from the PSC; (ii) 
decentralization; and (iii) weak AAHRD supervision of SHG formation and capacity 
development. SHG skills development followed the training-of-trainers approach (through 
AAHRD) but actual skills transfer was less than adequate because FEWs worked part-time on 
project activities and lacked business development skills. The absence of training modules 
directed at SHGs made them too dependent on FEWs for GBP preparation, credit application 
and repayment. SHGs were eventually included in project trainings, and nongovernment 
organizations (NGOs) were engaged beginning 2002 to assist in SHG capacity building, but 
consultant inputs remained underutilized. On the other hand, project disbursements were timely, 
the credit line had been revolved more than three times, and the cost underrun was due more to 
currency depreciation than inaccurate estimation at appraisal.  
 
11. The profitability analysis carried out by the PCR of sample microenterprises showed 
profitable operations in varying degrees. Also, the benefit-cost analysis of the sample 
microenterprises exhibited attractive benefit-cost ratios. Sensitivity analysis showed that all of 
these microenterprises were economically viable. The PCR recognizes that the results do not 
mean that all microenterprises were financially and economically viable in all project areas. 
Several factors can affect financial performance such as input prices, weather, access to 
markets, etc. Despite the issues related to implementation, sample microenterprises showed 
economic viability, the credit line was utilized efficiently, disbursements were timely and actual 
costs did not exceed estimated cost at appraisal. This validation rates thee project efficient.  
 
D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability 

 
12. The PCR rated the project likely sustainable because: (i) some SHGs accessed BRI’s 
credit programs on commercial terms, suggesting sustained income-generating investments for 
these beneficiaries; and (ii) district governments reportedly mainstreamed the project using their 
own resources and budgets. While BRI was able to revolve the credit line by more than three 
times, project documents reported an escalation of arrears towards project end (from 12% in 

                                                 
12  The PCR reported a “validated” total of 58,118 SHGs formed, implying that 8,382 inactive SHGs were weeded out. 

This high percentage (13% of the original 66,500 SHGs that became inactive when they can no longer avail of a 
second loan after failing to repay their initial loans) triggered a shift in focus into capacity building of existing SHGs 
and a slowdown in the formation of new ones. Per Appendix 3, only 23% of these 58,118 SHGs were active. 

13  IFAD referred to “total mistargeting” under the project, suggesting that the poorest of the poor were overlooked 
during early project implementation (IFAD. 2004. Country Programme Evaluation Report, para. 175). The RRP also 
referred to weak targeting under P4K Phase 2, so the 37,245 SHGs formed under Phase 2 and included as project 
beneficiaries may not have come from the ranks of the poor. 



 

 

5

2003 to 26% in 2004, 32% in 2005, and 38% in mid-2006). This was ascribed to the SHGs’ 
perception that repayment will no longer be rewarded by continued credit access after project 
completion (“strategic default”). Additional factors not noted in the PCR include: (i) weak 
partnership between BRI and district governments, given the large variation in arrears across 
BRI branches and provinces;14 (ii) failure of businesses or depressed markets; and (iii) SHG 
weaknesses, e.g., use of loans for nonproductive purposes, non-adherence to GBPs, SHG 
officials not passing on individual members’ repayments to BRI. The decision to increase SHG 
membership (from a range of 8–16 members to 15–25 members)15 may have also affected 
repayment behavior by diluting peer pressure that makes up the SHGs’ “social collateral.” 
 
13. This validation also notes missed opportunities: (i) to extend access to the revolving fund 
beyond 2007 had there been less arrears;16 (ii) to increase the number of self-reliant SHGs 
(currently 7%–24%) given a more effective graduation strategy; and (iii) to empower SHGs 
further through better use of group savings. Per project documents, budgets allocated by district 
governments for project replication would cover only staff salaries, implying national subsidies 
may still be needed to sustain SHG capacity development. This validation rates project 
sustainability less than likely. 
 
E. Impact 

 
14. The PCR reported difficulty in assessing the project’s impact on poverty reduction due to 
absence of baseline data at start-up and failure to specify the poverty reduction target in the 
project framework. Based on government reports, the PCR reported a reduction in poverty 
incidence in 10 of the 12 target provinces, with the proportion17 of poor SHG households 
declining from 23% in 2002 to 16% in 2005. However, the PCR qualified that these government 
assessments did not benefit from baseline data, tracking instead changes in sample household 
incomes from the midterm (2002) to project end (2005). More importantly, the PCR did not 
indicate the sample size and sampling frame of the surveys. This validation agrees with the 
PCR’s view that the project’s impact cannot be measured and assessed due to the absence of 
the baseline data. 
 

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS 
 

A. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 
 

15. The PCR gave a satisfactory performance rating to the borrower and executing agencies. 
However, this validation notes issues that may have hampered operations. The timely and 
effective operation of the PSC would have (i) addressed the AAHRD’s organizational concerns 
and limitations, (ii) clarified why a training-of-trainers approach was pursued initially despite the 
staff shortage, (iii) tackled concerns regarding the weak poverty orientation of SHGs and 
revisited project targets on formation of new SHGs, and (iv) ascertained why certain districts 

                                                 
14 The ratios of nonperforming loans ranged from 0% to 100% in 2004 across branches. The existence of 100% past-

due loans in certain districts implied that nonpayment may be driven more by staff actions rather than actions of 
diversified borrowers. The PCR does not show this. 

15  According to para. 46 of the PCR, such membership was expanded to increase the members’ capital fund.  
16  Project documents suggest that the escalation of arrears may be traced to the absence of effective sanctions for 

nonpayment and ought to be addressed by a stronger enforcement of joint member liability. In addition, the 
geographical bias of the bad debts (with a 30%–50% incidence in some provinces per Appendix 4 of the PCR) 
suggests a link to either systematic weaknesses in SHG capacity development or branch-level inefficiency. 

17  The PCR did not clarify what denominator was used to arrive at the proportions, whether it was the total number of 
beneficiary households in the survey sample or the total number of poor households in project provinces. 
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had arrear problems and how these could be fixed to secure remaining loanable funds and 
further expand project benefits. Because of these shortcomings and the lack of evident high-
level support for the project, this validation rates borrower performance less than satisfactory. 
 
16. In general, FEWs were not successful in supporting microenterprise development based 
on in that most SHG subloans were not market-oriented, that the SHGs were not developing 
into bigger and stronger businesses, and that borrowers were not diversifying their activities.18 
This could be attributed to the FEWs’ lack of skills in business development and financial 
analysis, the part-time involvement of most FEWs, and absence of training modules for SHGs. 
Each BRI account officer served more than 1,500 SHGs per district, so they tend to approve the 
GBP based on the adequacy of documents submitted, taking from 0.5 months to 6 months to 
process credit applications. The executing agencies submitted semi-annual reports to ADB later 
than the prescribed 30-day period, making it difficult for ADB and/or IFAD to track progress or 
problems. There were delays in responding to ADB concerns, including the results of the 
validation exercise, establishment of district steering committees, and setup of the management 
information system (MIS) and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems. For these reasons, 
this validation rates the executing agency’s performance less than satisfactory. 
 
B. Performance of the Asian Development Bank 

 
17. The PCR rates the performance of ADB satisfactory. This validation notes that ADB 
review visits were held only once a year, which may not have been sufficient given the project 
complexity.19  The PCR did not describe the working relationship between ADB and the IFAD 
apart from its para. 43, which noted the lack of continuity between successive IFAD officers as 
having led to difficulties in accounts reconciliation.20 Nonetheless, ADB was able to flag and 
monitor many of the implementation problems since 2001, while the PCR was prepared in a 
most timely manner (6 months after the project completion date). Taking all these into 
consideration, this validation concurs with the satisfactory rating of ADB performance. 
 
C. Others 

 
18. The independent audit agency flagged early weaknesses in project supervision and 
financial control, including a corruption-related case wherein a consulting firm admitted to 
making payments to two project staff in return for a contract award. Disbursement of funds and 
approval of new contracts were suspended in March 2001 while an investigation was being 
conducted;21 the case was eventually closed and suspension was lifted in May 2002 after the 
executing agency took actions regarding the irregularities. No other issues were raised by the 
PCR on safeguards and fiduciary aspects. 
 
 
 

                                                 
18  The RRP targeted the assignment of one FEW for every 40 SHGs, but this was lowered to 12 after the MTR. The 

PCR did not explain if this was a result of the culling of inactive SHGs or an adjustment to the part-time availability 
of the FEWs. 

19  With the exception of the two missions conducted during the inception and completion years and the absence of 
one in 2005. Reports from the four earlier missions (1998–2000) were not made available to the Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED). 

20  According to the IFAD’s 2004 Country Programme Evaluation for Indonesia, ADB and IFAD working relationship 
under the project has not been smooth owing to communication difficulties, vaguely-defined roles and 
responsibilities, and timing and approach of supervision missions. 

21  Separately by the Anticorruption Unit of ADB’s Office of the General Auditor and the AAHRD.  
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IV.  OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

A. Overall Assessment and Ratings 
 

19. While the PCR rated the overall project successful, based on relevant, effective, efficient, 
likely sustainable ratings. This validation downgrades the overall rating to less than successful. 
This validation rates the project relevant, less than effective, efficient, and less than likely 
sustainable (see table).22 
 

Overall Ratings 
Criteria PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement/Comments 

Relevance Relevant Relevant  
Effectiveness in 
achieving outcome 

Effective  Less than 
effective 

The project has fallen short in achieving its key 
target for reaching the number of poor families. 
It is unclear how many families were lifted from 
poverty. Weak targeting also casts doubts on 
how many beneficiaries were poor before 
joining the project and how many were able to 
rise from poverty due to the project (para. 9). 

Efficiency in 
achieving outcome 
and outputs 

Efficient Efficient  

Preliminary 
assessment of 
sustainability 

Likely 
Sustainable 

Less than 
likely 
sustainable 

Escalating arrears suggest fund was being 
eroded; only 7% of SHGs were self-reliant 
enough to borrow at commercial rates; majority 
of SHGs require further capacity development 
and district governments do not have sufficient 
funds to take over this role (para.14). 

Overall 
assessment 

Successful Less than 
successful 

 

Borrower and 
executing agency 

Satisfactory Less than 
satisfactory 

Borrower was unable to resolve weak poverty 
targeting problems. Executing agencies failed to
respond promptly to ADB recommendations; 
they did not assign enough staff to the project 
and failed to compensate for this by recruiting 
consultants and nongovernment organizations 
(para.17). 

Performance of 
ADB 

Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Impact Not rated  Not rated Difficult to assess the project’s impact in the 
absence of baseline data and failure to specify 
poverty reduction target in design framework; 
poor targeting of households in early half of 
implementation raises doubts on actual poverty 
impact (para.15). 

Quality of PCR  Satisfactory  
ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PCR = project completion report, SHGs 
= self-help groups. 
Note: From May 2012, IED views the PCR's rating terminology of "partly" or "less" as equivalent to "less than" and 
uses this terminology for its own rating categories to improve clarity. 

  Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department. 

                                                 
22 The responsible operations department concurred with IED’s rating. 
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B. Lessons 

 
20. This validation agrees with PCR lessons on: (i) building into project design the collection 
of baseline indicators at the beginning of the project; (ii) use of participatory rural appraisal 
methodology for better targeting of project beneficiaries; (iii) formation of SHGs based on 
affinity, value-added services, and self-help activities and not solely on credit demand; (iv) 
development of skills in market and financial analysis among FEWs and account officers; and (v) 
flexibility in subloan sizes. 
 
21. This validation adds that data availability (of income and non-income variables at the 
village and district levels), costs in time and resources, and simplicity of application tend to play 
a greater role in determining the actual targeting mechanism used; it is therefore important to 
allocate resources to ensure that a project’s targeting mechanism has these elements.  
 
22. This validation adds the following lessons:  

(i) BRI appreciated the presence of third-party providers of intermediation services 
to SHGs (given BRI’s insufficient experience with non-collateralized loans). This 
validation notes that such intermediaries need not be government personnel 
because contractual field liaison officers or NGOs (with potentially better financial 
skills than AAHRD staff) could also perform such role without posing hidden 
costs to government.  

(ii) This validation also stresses the importance of inherent incentives in ensuring 
prompt repayment of non-collateralized loans from the perspectives of the sub-
borrowers in making the payments and the conduit financial institution (the BRI in 
this case) in collection.  

(iii)  This validation also emphasizes the significance of clarifying upfront how the 
reflows would be utilized through a sunset provision to give the bank an incentive 
to maximize repayment and minimize arrears.  

(iv)  The administrative workload of implementing project activities at the district level 
across many provinces overwhelmed the executing agencies, resulting in 
delayed decision making, weak supervision of field personnel, and low sense of 
ownership among the beneficiaries; project activities ought to have focused on a 
few provinces at a time.  

(v) Lastly, the intensive demands of such a project on ADB supervision suggest that 
project management should be delegated to or shared with the Indonesia 
Resident Mission. Given the significant requirement for consultant inputs, ADB 
may facilitate the government’s engagement of consulting firms instead of 
individual consultants. 

 
C. Recommendations for Follow-Up 

 
23. This validation agrees with the PCR recommendations for ADB to (i) conduct surveys to 
generate quantitative and qualitative baseline data on the socioeconomic status of project and 
non-project beneficiaries, (ii) offer varying loan sizes depending on the capital requirement of 
the proposed business, (iii) provide in-depth training on GBP preparation for SHGs, and (iv) 
conduct intensive consultation between district governments and target beneficiaries to ensure 
proper identification of the poor and setting of progress targets. 
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V.  OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 
 
A. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation, and Utilization 

 
24.  The project’s MIS design was heavily oriented towards scale of outreach, disbursements, 
and credit-related activities. Before the MTR, little attention was given to performance indicators 
that would reveal operational problems at the level of the SHGs, portfolio quality, efficiency and 
sustainability. Such difficulties stemmed from the early termination of services of the MIS and 
M&E consultants,23 but the PCR did not provide the reasons behind this. A major weakness of 
the M&E design was the absence of baseline data on the socioeconomic status of households 
and poverty incidence in the 12 provinces covered, which made it difficult to measure the 
project’s impact on poverty reduction. Projects need to plan and budget for such surveys. 
 
B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 

 
25. This validation finds the overall PCR quality to be satisfactory. On the whole, it is clear 
and provided sufficient information for analyzing project performance. Data provided in the 
Appendixes were adequate to provide to support the findings. The methodology for assessing 
efficiency using profitability analysis and benefit-cost ratios is valid and acceptable.  
 
26. It should be noted, however, that some information provided in the PCR was not 
consistent; e.g., the number of SHGs with group savings mentioned in para. 10 (23,557) differed 
from the number cited in para. 58.ii and Appendix 2 (26,100). The same may be said of the 
person-months used for local consultants.24 Units of the amounts presented in the “Project Cost” 
and “Financing Plan” tables of the Basic Data section should be changed from “$ million” to 
“$‘000” to avoid misinterpreting the amounts as billions. Apart from these, the PCR presented 
issues in a clear and concise manner.  
 
C. Data Sources for Validation 

 
27. Data sources include project review documents and aide memoires of review missions 
(including the MTR and some consultant reports), PCR, RRP, minutes of the Management 
Review and Staff Review Committee meetings, minutes of the Board Meeting, Indonesia 
Country Partnership Strategy 2006–2009, and the IFAD’s 2004 Country Programme Evaluation 
Report. 
 
D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 
 
28.  It may not be necessary to conduct a stand-alone project performance evaluation for the 
project. 

                                                 
23  The RRP claimed that MIS and M&E work will be financed entirely by the IFAD and will be engaged through the 

United Nations Office of Project Services. Per MTR, the 2000 audit referred to a possible overpayment to the 
United Nations Office of Project Services and a reference to the latter being “an unjust profit seeker” but not much 
else. 

24  Of the 716 person-months of local consulting services actually utilized, 532 person-months were used for the 
district positions. This implied that the difference (184 person-months) was used for the (national and provincial) 
project management units and the provincial-level capacity building; however, based on Appendix 10 data, the 
national-level contracts alone already total 247 person-months, suggesting a disconnect between the data 
presented in para. 30 and Appendix 10. 


