MANAGEM ENT OFINVESTMENT PROJECTS—-APPRAISAL METHODS

StaranawskasS. E.

PhD in Economics, MBA in Financial Management

University of Podlasie, Poland

MANAGEMENT OF INVESTM ENT PROJECTS—-
APPRAISAL METHODS

Almost every decision in the corporaefinanceis
an investment decision. Thoroughanalysis iscrucial
as investment projects are of major and growing
importanceto the company success|[2].

In the literature of the subject there is some
evidencequoted based on the results of theresearch
carried out that higher peformanceof the investment
project is associated with the application of the
rational and adequete financial apprasal process [16].

An universal and comprehensive investment
project appraisal method shouldtake into account as
many assessment criteriaas possible. The selection
of the investment project to be executed is done on
the basis of the comparative analysis of the
dternative, available, investment opportunitiesin line
with company objectives with the consideration of
existing limitations in each case. The set of criteriais
individualised in each case and depends on the
company priorities and environmental constraints.
Importance attached to various criteria, expressed
by weightings in the models, differs in different
circumstances. The choice of the appropriate
investment project appraisal method depends on the
case considered. The best method in each case is
the one which assumes the same weightings of
selected criteria as the importance of the factors
expressed by the investor is. Not every investment
project analysis requires f ull appraisal up front. The
initial review of the projects, to eiminate unfeasible
ones, (due to lega unavailability or exceeding
investment outlays limits or not meeting key criterion
e.g. two-year payback period) can be done with
simpler methods based on the selected crucia
criterion. However this approach does not provide
thefinal answer for the investment process. It isonly
clear which projectsto reject, as not welcome, but
still it is not evident which toimplemert. Aresponsible
selection of the investment project for execution
requires comprehensive financial justification of the
attractiveness of the project for the company (or to
be precise for the shareholders) as the best of al
possible actions to be taken (including also refraining
from investments) facilitating the creation of
shareholder value.

First, the objective should be established (or the
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problem to which thesdution should besought). Next,
all scenarios of the prospect solutions should be
gathered with all reservations pointed out. Then
comparative analysis is performed.

The most important assessment criteria are
fdlowing:

- feasibility (e.g. legal, technical, capital
availability);

- efficiency (measured with adopted company
internal performance assessment measures);

- timehorizon of the executionand lifetimeof the
invement proect;

- comprehensiveness, reliability and invariability
of assumptions;

- correctness of calculations of cash flow from
operations (CF);

- sensitivity of the investment project to the
fluctuations of theeconomic variables,

- level and type of the discount rate applied (fixed
or variable);

- comparative ability of the projects;

- tax congderations;

- risk assessment of the projects.

Source: based on: R.A. Brealey, S.C. Myers,
Podstawy finangyw przedsixbiorstw, T.1-2, PWN,
Warszawa 1999, J.G. Siegd, J.K. Shim, S.W.
Hartman, Przewodnik po finansach, PWN,
Warszawa 1995, H. Johnson, Ocena projektyw
inwestycyj nych. Maksymalizacja wartomci
przeds kbiorgwa, LIBER, Warszawa 2000, K.
Milis, R. Mercken, The use of the balanced
scorecard for the evaluation of Information and
Communi cation Technol ogy projects, ,, | nternational
Journa of Project Management” Feb 2004, \ol. 22
Issue 2.

Based on the criterion of the time value of
money there can be distinguished two groups of
methods of investment project appraisal:

1) static methods (simple) — ignoring this issue;

2) dynamic methods (discounting) — correcting
values by discount factor.

The second breakdown of investment project
appraisal methodsresutsfromthedifferencein initial
datainput: accounting net profit teken or cash flow
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from operation taken.
In each method there should also be a lot of
problems considered:

- corrdation of subjects;

- currency comparability;

- reinvestment opportunities at thereguired interest
rate for cash generated by the project during the
lifetime of the project.

The approach to the investment project gppraisal
in the company depends on the environment and
perception of the problem on the local capital market,
but is not related significantly to the subject of
investment project or sector of company operations.
Thereis growing importance of theinvestments and
the full comprehensive investment project appraisa
method in the market economy with the dominance
of the private ownership. It's confirmed by a
compaative study of theissueof investment project
appraisal methods applied in respect of Advanced
Manufacturing Technology — ATM, carried out on
the group of 143 largest British manufacturing
corporations (UK) in 1992, 117 medium/large
American companies (US) in 1994 and 74 Czech
manuf acturing companies (CR) in 1998 [16].

It isclear from the research that companies use
morethan one investment project appraisal method,
most often two or three, no matter what the country
of thecompany originis. Thereis some preference
observed with tendency to apply PP or DPP asthe
moast of ten used method and also asthemethod ranked
first by importance. Preferences in the choice
between thetwo most universal traditional dynamic
methods: NPV and IRR are split. Only in case of
Czech companies NPV is significantly moreimportant
than IRR when both number of applications used
and number 1 ranking are considered. Within the
samples of British and American companies the
situation is just opposite. The Czech companies
preferencefor NPV over IRRisveay uniqueand it is
one df avery rare surveys showing such achoice by
relative importance between these two methods,
favouring NPV for investment project gppraisal.

The research confirms also that deep
understanding of thesetwo methods is very importart.
Not always dotraditiond investment project gopraisa
methods such as: PP, NPV or IRR favour short-

term projects. The distorted short-termism can be
eliminated by increasing therequired payback period

Table 2. Number, type and importance of different appraisal methods used by companies under
research (UK, US and CR) for the sdlection of invesment project in the Advanced Manufacturing

Technology —ATM .

UK (%) | US (%) | CR (%)
Number of methods percentage sharein each national sample separately
1 17,5 231 23,0
2 29,4 34,2 324
3 32,8 34,2 20,3
4 or more 20.3 8,5 243
Methods used
NPV 52,4 41,0 459
IRR 55,2 56,4 31,1
DPP 53,8 65,0 71,6
other DCF 4,6 34 54
PP 68,5 39,3 63,5
ARBV 20,3 18,8 351
other non-DCF 49 5,1 1,4
Method ranked first
NPV 20,3 13,7 284
IRR 28,0 28,2 54
DPP 28,0 33,3 51,4
other DCF 34 2,7 18
PP 38,5 26,5 35.3
ARBV 11,2 3,4 135
other non-DCF 3,5 4,3 0,0

Source: F. Lefley , F. Wharton, L. Hgjek, J. Hynek, V. Janecek, Manufacturing investments in the Czech
Republic: Aninternational comparison, “International Journa of Production Economics’ Mar 2004, Val.

898 Issue 1.
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or by reducing the discount rate.

Risk assessment is the second important issuein
the investment project appraisal. There are some
differences perceived between the samples analysed
in this respect, too.

methods than Czech companies, in particular
sensitivity analysis is very popular. The previous
studies also showed the dominance of sensitivity
analysis on the developed markets. The outcome of
this survey results from therisk averse approach of

Table 3. Risk assessment and methods used by companies under research (UK, USand CR) for the
selection of invesment project in the Advanced Manufacturing Technology —ATM.

UK (%) | US (%) | CR (%)

percentage share in each national sample separ ately
Percentage of companies assessing
risk 88,9 81,8 83,5
Number of methods
0 11,1 18,2 16,5
1 36,1 43,0 65,8
2 42,1 24,8 15,2
3 or more 10,4 14,0 2,5
Treatment of risk
separate issue 440 39,1 61,1
adjusment of |RR 22,7 28,7 16,7
adjugment of discount rate 17,7 18,4 20,8
required payback period 33,3 24,1 38,1
certainty equivalent (CE) 0,7 3,4 1,4
CAPM 2,8 0,0 0,0
M ethods used
PP risk 80,5 80,8 924
sensitivity analysis 63,3 43,4 12,1
simulation 11,7 18,2 7,6
probability 14,8 19,2 10,6
other 2,3 6,1 1,5

Source: F. Lefley, F. Wharton, L. H6jek, J. Hynek, V. Janecek, Manufacturing invesments in the Czech Republic:
An international comparison, “International Journal of Production Economics” Mar 2004, Vol. 898 Issuel.

Theevident differences refer totrestment of risk,
number and complexity of risk assessment methods
used. In contrast to the developed markets, such as
UK and US, Czech companies apply less risk
assessment methods — usually just only one. Most
oftenrisk istreated as separate issuebut this approach
is extreme in respect to Czech companies- about
61,1% of cases in the sample under research. They
mainly rely on the assessment of risk incorporated
within PP. On the other hand British and American
companies use more sophisticated risk assessment

Czech companies and therefore the preference for
short-term projects. Although other studies also
confirm the popularity of PP on other developed
markets e.g. Japan, but there is amajor dfference —
longer payback periodis accepted asitisin caseof UK
and US, as wdl. The specific situation of the Czech
companies is dtributed to higher long-term risk of
economy goingthroughaperiod of transition, to rationing
of capitd resources and to sort-term effect orientation.
Short-termism can also result from high management
mobility and sdf interest [16].

Table 4. Comparison of different methods used for invesment project appraisal by corporations
under research done by differ ent authors and in different periods and on different markets (UK,
US and Australia, New Zealand — NZ) for all types of capital investments and only for
invegmentsin Information and Communication Technology projects—I1CT.

projects ALL ICT

year 1989 1979 1998 1990
market UK Us UK Australiaand NZ
M ethods used percentage sharein each national sample separately

NPV 48 29 27 49

IRR 58 37 28 54

PP 78 17 60 61
ARBV/ROI 31 29 43 18

Source K. Milis, R. Mercken, The use of the balanced scorecard for the evaluation of Information and
Communication Technology projects, “International Journal of Project Management” Feb 2004, Vol. 22 Issue 2.
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No matter what thesubject of investment project
is, there are preferences for particular investment
prgect appraisd methods noticed, correlaed withthe
market of company operations. In case of the
outdated study results (difficult to compare directly)
of American companies still theimportanceof IRRis
maintained. PP can be assumed to have replaced
theworse apprasa method — ARBV. With reference
to British companies both in case of al investments
and in investments in ICT, and earlier mentioned
investments in ATM as well, there is a preference
for PP, and IRR is the second most often applied
method. Australian and New Zedland market in
respect of investment project appraisal methods used
show major similarities to UK market (based on
traditions) and significant likeness to USmarket (as
that is a group of developed countries) but clearly
differs from abovementioned preferences on Czech
market.

Next study performed in 2002 on the sample of
10 large corporations (5 British and 5 Dutch)
representing 7 different sectors aso confirmed
dominanceof traditional gopraisal methods used with
no distinctive differences showed with reference to
the subject of the investment project. 60% of the
respondents admitted that non-Discounted Cash
Flow (non-DCF) methods are most frequently used
by them, but mixed with other methods suchas EVA
or accourting ratio analysis. DCF methodswererated
second in terms of frequency of application. NPV
was acknowledged to be used only by two entities
interviewed. ARBV is not used any more in the
sample questioned. Problem of risk is recognized but
theapproach issimplified, only half of thecompanies
add assessed risk either tothe discount rateor to the
investment outlays [20].

In case of investment projectsin R& D or ITC
practiceagain appearsto be different from theoretical
background. Neither are recommended traditional
DFC methods used by selected corporations nor option
models. No predetermined standardized qualitative
or quantitative appraisal methods are used.
I nvestment decisionsin studied corporations arebased
either on the “must be done approach” or “open
approach” at thelevel of top management [20].

Although empirical differences in the approach
to theinvestment project appraisal between sectors
are insignificant there are again significant
discrepancies in preferences between the markets.
Financid services sector and chemical sector aremost
willing to use new solutions based on value
manageamert and adjusted DCF. I n oppositetraditional
accounting approach is found typicd for retail
companies. British corporaions tend to combine DCF
methods with EVA whereas Dutch ones mix value-

23

based measures with mark et-related ratios [20].

It is worthwhile to anayse the correlation
between the performance of the company and
used investment project appraisal method. High
performing companies were theones which:

- used market-related measures not traditional
accounting-based measures;

- frequently monitored progress of the project
during execution basedon cog, schedule and time—
CST, but not only against financid ratios;

- combined value-based management techniques
with adjusted DCF methods, rather than standard
DCF methods with accounting messures;

- used quantitative risk assessment, not only
qualitative gpproach [20] .

It is astonishing from theoretical viewpoint that
NPV is still relatively less popular than other
commonly used methods such as PP, sensitivity
analysisor scenario analysis, which are acknowledged
to be worse, and even conceptualy wrong [2,6].
Thereaetwo serious key arguments supporting the
adoption of NPV

- maximizing NPV means maximising shareholder
weslth at the same time;

- CAPM model and option models created
conditions for risk assessment.

Combination of these issues should accelerate,
slow so far, adoption process of adjusted NPV asan
investment project appraisal method. | n aseries of
guestionnaire studies conducted on the British market
done by various researchers following observations
were made:

- the adoption rate of NPV increased from 32%
upto 74% within the period of 1975-1999 (in the
sampleof 100);

- in 2000 97% out of large, and only 62% out of
small companies used NPV (in the sample of 96);

- in 1975 66% of companies applied only 1 or 2
investment project appraisal methods (out of 100
analysed), but in 2000 adready 76% of large
companies used 3 or moremethods (in the sample of
96);

- the application rate of PP increased within the
period of 1975-1992to the level of 94% inthesample
of 100 companies, but the adoption rate among the
sample of 96 large companies was much lower
ranging only up to 66%in 2000;

- in @l samples (100 companies in 1992 and 96
large companies in 2000) there was high adoption
rate of scenario analysis — 88% and 89%
respectively;

- still in 1998 the study on the sample of 99 large
British manufacturing companies reveded that PP
was considered marginally more important than NPV

(2.
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- for comparison, the survey donein 1998 on the
sample of 71 motor component manufacturers
representing four countries (UK, US, Germany and
Japan) confirmed the existing differences. popularity
of NPV was increasing on the British and American
market, whereas on other marketsthis trend was not
observed at all (table5).

and 79% small did not prepare plans in outline more
than four years ahead (sampleof 96 British companies
in2000);

- additional negative result of thisapproeach torisk
observed was an excessive (from the point of view
of theory) increase of the discount rate entered into
the models reflecting enormous risk premiums

Table5: Application of NPV as method of investment project appraisal.

mar ket use of NPV NPV rated as number one method
UK 54% 12%
Us 100% 50%
Germany 28% 16%
Japan 18% 0%

Source: R. Baker, R. Fox, Capital investment appraisal: anew risk premium model, “International
Transactions in Operationa Research” Mar 2003, Viol. 10 Issue 2.

Surprisingly low was the preciseness of the
observed approach to the risk assessment in the
companies:

- the adoption rateof CAPM wasvery low: 5% in
2000 in the sample of 96 large companies, and 20%
in the 1992 in the sample of 100 companies (UK);

- themost popular risk assessment methods used
(inthe sampleof 96 British companiesin 2000) were:

0 probability analysis — 42%,

0 subjective assessment — 55%,

o raising therequired rate of return —50%,

0 PP and sensitivity analysis — 66%,

0 scenario analysis — 89%;

- this approach to risk brought serious
consequences — 36% large companies, 83% medium

expected. 34% of 96 studied British companies in
2000 demanded the discount rateover 16%, thet is a
risk premiumover 10%. Similar results wereachieved
in 1998 on the sample of 71 motor component
manufacturers representing four countries (UK, US,
Germany and Japan). The survey showed the
following required rates of return: 25% for UK, 20%
for US, 22% for Germany and 11% for Japan [2].

It is surprising that against all theoretical
considerations mentioned neither sector not subject
of investment project has practical impact on the
selection of the appraisal method.

Te empirical evidence would suggest that all
analysed methodsare universa, but itis not trueas it
was pointed out. Further study resuits show sgnificant

Table6. TheCharacterigtics of investment projectsin selected sectors.

Features of pharmaceutical | forest engineering |knowledge- |[standard professional
projects intensive Services Lrvices
thescde very big big and small and big | medium and small big
of projects cyclical big
the main subject 20% R&D 10% R&D, R&D, 10% training
of investment equipment production, training
eguipment

other aress of production and R&D and marketing
investments marketing marketing
thetime horizon

long long medium medium short short
the measurabil ity
of key elements medium high high medium medium short
the visibility of
strategic high high medium low medium low
investment
the need to
coordinate low low medium high medium high
investments

Source; E. Segelod, Resource alocation in a few indudtries:

Journal of Production Economics” 77/2002.
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differentiation of investment projects process and
investment projectsthemselves inrelation to various
sectors (table 6). The characteristics of investment
projects in different sectorsis not the same. The key
differences are seen in terms of value of investment
outlaysand they structure, as well, and other features
considered asvital. The conclusionsfrom theresearch
madeon thesampleof 130 large Swedish companies
within the period of 1990-1990 are presented in the
table 6.

It can be suspected that the choice of the
investment gppraisal method is theresult of long-term
routine or it is the consequence of lack of full
understanding of described methods. It may bethe
effect of convenience but thefact is that users not
adways are aware of the drawbacks of methods
applied. Unfortunately it leads to adoption of the
simplest methods, nat the best ones. Additionally there
is abarrier to individuaise appraisa methods as to
incorporate specifics and method individual features
for a particular investment project. The empirica
solution found was to usesevera different methods
to eliminated doubts but it's not always right asthe
set of methods should be wisely matched and the
application should be correct. Practice seems to be
lookingfor shortcuts which on the other hand prove
to bemore costly in their consequences than raiona
recommendation provided.

Mainly traditional methods of investment
prgect apprasal (mentioned intablel) areused. They
are based on accounting principles [13]. The main
concept is the comparison of costs and benefits of
the investment project. They are commonly used
becausethey arewell-known, well-understood and
based on widely accepted financial rules and
propositions [ 21].

However traditional methods have many
drawbacks enabling proper assessment of feasibility,
justification of execution and control of implementétion
of investments. It constitutes a real problem as it
concerns the investment process — one of the most
important in modern corporatefinance [21]. There
are following concerns related to traditional
methods of investment project appraisd.:

- Traditional methods not aways give correct
answer because intangible — non-quantifiable benefits
or hidden costs areignored.

- Theoretically speaking, athough practically not
confirmed, traditional methods are not suitable for
soft project eg. ATM, R& D, ITC. Qudlity-based
character of these projects and high uncertainty of
environment of their execution question the rationale
of traditional methods application in their case,
although practically they are still assessed this way
[20}. Different traditional methods have dif ferent

25

drawbacks, therefore adoption of severa methods
can serve the eimination of some deficiencies.
However still the reliability of the result remains
doubtful and can lead to wrong investment conclusions
and sub-optimd investment decisions.

- There are still many concerns about the
correctness of application of traditiona methods.
Accurate assessment of costs and investment layouts
in uncertainty and technical novelty of the project
can be impossible[8]. Onthe basis of theresearch
on the companies implementing investment projects
in Information and Communication Techndogy —ICT
following findings were stated:

oonly 18% of companies applied rigorous appraisa
methods;

0 costs were significantly underestimated , on
average by 40%;

0 65% of respondents were aware of costs
migudgement;

0 22% of investment outlays were wasted;

0 on average between 34% and 40% of projects
realized no net benefits, however measured [21].

It should benoted, however, that presented results
werebased onthevery specific type of theprojects
—project in ICT, so IT productivity paradox could
have been observed. It meansthat IT projectsfail to
deliver in precticethe benefits they promisein theory.
This hypothesis was confirmed by the fal of
productivity in manufacturing sector and services
sector while substantially increased investment
outlays were effected on I T investments. The scae
of underassessment in other sectors could be
expectedto belower thanalarming level observed in
case of IT projects analysed. Anyway, it should be
remembered that these, troublesometo evauate, IT
projects are of agreat importance for thecompanies.
They are the main catalyst for change and the
increasing levels of 1T expenditure should coincide
with the adequate justification of such investments
[13].

- Practically it appears evident that traditiona
methods favour short-term prgectsand discriminate
long-term investment projects.

- Managers appear to become too absorbed with
financial appraisal, to the extent that practical
strategic considerations are essily overlooked [13].

- Traditional methods now aways correctly
encompass objectives of all parties involved. Usually
the only objective considered is the one of
management — and that is the reason of the short-
term view criticized. Moreover the most commonly
totally neglected objective is the one of the users of
the project. It inevitably has negative impact on the
inherent utility of the project, and therefore the basic
argument for its execution.
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- Traditional methods are conservative by nature
and this feature adversely &fects their ability of risk
assessment. Quite often risk is misjudged and based
only on emotional goproach. Only in 7% of companies
in the study adjusted the discount ratein function of
potential risk of the project under consderation [ 16,
21].

Reservations made about traditional investment
project appraisal methods are not only based on the
drawback s noted. There are many other issues
attracting strong criticism e.g. under-
development of methods adopted, lack of
structuralized approach, under-management of
the investment process. Increasing complexity,
uncertainty and difficulty of costs/benefits
assessment of the projects require improvement of
the investment project appraisal process. It should
help eliminate the following inappropriate strategies
practiced by companies in this respect:

- rgecting projects that could bebeneficial only in
long-run;

- investing in the projects as an “act of faith”;

- using cregtive accounting as ameans of passing
the budgetary process[13].

New non-traditional methods are still in the
conceptud phase but it’sworthwhile to consider thar
merits and approachto the problem[21].

There can be three groups distinguished within
new non-traditiona methods: adjusted traditional
methods, new evaluation techniques and mixed
methods [21].

Adjusted traditional methods are based on the
same principles as traditional methods, but there are
some elements introduced to eiminate drawbacks
criticised most. The adjustments are following:

- estimates of intangible benefits (e.g. minimum
and maximum values);

- probability function estimation;

- sensitivity analysis[5];

- three-step approach.

Theinterpretation is nat straightforward and can
pose aproblem.

New evaluation techniques are based on the
strategic approach, but the framework does nat give
explicit attention to financial analysis. There can be
following models used:

- strategicfit proposed by Ported, supported by
vauechain analysis;

- point-rating scores as a consensus of
subjective opinions onthe cogts/benefits assessment
of the project designed for example by Parker and
Benson and caled Information Economics or
Oracle’'s CB-90 mode!;

- option models (e.g. Cox-Rubinstein equation)
giving scenarios valuations and costs/benefits
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assessment as the result of treatment of aproject as
a bet. They are not very popular as they are
complicated, requirealot of additional datagathering
andcaculations [20,21];

- expert systems are based on the IF-THEN-
ELSE anaysis. They cannot capture erroneous,
inconsistent or incomplete know ledge. As thesituation
is usually such the prognosis is very hard to make
[20].

New evaluation techniques nat only lack financial
rigour but face applicability barriers. The quality of
outcome highly depends on the qudity of input that is
often questioned. Moreover they are difficult to
understand. T hat are the main reason of their low
utility and a quest for mixed methods is under way.

Mixed methods are aimed at elimination of
drawbacks of al methods by combining them, the
way it gives the required selection of strengths to
assess investment projects. The most interesting
recommended mixed methodsinclude;

- multi-layer evaluation process as a
combination of strategic fit, adjusted NPV (with
probability assessmernt) and risk analysis;

- Balanced Scor ecar d developed by Kaplan and
Norton, giving integrated look at the company with
measured items. Traditional appraisd method is
covered by financial perspective, whereas other
angles are aligned to the company strategy within
other threeapproaches. Thusthe strategic fit concept
is stimulated [21];

- Monte Carlo simulation as the supplement to
complete measurable model based on DCF (for
example used by British upstream oil and gas
industry). It replaces deterministic estimates
(educated guesses) with probability distributions,
which is much more reliable than historical data,
especidly in case of natura resources exploration.
This way of modelling is in fact better suited to
provide secure basis for future values of variables
such as many uncontrollable and endogenous
economic data e.g.: interest rates, exchange rates,
commodity prices. MonteCarlo Smulation enhances
the quality of outcomeby integration of diff erent types
of knowledge held by different professional
backgrounds, thus developing the model of an
underlying redlity and even coping with inevitable ggps
ininformation [10].

- Fuzzy Cognitive Mapping — FCM is used
for modelling the system with inter-relationships
between key dimensions: strategic, tactica,
operational and financid, including thus the influence
of alfactors onthe project. Fuzzy logic dictates that
everything is amatter of degree, so the structure of
the system can deal with many notions and
fragmented information. Concepts and consequently
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statements overlap and mergewith oneancther giving
finally afull casud picture. FCM tiesfactswith things
and processes to values and policies to objectives.
Problems can be simplified and abstracted without
affectingthe rdiability of the final outcome. Strategic
game plan is supported with tactical project critica
success factors (CSFs). FCM isadynamic system
modd whichthrives on feedback from each concept
enriching theresult. FCM is essentidly an artificial
neural system — ANSw hich seems to mimic how the
human brain associates and deds with diff erent
inputs[13].

The arguments presented advocate for
development of mixed investment project appraisal
methods as the most appropriate now adays. There
is a great variety of assessment methods available,
but they do not adequately accommodate important
changes of the business environment, and especialy
the key objective of the shareholder wealth creation
isoften missed, athough it is emerging as the number
one priority [20].
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