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ABSTRACT
H. Evaluation Abstract IDa not excBAd the snace orovidedl

This evaluation summarizes the findings of two 1986 evaluations of the Provincial Area
Development Program (PDP). The program has three goals: (1) increasing opportunities
for the rural poor to increase their productivity and incomes, (2) increasing the capa­
city of local government to plan and manage rural development activities which would
increase the productivity and income of the rural poor, and (3) increasing the capacity
of the Directorate General of Regional Development (BANGDA) to monitor and support
decentralized rural development.

The primary findings and conclusions are: (1) More careful attention to project goals
and working assumptions during design and early project management might have resulted
in an earlier focus on institution building and disbursing less funds to local planning
agencies that could not effectively absorb them. (2) The project has had a significant
positive impact on beneficiaries: its targeting success has been quite high, average
real net beneficiary gain represents an 11-18% real increase in average annual household
income for recipients reporting a gain, and the sustainability rate for beneficiary gains
is an estimated 58%. (3) The capacity of local institutions has improved as measured by
increasing beneficiary gains, the share of total project funds administered at or below
the district level, case studies illustrating that local learning has occurred, and the
numerous innovative sub-projects and str~ctural innovations initiated. (4) It appears
at this early point in time that there is less cause for optimism labout. the p:rrospects
for sustained gains in institutional performance than other aspects of the project. (5)
PDP was judged to be worth doing from: the high percentage of relatively poor people
who increased their incomes as a result of the project and the many reported cases of
non-beneficiaries who adopted PDP's techniques; the technical assistance, equipment,
and learning opportunities provided to local agencies and BANGDA; and the sub-projects'
very favorable rate of return. (6) In addition to its significant contribution to
rural development in project provinces, PDP may have had a positive impact far beyond
its operating areas and associated institutions.

The recommendations for beneficiary impact are: (1) The beneficiary and sub-project
selection process in future rural development programs should be more rigorous and
explicit, (2) much more needs to be learned about which sectors, kinds of activities,
and planning management approaches have worked in the project, and (3) a well planned
and small-scale longitudinal study of a cross section of beneficiaries.would be helpful.
For institution building, it is recommended that efforts be made to ensure that the
skills, techniques, and approaches learned in PDP are disseminated as widely as
possible at every level of government.
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• Principal recommendations

• Lessons learned

A.I.D. EVALUATION SUMMARY - PART \I

SUMMARY

J. Summary of Evaluation Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations (Try not to exceed the three (3) pages provided)
Address the following Items:

• Purpose of evaluation and methodology used
• Purpose of actlvlty(les) evaluated

• Findings and conclusions (relate to questions)

Mission or Office: Date This Summary Prepared:

USAID/Indonesia July 14, 1988
Title And Dale Of Full EvaluatlQn Report:
Learning trom PDP: Eva~uatlng the Provin-
cial Development Program (A Synthesis of

PDP Evaluations). April 1988.

Purpose of Evaluation and Methodology Used

This evaluation summarizes what has been learned from the Provincial Area Development
Program (PDP) in Indonesia. It relies heavily on two major evaluations conducted in

1986: a study of PDP's impact on beneficiaries conducted by Survey Research Indonesia
(SRI) and a study of PDP's institutional impact carried out in six provinces by a
multi-disciplinary team. The study also draws upon interim evaluation reports, consul­
tant reports, sub-project budgets and other documents, and the ideas and comments of
USAID and Government of Indonesia project staff and advisors.

Purpose of Activity(ies) Evaluated

PDP has three goals: (1) increasing opportunities for the rural poor to increase their
productivity and income, (2) increasing the capacity of local government (provincial
planning boards, district sectoral agencies and local branches of central sectoral
departments) to plan and manage rural development activities which could increase the
productivity and income of the rural poor, and (3) increasing the capacity of the
Directorate General of Regional Development (BANGDA) to monitor and support decentral­
ized rural development. Pre-1982 activities emphasized experimentation while post-1982
activities stressed institution- and system-building.

Findings and Conclusions

Are Program Goals Compatible? While PDP's goals are mutually reinforcing in the long

I
run, they can conflict in the short run. More careful attention to project goals and
working assumptions during project design and early project management would probably
have resulted in an earlier focus on institution building and on disbursing less funds
to provincial and district planning agencies that could not effectively absorb them.
There is general agreement that too much money was disbursed -- especially in credit
sub-projects -- in the early years of PDP. As USAID and BANGDA became aware of the

I
need for more emphasis on institution building, institutional performance (as measured
by beneficiary results and reimbursement rates) improved.,
Has PDP Had Significant Beneficiary Impact? (1) The SRI Beneficiary Household Survey
for FY 78-85 shows that PDP had about 333,000 direct beneficiary families: 56-88% of

these were in the bottom 50% wealth and income group in their province. Compared to
other rural development programs, PDP's targeting success has been quite high. (2)
Although there was considerable variation in beneficiaries' net gain from PDP assis­
tance, the average real net gain represents an 11-18% real increase in average annual
household income !for the 77% of recipients who reported a gain. (However, it must be
noted that the sectors and provinces which reported the best results in net average
gain tended to do less well at targeting the poor.) (3) Despite soft data, the results
of the SRI survey suggest a sustainabi1ity rate for beneficiary gains of 58%, and that
this rate was improving during the years studied. These data suggest that institutional
performance was probably more important than the behavior of individual beneficiaries
(or their willingness to persevere with a new activity) in determining whether an
activity would be sustained. Data for the final four years of sub-project implementation
(which are not included in the SRI survey), during which institution building was
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5 U M MAR Y (Continued)

emphasized, should show even greater sustainability gains.

Has PDP Build the Capacity of Local Institutions?

(1) Between 1978 and 1985, the percentage of rural poor targeted rose, the percentage
of beneficiaries with a low average annual net gain fell, and the estimated number of
beneficiaries able to sustain gains rose. (2) The share of total project funds
administered at or below the district level increased from 64% to 75% over the period
studied, indicating increased decentralization of project activities. Also, the
share of PDP direct beneficiary impact sub-projects managed at the district level
or below grew from 78% to 90%. This devolution of project management was accompanied
by a significant improvement in the achievement of all project beneficiary impact
goals. indicating that local governments have acquired many of the skills and
resources necessary to absorb increased management responsibility. (3) Correlated
with these improvements, case studies of actions taken by individual project managers
or PDP staff illustrate that institutional learning has taken place. (4) The project
yielded numerous innovative subprojects in addition to structural innovations such as
the creation of a system-wide planning system and regional experiments in monitoring
and evaluation.

Have Institutional Gains Been Sustained? It appears. at this early point in time,
that there is less cause for optimismabGHt the prospects for sustained gains in
institutional performance than other aspects of the project. While local planning
boards are now better staffed and equipped and better understand their roles, the
proj ect' s impact on planning, monitoring and evaluation systems seems less likely to
be sustained. A number of sub-projects seem likely to persist, and some provinces
and districts have begun to contribute financially to PDP activities. Further, a
number of PDP-initiated sub-projects or institutions have been adopted by other
agencies or have gained support from other donors.

Was PDP Worth Doing? (1) From the individual beneficiary's perspective, a high (77%)
percentage of relatively poor people increased their incomes and many cases were
reported of non-beneficiaries adopting the income and employment generation or con­
servation techniques initiated by PDP. (2) Local agencies benefited from technical
assistance and new equipment, and gained opportunities to plan and manage locally
sensitive rural development and to learn from rural development experience. The
major problem may be that after project funds cease, provincial and district govern­
ments may not have the financial resources to continue these activities. (3) BANGDA
staff have also acquired training and new skills, as well as a range of new respon­
sibilities. (4) An analysis of PDP's costs and benefits reveals that the project's
direct beneficiary sub-projects yielded a very favorable rate of return of 69% per
year, much of which occurred in the early years of PDP and presumably under-reflects
improving institutional performance. A calculation of cost-benefit ratios based on
total regional PDP spending (rather than just direct benefit sub-projects) yields
a ratio of .31. When compared to other donors' projects or to GOI sectoral projects,
PDP, as an income or employment generation project, seems to be many times more
cost effective.

Has PDP Contributed to Rural Development? In addition to its significant contribution
to rural development in the eight target provinces, PDP may have had a positive impact
far beyond its operating areas and associated institutions. Further, despite its
institutional and administrative complexity, PDP has been a successful experiment
in decentralizing planning and management and in productive employment generation
for the rural poor. If attention can be focused on the practical, operational
lessons from PDP, it can become a launching pad for something much more valuable.
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Recommendations

In terms of beneficiary illrnpact, the recommendations are:

o The beneficiary and sub-project selection process in future rural development programs
should be made more rigorous and explicit. The use of PVOs to provide information
about community needs and desires, and to assist in beneficiary selection and
participant training should be encouraged.

o Much more needs to be learned about which sectors, kinds of activities, and planning
and management approaches have worked in each province and district.

o Much could be gained from a well planned small-scale longitudinal study of a cross­
section of beneficiaries from two or three provinces and all sectors.

In terms of institution building, the recommendations are:

o Efforts should be made to ensure that the skills, techniques) and approaches learned
in PDP are disseminated as widely as possible at every level of government. The
following actions should be considered to promote the sustainability of gains in
institutional performance: (1) a study of the credit program aimed particularly
at institutional questions, (2) attention to how the multi-year planning systems
developed might provide a useful too! for planning locally-funded and external
project funds at the district level, (3) encouraging the Ministry of Horne Affairs
to commit a portion of current Government of Indonesia PDP funding to PDP provinces
for a transition period of two to three years, (4) encouraging the local cost/
benefit analysis of various PDP activities, and (5) analyzing and publicizing
PDP achievements and weaknesses.

Lessons Learned

(1) Early funding levels were probably higher than local institutions could effectively
absorb. (2) Training has contributed considerably to PDP's institutional gains) but
the lack of a clear overall training strategy has probably weakened the project's
institutional impact. (3) Too little information was gathered on the cost effectiveness
and economic rate of return on project activities. (4) In some provinces, PDP may
have spread into new areas too quickly and diluted its institution building capacity.
(5) Technical assistance support should have been given earlier to BANGDA and been
more intensive. (6) PDP has been too optimistic about how quickly it could promote
institutional change •
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