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Section 1

INTRODUCTION

The United States Agency for International Development (USAID)/Jakarta is implementing
a broad urban sector policy support program, through both a $100 million Housing
Guaranty Loan (HGL) and a technical assistance and training grant which finances the
advisory services of the Municipal Finance and Shelter Projed (MFSP). These timely
investments directly support the ongoing efforts of the Government of Indonesia (GOI) to
implement an Urban Development Policy Action Plan consisting of ObjeCtlves/Goals/
Outputs in each of the following areas:

1. Development of urban Infrastructure, Including operation and maintenance thereof, in principle,
Is within the authority and responsibility of the Local Governments, with the assistance and
guidance of the provincial (Level I) and central Governments.

2. Planning, programming and setting up of investment priorities as well as implementing for urban
development by Central and Local Government wUI be continued and accelerated by a
decentralized and integrated approach through the -Integrated Urban Infrastructure Development
Program-, among others. .

3. In order to develop Local Government responsibility for providing urban service, there will be
further strengthening of the Local Gcwernment's capability to realize resources and optimize the
use of funds.

4. In accordance with the principles of decentralization of urban service responsibilities, the
Government wUI, in addition to the measures described under Policy 3, endeavor to improve the
financing system for urban services development, the purpose of the development would be:

a. Strengthen Central-Local Government borrowi~ scheme to enable local governments to
meet effective demand for urban services investments;

b. Provide Incentives for local resource mobilization and borrowing;

c. Improve the quality of projects proposed and selected by strengthening appraisal
methodology and procesaes; and,

d. Make the central-Local grant system more responsive to social, economic and strategic
policy considerations.

5. The reeponsiblIlIy of Provincial (Level I) Local Goverrment's staff and Institutions to execute
urban development activities more effectively In the context of strengthening their roles anc.
responslblltles will be enhanced by Institutional development, proceduraJlmprovement, where
appropriate, as well as training to be provided by means of a coordinated programme of Local
Government manpower devYlopment.

6. Coordination and consUtatJon between the various agencies and levels ofGovemment~tral,
Provlnclal and Loca~nvoIved In Urban Development will continue to be strengthened for the
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smocIh implementation d development activities and io provide a mechanism for review and
formulation d future sector policy recommendations.

Primary responsibility for implementing this policy agenda is shared among several
national govemment agencies, notably the Ministry of Finance (MOF), Ministry of Public
Works (MPW) and Ministry of Home Affairs (MHA) with the support of the National
Development Planning Agency (BAPPENAS) and through an inter-Ministerial Coordination
Team for Urban Development (TKDP).

USAIO's support for this effort through HGL and M!=SP have been considerable, through
both financial and advisory assistance. While USAIO has constructively endorsed the
entire PAP and GOl's ongoing efforts to strengthen the Indonesian urban sector, it has
concentrated MFSP on three strategic targets within the GOl's broad urban development
policy framework, namely:

1. Continued improvement in the ro"e of the central government in funding urban
infrastructure and services affordable to low-income households through a system
of grants and loans that encourage local resource mobilization;

2. Strengthened capacity of the local government finance system to mobilize and
manage resources; and,

3. Establishment of the foundation for increased private sector participation in the
financing and provision of urban infrastructure and services.

Each of these targets is closely linked to each other, to the above-referenced PAP and
to the Mission's overall strategy and approach as reflected in the five point Mission
Program Performance Contract (Annex 1) and the COSS.

One of the fundamental management requirements of such a broad and ambitious
agenda is a monitoring and evaluation system to track performance across a broad
spectrum of urban finance, management and service delivery areas. USAID/Jakarta
retained PADCO to provide management advisory services, specifically (a) to identify
quantitative indicatcrs of performance and (b) to develop a system and implementation
strategy for monitoring and ,,'alusting the MFSP and its impact on the urban sector in
Indonesia. In addition, the Statement of Work required PADCO to provide direct input into
the monitoring system through a baseline data set of key indicators.

This assignment was carried out between August 1 (actual field work began in Indonesia
on August 6) and september 3, 1990 and consisted of the following ma;or tasks:

1. Recommend quantitative performance indicators to monitor and evaluate the MFSP
in the broader context of Indonesia's urban sector.
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2. Collect and analyze available data for the purpose of creating a baseline data set
of key indicators which would facilitate future performance monitoring and
evaluation.

3. Determine how data collection and analysis procedures to support the monitoring
effort could be routinized and institutionalized within the GOI bureaucracy.

4. Develop a performance monitoring and evaluation system covering both infor
mation management and institutional management concerns which would enable
the GOI and USAID to determine performance and measure its impact on the
urban population, especially those below median income.

The results of our analysis are presented in this report. section 2 describes the principles
and criteria we used to assess both the current procedure and our alternatives to it.
Recommended indicators for performance monitoring and evaluation are provided in Sec
tion 3. The baseline date set itself, which we also provided in diskette format, as well as
a data collection and analysis methodology for extending the baseline to the Provincial
and City level, is the subject of Section 4.

Section 5 contains our management recommendations for the next phase of this effort
and for the long-term administration of a performance monitoring and evaluation system.
Section 6 briefly discusses what the GOI and USAID should do in the near term to opera
tionalize the system in a way which promotes its sustainability.
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Section 2

MONITORING FRAMEWORK

Monitoring will enable the GOI to: a) assess its performance and impact in certain defined
areas associated with the HGL/MFSP, the Urban Development PAP and the overall urban
sector, and b) inform concern~d decision-makers about the implications of that
assessment so that appropriate actions may be taken. Establishing the purpose of
monitorin~why monitoring would be performed-was a fundamental precondition to our
development of a basic strategy for what should be monitored as well as an approach for
tul« it should be managed. While this may appear to be an elementary exercise, it was
fundamental to our work because so much of the system design effort depended on a
GOI/USAID consensus to these "why -what - how" questions. After consultation with both
USAID and GOI officials we believe that a common understanding exists between them
as to Why a monitoring system is required.

The system design and management implications of defining the purpose of monitoring
in this manner are:

1. The monitoring system will be implemented by agencies of the GOI, which will
be responsible for its operation and maintenance. To the greatest extent
possible, monitoring builds upon existing data collection and management
systems.

2. The data should be specific to the urban area and satisfy project, policy and
sector monitoring objectives. This will enable the overall system to "grow", over
time, as better data become available.

3. The data/information must address both current and future concerns in order
to enable the GOI both to assess performance and measure its impact.

4. Analysis of the data/information will be applied to the system's output so that
management decisions (e.g. the allocation of tachnical assistance or financial
resources) can be made by appropriate GOI and USAID decision-makers.

Resolving this fundamental framework issue provided us with guidance concerning every
other aspect of the performance monitoring and evaluation system. Our next step was to
establish the scope of monitoring, i.e. the focus of data collection and analysis.

A. THE FOCUS FOR MONITORING
By thoroughly reviewing USAID and GOI documents concerning HGL/MFSP and the

PAP. and building upon the guidance provided in the Statement of Work we determined
:tlbil would need to be monitored. The three major MFSP outputs were considered
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primary areas for which performance monitoring and evaluation data would be required.
We then looked at the GOI's Urban Development PAP for ways to apply a more expan
sive definition to the three output descriptions so that the data captured at the agency
level would permit a broader, more sectoral, interpretation of performance and impact.

We recommend the following five major areas as the focus for performance monitoring
and impact evaluation:

1. National Aid
2. Local Resource Mobilization
3. Private Sector Participation
4. Service Delivery
5. Shelter

Each of these five areas encompasses several data variables. They have been combined
under one heading to assure that the multiple "dimensions" of each area aru brought
together to facilitate analysis. For example, in the Local Resource Mobilization area, both
the mobilization iDd expenditure of resources are combined so that the benefits of
positive revenue generation performance on individuals can be monitored and evaluated.
A similar approach has been adopted for each of the four other areas, when appropriate.
A brief explanation of what is included in each of the five areas follows.

NaUonal Aid • includes the various means by which the central government
disburses revenue to local governments. It is broader than the ·grant system"
(iNPRES), since it also encompasses subsidiary loan agreements (SLA) as well as
those loans which local entities may apply for once RDA is converted to a financing
facility, per see

LOCII Resource MobllluUon • concentrates on local own-source taxes, fees and
charges (Pajak Asli Daerah), as well as the local share of PBS receipts. The data
variables under this area also include local budgets for both routine and development
expenditures in order to determine how the mobilized resources are actually used to
deliver services a~ the 'ocal level.

Prlvlte Sector 'IrtielplUon • because of the lack of in-depth data in this area,
·proxy· data variables are used to monitor and evaluate performance. For example,
business tax receipts may be used as a measure of the availability of an active private
sector in each Provine.; commercialization of public enterprises is a proxy measure
of privatization of public services. As data improve, additional variables can be added
to the data base.

Service Delivery • focuses on the level of annual investment in local infrastructure
as well as the service coverage for three basir. services: water, sanitation and solid
waste collection. These latter three variables are only available from Census data at
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five- and ten-year intervals. Special surveys are used to compensate for this data
deficiency.

Access to Affordable Sh,'lter • consists of housing finance and produdion data
from official sources, as well as survey data or estimates of informal housing.

Other possible areas for monitoring were considered, but not included as a focal point
for the basic "quantitative" monitoring system at this time. These inc!uded environment,
economic development, employment and foreign private investment, all of which could
add to the richness of a comprehensive urban data base. In addition, monitoring partici
pant training activities and tracking non-quantitative factors are also aspects of the moni
toring system which should be considered in the future.

At this time, however, we believe that it is more important to concentrate on those areas
where a definite correlation exists between the MFSP and the PAP, particularly where the
extension of the scope for monitoring and evaluation would require entities not directly
involved in either MFSP or PAF. We believe that it is more realistic to wait until a limited
number of directly concerned GOI agencies have become familiar with the basic
requirements of data collection and re~ lorting before expanding the scope to include new
features or new organizations.

B. PERFORMANCE MONITORING AND EVALUATION INDICATORS
For each of the five areas we developed a set of preliminary indicators for monitoring

and evaluating performance. We incorporated the list provided by USAID within our more
expansive selection to cover all concerns. Our primary criterion, at this stage, was to
assure that indicators were capable of "quantitative" measurement. The following are the
monitoring and evaluation indicators recommended for each of the five areas:
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.. ' .. ' ...... ...... . ...
. '... ... . ..... . 1. NAnONALAID TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS '.

Performance Monitoring Indicator.

1. Increase in number and amount of loans to local levels
2. Increase in number of RDA borrowers
3. Increase in INPRES share to low-income regions
4. Increase in amount and percent of IUIDP financed by loans

Performance Evaluation Indicator.

1. Grant funds (INPRES) per capita to low-income regions are higher in FY 1991-
92 and FY 1993-94 than in FY 1988·89.

2. Actual disbursements for IUIDP projects indicate that loan proceeds are higher
in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.

3. RDA loan disbursements are higher in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 than in
FY 1988-89.

.... .

'. 2. LOCAL RESOURCE MOBILlZAnON .

Performance Monitoring Indicator.

1. Increase in local own-source revenues
2. Increase in PBB receipts
3. Percent increase in portion of local government development budgets financed

by own-source revenues
4. Decrease in unexpended local surpluses
5. Percent increase in portion of local development expenditures from loan pro-

ceeds

Performance EV81uation Indieatora

1. Local own-source revenues are higher in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 than in
FY 1988-89.

2. Local own-source revenues ·cover· a higher portion of the local development
budget in FY ~S91-92 and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.

3. PBB receipts ·cover· a higher portion of local current expenditures in FY 1991-
92 and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.
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.>/ .. /, .....••.••••.•••• .:... ....< 3. PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION

Performance Monitoring Indicator.

1. Increase in local business tax collections
2. Increase in IUIDP financing by the private sector
3. Increase in domestic private sector financing for PDAMs
4. Increase in actual incidence of private sector operation, financing, or manage-

ment of public services
5. Increase in number of commercially viable PDAMs/BUMDs

Performance Evaluation Indicators

1. Percent commercialization of PDAMs in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 is higher
than in FY 1988-89.

2. Domestic private investment in water enterprises is higher in FY 1991-92 and
FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.

3. Private sector non-agricultural employment constitutes a higher share in 1990
than in 1985 and a higher share in 1995 than in 1990.

4. SERVICE DELIVERY

Performance Monitoring 1'~~~lcators

1. Increase in local development expenditures as a percentage of total expenses
2. Percent increase in households with piped water
3. Percent increase in households with adequate sanitation
4. Percent increase in households with solid waste collection services

Performance Evaluation Indicator.

1. Percent of households served with piped water is greater in FY 1991-92 and
FY ~d93-4 than in FY 1988-89.

2. Percent of households served with adequate sanitation is greater in FY 1991-92
and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.

3. Percent of households served with adequate solid waste collection services is
greater in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.

4. National share of aggregate local development budgets is declining.
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Performance Monitoring Indicators

1. Increase in the number of housing units produced
2. Increase in the number of privete housing units produced
3. Increase in the number of mortgages issued by private banks
4. Increase in the number of housing units (formal and informal) added to the

existing baseline

Pnrformance Evaluation Indicator.

1. Increase in housing production from 1989-92 in r~lation to the projected rate of
urban population growth

2. Increase in private housing finance as a percentage of the total number of
housing units financed from 1989 to 1992 and from 1992 to 1994

3. Percent of income allocated for housing in 1992 relative to 1988 (estimate) and
percent in 1994 relative to 1992

C. SOURCES OF DATA: GOI AGENCIES
After identifying these key performance monitoring and evaluation indicators for each

of the five areas, we then determined which organization within the GOI would be most
appropriate to collect, analyze and report upon the status of the data variables associated
with each indicator. We utilized a ·responsibility center· guideline for this activity so as to
link each indicator to its source within an organization at the national level.

This approach was used both to verify the location of official data and to determine,
through observation and interviews, the capacity and willingness of each of the concerned
national agencies to process and report information in a timely and competent manner.
Since accurate collection, reporting and consolidation of data by many different organiza
tions would be critical to the overall monitoring effort, maximizing the participation and
performance of existing responsibility centers would contribute, in the long term, to a
more effective and sustainable system.

Statutory and functional responsibility alone often assures only token involvement. By
comparison, when organizations, through their managers, see a reciprocal benefit to their
commitment of staff time and other resources, the quality of their participation is usual:y
higher. A monitoring strategy that treats GOI institutions not merely as sources of data
but rathor as full participants and beneficiaries of the system output will have a much
higher chance of sustained operation. This "value-added· orientation to the design and
implementation of the MFSPlurban sector monitoring system should pay dividends, both
for the 001 and USAID.
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The principal agencies which would "share" some responsibility for data input into a
performance monitoring and evaluation system, whose scope is defined above, are:

1. Ministry of Finance
2. Ministry of Public Works
3. Ministry of Home Affairs
4. BAPPENAS
5. Ministry of Housing

Other agencies would be sources of dilta (e.g. BPS, BKPM), but would not be partici
pants in the actual consolidation of data in the monitoring and evaluation data base. The
designated data center would be required to es~ablish linkages to these outside sources.

D. LEVELS/LIMITS FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT DATA ANALYSIS
One of the basic objectives of the MFSP is to increase local government resource

mobilization (LRM). Accordingly, performance monitoring and evaluation of LRM was
assured. But, one issue was open to review-the number of cities/urban places for which
data would be collected and analyzed. Based on our review of data from numerous
sources we recommend that only local data from the 27 Provinces and 49 large cities
(kotamadya) whose revenue and expenditure information is separately reported should
be included in the data base. Five cities in OKI Jakarta report on a consolidated basis as
a single Province. Exhibit 1., at the end of this section, lists the Provinces and Cities which
should be incorporated within the monitoring and evaluation framework.

E. APPROACHES TO MONITORING
There ar'of two different, but rela~ed approaches to monitoring and ,,~,,'aluation. One

approach, termed gjlrformance monitoring, refers to a system in which actual perfor
mance is monitored ,1nd evaluated by reference to an existing baseline. Performance
monitoring compares the present to t.he past. Achievement is subjectively determined.
prggrsss monitoring, on the other hllnd. mea~ures achievement relative to a pre-defined
target. Data is collected and analyzed so as to compare what has been done to what was
planned to be done. A progress monitoring approach defines the Mure and then
compares the present to it.

We have focused on performance mc,nitoring, consir~tent with the SOW, and because the
negotiation of targets for many indiC'lltors could delay the start-up of monitoring activity.

F. FREQUENCY OF MONITORIN,G a REPORTING

The fact that performance repc:lrts are typically produced on an annual basis often
leads to the mistaken conclusion that monitoring itself occurs "just-in-time" to generate a
report. A good monitoring system encourages monitoring throughout the course of the
year with the annual performance r43port confirming the findings and conclusions reached
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~Uringalthe entire year. Consequently, when we refer to the Data Collection Period as _I
annu ., we mean that the performance reporting period is annual, not that monitoring

is only to occur once a year.

EXHIBIT 1

Proylne. Kat·mady. Proylne. KotIrnlci'll

1.0.1. Aceh BandaAceh 12. 0.1. Yogyakarta Yogyakarta

Sabang 13. Jawa T1mur Blitsr
2. Sumatera Utara Blnjal Kedlri

Pematang Slantar Madlun

Sibolga Probolinggo

Tanjung Balal Surabaya
Medan Malang

3. Sumatera Barat Buklt Tlnggl Mojokerto
Padang Pasuruan
Padang Panjang 1~. !"\8l1mantan Barat Pontlanak

Payakumbuh 1~. Kalimantan Tengah Palangkaraya

Sawah Lunto 16. Kalimantan Tengah Banjarmasln

Solek Kota Baru
... RlP.u Pekanbaru 17. Kalimantan T1mur Ballkpapan

5. Jambl Jambi Samarlnda

6. Sumatera Selatan PaJembaog 18. Sulawesi Utara Gorontalo
Paogkal Plnang Manado

7. BP-llgkulu Bengkulu 19. Sulawesi TCtngah
(!. Lampung Bandar Lampung 20. Sulawesi lenggara
9.0.1<.1. Jakarta Jakarta Barat 21. Sulawesi Selatan Ujung Pandang

Jakarta Pusat Pare Pare

Jakat18 Stlatan 22. Ball

Jakarta Tlmur 23. Nusa Tenggara Barat -
Jakarta Utara 24. Nusa Tenggara Tlmur -

10. JaWI Berat Bandung 25. Maluku Ambon
Bogar 28. Irian Jaya

Sukabumi 27. Timor Tlrnur

CIrebon
11. Jaws Tengah Pekalongan

S81atlga
Tegal
Semarang
Magelang
Surakarta
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Section 3

PERFORMANCE MONITORING AND EVALUATION INDICATOlilS

After meeting with GOI agency personnel and reviewing the status and quality of data
associated with each item on the "long list" of performance monitoring and evaluation
indicators, we were able to narrow the list of candidate indicators considerably by
applying the following three criteria:

1. Clarity of the Indicator • to assure that the output of the monitoring system would
demonstrate adirect and obvious measurement of performance in areas of interest
and concern to GOI management and other users of the data;

2. Availability of Data • since even the "best" indicator would be of no practical use
if information about it was unavailable, inaccurate or very costly to generate.
Through extensive review of documents and by meeting with officials of numerous
national agencies we were able to determine the overall quality and availability of
data associated with each indicator, and thereby narrow the list of potential
indicators; and,

3. Reliance on IlAuthorlty" • both to verify the official status of the information and
to determine w~l,ather agencies which would be expected to have responsibility for
data collection, storage and reporting in the future had the current capacity to
manage information. Our preference was to use sources which had the statutory
authority to collect the data from their client organizations rather than other
sources which had collected the information for other purposes.

The final set of indicators reflect our judgment that even if the data upon which an
indicator's measurement is based are not currently available, the indicator should be
included in our recommend!'d final list, as long as data are assumed to be available in the
future. By listing the indi~,tor ai this time, it is hoped that attention will be drawn to the
need to improve data collection in that area.

A. MONITORING INDICATORS
Performance monitoring of the PAP and MFSPturban sector will be based on 22 indi

cators organized into five major areas to facilitate clata collection, analysis and reporting.
This relatively small number of indicators will enable the GOI to test data collection and
management procedures for a manageable number of institutions before expanding the
system to cover more areas or organizations. The recommended indicators should be
seen as the foundation for a more comprehensive futurs system.
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Monitoring indicators within each of the five areas' are listed and explained below. The
objective tor monitoring as well as the recommend,3d frequency of data c:Jllection is pro
vided.

1. NATIONAL AID

> ......<NATIONALAID TO LOCAL .~OVERNMENTS·

OBJECTIVE: To monitor the performa, ~e of natkJnal government in the form,
methodology, and level of resources allocated to local governments

Indicators:
1. Increase in number and a.mount of loans to 10CBI lev61s
2. Increase in number of RDA borrowers
3. Increase in INPRES share to low-income regions
4. Increase in amount and percent of IUIDP financed by loans

Data Collection Frequency: Quarterly, Annual

Since national aid to Levell and II governments is provided in a variety of ·forms· O.e.,
grants, loans, subsidiary loan agreements, operating subsidie~·~, earmarked development
assistance, discretionary development assistance and national projects implemented
locally), performance indicators would need to be devised to enc.lble the GOI and USAID
to monitor the absolute and relative level of these separate fundinl~ sources as well as the
percentage of total aid which each of them represents.

The Policy Action Plan (Items 1 & 4) and USAID's MFSP Output 1 were the primary
sources for the selection of performance monitoring and evalu~ltion indicators in this
category.

INDICATOR 1: Incr•••• In number .nd .mount of 10•• to IOCII level.

RATIONALE: One of the primary urban policy objectives of the GOI is to ~hange

national aid to local government from an over-reliance on grants to a mix of grants and
loans in order to encourage local cost sharing of the financial burden of national
development. Increases in the number of loans and the total v,31utl of borrowed funds by
local governments would be a positive indicator that the GOI', ~,ollcy objective was being
advanced.

However, much of the local borrowing for infrastructure projects is in the form of Subsidi
Ily Loan Agreements (SLA). This is a method of passing through to local governments
the cost of national borrowing for infrastructure development. Local governments do not
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apply for these loans; nor is their creditworthiness ascertained as a precondition to this
torm of financing.

We assume that this SLA procedure will continue over the MFSP implementation period.
Consequently, this indicator must be balanced by some other measures of performance
in order to determine if local financial capacity and resource mobilization is being
promoted.

INDICATOR 2: fncrease In number of RDA borrowers

RATIONALE: Assuming the establishment of the Regional Development Account
(RDA) and the implementation of procedures to test both project feasibility and borrower
creditworthiness, an increase in the number of RDA borrowers would indicate that local
financial capacity was being strengthened and that resources were being mobilizerl tn
implement development projects.

The distribution of borrowers, derived from the above, is also a proxy for regional wealth.
A concentration of horrowers in certain Provinces would indicate that other Provinces
'i.ere less able to avail themselves of this funding mechanism. This information could then
be compared with other monitoring system output to indicate appropriate targets for
technical and financial assistance.

INDICATOR 3: Increase In INPRES share to low-Income regions

RAT:ONALE: Targeting financial assistance to below-median income households is
an objective of both the GOI and USAID. One means of determining whether this policy
objective has been -internalized-, is to examine the correlation between the extent of
paverti and the relative shares of lNPRES allocated to each Province. How this is done
will require careful analysis of population and poverty statistics published by the Central
BureaU of Statistics in 1992.

Per capita INPRES allocations may be used as the data variable to support performance
monitoring of national policies to promote social objectives. However, other non-INPRES
approaches also may be utilized by the GOI to achieve the same purpose. Consequently
the monitoring system must be flexible enough to adapt to these potential alternatives
while maintaining a focus on responsiveness of the national distribution system to the
needs of the poor.

INDICATOR 4: Increas. In Imount Ind percent of IUIDP financed by loans

RATIONALE: This monitoring indicator will enable the GOI and USAID to determine
the actual level and portion of local infrastructure financed by loans. The focus of

r
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monitoring will be annual loan proceeds actually mobilized by local governments, rather
than amounts budgeted for plan implementation. This indicator directly supports
monitoring of policy achievement of PAP Items 2,3 & 4.

Over the next several years IUIDP may be modified to encompass other functions and/or
may be reoriented to address equity concerns. As the scope of IUIDP changes, the
rnonitoiing strategy must also be adjusted. In any circumstance, however, IUIDP financing
sources will need to be monitored as a measure of both national aid and local resl')urce
mobilization.

2. LOCAL FlESOURCE MOBILIZATION

>.-
LOCAL RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

OBJECTIVE: To monitor increases in the level and percant of locally-mobilized
resources compared to the prior baseline

Indicators:
1. Increase in local own-source revenues
2. Increase in PBB receipts
3. Percent increase in portion of local government development budgets financed

by own-source revenues
4. Decrease in unexpended local surpluses
5. Percent increase in portion of local development expenditures from loan pro

ceeds

Data Collection Frequency: Annual

Monitoring in this area will cover several related factors in order to address both the
revenue generation and resource allocation dimensions of Local Resource Mobilization
(LAM). Over the past few years absolute increases in local own-source revenue have
been considerable, accounting in part for the accumulation of surplus funds at Levell and
Level II.

Over the same time period, the trend line for development expenditures has remained
relatively tlat, although large increases in INPRES grants are programmed under
REPELITA V. Monitoring LRM, therefore, will requira absolute, relative and comparative
analyses to determine whether policy objectives are being achieved.



17

INDICATOR 1: Increase In local own-source revenue.

RATIONALE: Local own-source revenues (Pendapatan Asli Daerah) include those
taxes, fees and service charges which are authorized under applicable national laws.
Since there is very little incentive to collect local taxes nor much scope for the creation
of new sources of local income, (e.g. by changing either the tax base or rate of
assessment), improved resource mobilization from own-sources may indicate a commit
ment by local leaders to the principles of both cost sharing and decentralized manage
ment.

One of the categories of own source revenue which could be independently monitored
in the future is "Retribusi Daerah", fees for services provided by a local government.
Although many items are relatively m~nor sources of income, in the aggregate, they
represent one of the fastest growing categories of local revenue. Since this is one area
where local authorities have some discretion/control over rates. it may be possible to
treat increases of this type as an indicator of local commitment to resource mobiliza
tion.

INDICATOR 2: Increase In PBB receipts

RATIONALE: Sharing of property tax (paS) receipts with local governments is a
significant aspect of the overall urban policy financing strategy. Property taxes, although
generated locally, are part of the national government's ·revenue sharing" program. They
are not local own-source revenues. Accordingly, psa information will be monitored initially
as a disbursement of the national government and then, to determine its relative
importance among revenues shared, as a receipt at local levels. PBS may also be
considered as a measure of the private wealth of a community. Therefore, it may be
possible to correlate this information with other monitoring data to determine a
community's ability to pay for services.

Improved PBB collections is one of the priorities of the PAP. Significant investment of time
and resources is being made by the GOI to develop the capacity of local governments
to generate additional revenue from this source. Under current distribution guidelines,
however, there is not a -performance- incentive for any individual local government to
improve its collection efficiency. PBB collections for all local governments are pooled at
the national level and then redistributed on a formula basis to all local governments.
Accordingly performance monitoring of PBB should probably be limited to aggregate
totals for each Level until such time as local governments are permitted to retain what
they collect.
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INDICATOR 3: Percent Increa.eln portion of local government development bud·
gets ftnanced by own·.ource revenue

AAnONALE: Items 1 & 2 of the GOI's PAP and MFSP Outputs 1 & 2 establish local
government infrastructure planning, financing and management as key priorities. This
indicator is designed to monitor local performance toward that policy objective. The
standard local accounting system for -Development Receipts- includes a line item for local
funds (Dana Daerah Sendiri). In most Level I and II local governments this represents
about 15-25% of total Development Receipts. By monitoring this percentage of locally
financed infrastructure costs it may be possible to determine whether policy objectives are
being achieved.

As an alternative, monitoring of this indicator could be accomplished by comparing the
total development ~xpenditure to total own-source revenue. Since these revenues do not
actually finance infrastructure, the rationale for this comparison would be to establish an I
infrastructure cost coverage ratio, similar to the debt coverage ratios used to determine
ability to repay debt under conventional project feasibility routines.

INDICATOR 4: Decrea,e In unpxpended local surpluses

RATIONALE: Local governments, in aggregate, have unexpended cash balance of
approximately 400 billion rupiah. This is equivalent to nearly 50% of the total infrastructure
development budget for all local governments in Indonesia. Mobilizing these resources
over the next five years would demonstrate a significant increase in local capacity to
finance infrastructure, a key policy objective of both the PAP and the MFSP. A decline in
the total surplus (assuming constant or increasing development expenditure levels) should
be an indicator of local financing of infrastructure or services.

INDICATOR 5: Percent Increase In portion of local development expenditures
from lOin proceed.

AAnONALE: This indicator is directly correlated to both PAP and MFSP resource
mobilization objectives. Financing infrastructure through local debt is one of the most
critical indicators of mobilization/allocation, since it tracks how locally controlled financial
inputs Qoan proceeds) are converted into outputs which service community needs. Actual
disbursements of loan proceeds are extremely difficult to identify in local accounting
records. Therefore, it is recommended that loan proceeds under the -Development
Receipts- portion of local accounting records be used as the basis for determining
whether local governments are utilizing loans rather than grants to finance their
development projects.
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3. PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION

:.: ...•....•..• ·<.i····.<>······.·..... PRIVATE SECTOR··PARTICIPATION

OBJECTIVE: To monitor changes in the level and variety of private sector financing
of local infrastructure and services

Indicators:
1. Increase in local business tax collections
2. Increase in IUIOP financing by the private sector
3. Increase in domestic private sector financing for PDAMs
4. Increase in actual incidence of private sector operation. financing. or manage-

ment of public services .
5. Increase in number of commercially viable PDAMs/BUMOs

Data Collection Frequency: Annual

This is a very important monitoring area for both the GOI and USAIO. The PAP (Items 1-4)
includes private sector participation. "privatization". private sector financing; etc.• as policy
objectives to be pursued. One of the three outputs of the MFSP is increased private
sector participation in the financing and provision of public services. In addition. the
Mission's overall focus on privatization and open markets increases the need to monitor
this area.

Most of the current examples of "privatizationII are anecdotal or speculative. Data in this
area is not routinely collected by any government agency. although private investment
generally is tracked by both BKPM and Bank of Indonesia. Over time this data may be
available in a form that will permit more incisive monitoring. Presently. however. proxy
measures will need to be used to satisfy monitoring requirements.

INDICATOR 1: Increase In local buslnes. tax collections

RATIONALE: Local accounting records separately identify "Corporate Registration
Taxes (Pajak Pendaftaran Izin Perusahaan) under the Local Taxes portion of local
receipts. It is an important source of revenue for cities. often representing over 30% of
total tax collections. Monitoring this area will provide an indication of business formatio~.

privata investment and the existence of a general atmosphere supportive of private sector
participation. It also could be used as a means of targeting technical assistance.

Uke most of the indicators in this area it does not provide a clear indication of
privatization per se, but rather indicates the potential for privatization.

1
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INDICATOR 2: Incre.se In IUIDP financing by the private lector

RATIONALE: This indicator is directly related to MFSP Output 3, 'he private fi'lsncing
of urban infrastructure and services·. The financing plans for IUIDP implementati(:)n
(RIAPs) include budget estimates concerning the planned e;cpenditure of private funds to
implement the overall development plan. However. there is no way to verifY ttli1
infgrmation since the private investment. if proyjdec" is not recorded on any official pub~
records. With this limitation in mind, however, it may still be useful to collect data of this
type from MPW since the requirement to report the data serves as a reminder that the
private sector is expected to finance a significant share of local infrastructure costs' to
meet PAP objectiv'3s and satisfy USAID output targets.

Because of the uneven geographic distribution OT IUIOP plans and the absence of RIAPs
for many areas, national summaries of this performance indicator would be VElr'J

misleading. Accordingly, we have recommended that the MFSP TA team review provincial
data and periodically report private investment information to USAID.

INDICATOR 3: Increase In domestic private sector financing for PDAMs

RATIONALE: Local water enterprises (PDAMs) are the only public authorities which,
as a class, currently operate on commercial principles. The Central Bureau of Statisth:s
conducts a survey of all water enterprises on two-year intervals (1986-1988-1990) and
publishes national and Provincial summaries of relevant statistics. Because this data may
indicate the economic viability of these institutions as perceived by the private sect0L.
monitoring the level of private sector financing (in conjunction with other measures of
profitability) will provide an indicator of the potential for privatization of both individual
enterprises and POAMs generally.

While this may be an indirect measure of privatization, it is a direct measure of the GOI's
private sector participation objective. Data indicates that private investment in water
enterprises increased substantially (+ 220%) between 1985-86 and 1987-88. It is assumed
that the trend will continue upward, indicating private sector confidence in water eni:erprise
viability. It is assumed that private sector debt might be converted to private sector equity
in a supportive policy environment.

INDICATOR 4: Incre.leln aetu.llncldence of private sector operation, financing
or management of public services

RATIONALE: Informatior, about privatization of public services in Indonesia is
extremely limited. There are anecdotes, rumors, proposals, and the like, but very little
empirical evidence of actual investment. Contracting for waste collection services,
apparently in commercial areas, is reported in Jakarta and a few other urban areas, but

I
I
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there is no discernible pattern of priva~e sector behavior which would indicate that the
policy objectives of the PAP are being achieved.

Accorclingly, the recommended monitoring routine is to jdentify actual cases of private
sector participation and to report the number of incidences by Province. Responsibility
for this activity should be assigned to the MFSP technical assistance team.

INDICATOR 5: Increas. In number of commercially viable PDAMs/BUMDa

RATIONALE: Public servicas OlJerating on a commercially viable basis are indicative
of ·privatization-. PDAMs are independent water enterprises which are independently
managed. SUMOs are still under the direct authority and control of local government.
Monitoring this indicator involves tracking the number of enterprises which move into an
independent status ami determining how many of the independent and publicly managed
enterprises are commercially viable (i.e, cover expenses, debt service and depreciation
through t&rjff revenues).

4. SERVICE DELIVERY

',"','" ,'.:,',' ",. ,.:, .. .: .. , .. ,.,'.': ....

··<SEFfVICE·DEUVERY.·.··· .

OBJECTIVE: To monttor changes in the level of investment and extent of coverage
of selected urban services relative to the existing baseline

Indicators:
1. Increase in local development expenditures as a percentage of total expen~es
2. Percent increase in households with piped water
3. Percent increase in households with adequate sanitation
4. Pel'cent increase in households with solid waste collection services

Data Collection Frequency: Annual

This area is concerned with monitoring the availability and affordability of essential public
services-water, sanitary facilities and garbage collection. Information of this type is
collected through either the national decennial census and/or special surveys conducted
in a limited sample of cities and households. One of the monitoring problems presented
by the infrequency of data collection is the inability to act upon the information presented
in a timely and effective manner. By the same token, sampling permits estimates of
national conditions, but limits actual financial, programmatic or technical response!; to the
cities involved in the original survey.
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Typically. these types of indicators are more appropriate for evaluation than monitorin,=,
since the data changes so infrequently. However, both to respond to USAID urban sector
data requirements and to maintain acontinuing reference point for the GOI's urban policy
formulation and program development/financing activities. these service delivery
indicators could be included in the monitoring and reporting process.

INDICATOR 1: Increase In local development expendltur...s • percentage of
total expen...

RATIONALE: This indicator should enable the GOI to monitor whether local govern
ments are assuming a greater share of the financial burden of infrastructure investment.
consistent with PAP Item 1. Since local resources are limited, the allocation of funds to
development objectives, rather than to current expense, would suggest that the policy
objective was understood by local decision-makers and they were acting upon it.
However. the impact of inflation on construction materials also may be a contributing
fador to increases in local development budgets. It is important that the analyst look
beyond the data to determine policy progress.

INDICATOR 2: Percent Increase In households with piped water

RATIONALE: This is one of the basic indicetors of urban service delivery. Data is
collected at five- and ten-year intervals by the Central Bureau of Statistics. The data is
aggregated and published for all Level I local governments. It is assumed that individual
city data could be obtained as a special report. The 1990 Census data is expected to be
available in 1932. Statistical sampling may be an alternative approach to data collection
for monitoring purposes. The data from these surveys must be treated with caution - in
terms of cone: _. ~ing that policy objectives are being aclieved-since the selection of the
sample may account for increases in service 19vels.

INDICATOR 3: Percen: !'!~e••e In houleholdl with adequate ..nbUon

RAnONALE: This information is collected on the same basis as household water
connections (i.e., census and special survey). However. the definition of -sanitation- may
encompass more than water-borne sewage. It is possible, therefore, for the number of
households prOVided with sanitation to be greater than the number served with piped
water. In addition. survey results traditionally overstate the number of households served .
because of the tendency of individuals to aim the existence of sanitation fNen when
none exists. This may account for part of the iemarkable jump in the ba~aline data
between 1985 and 1988.
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INDICATOR 4: Percent Increase ~n householdl with lolld waste collection
lervlces

RATIONALE: Information concerning the level of refuse collection and disposal is
collected at five- and ten-year i..'tervals by the Central Bureau of Statistics and by special
surveys in a limited sample of cities. This indicator does not di~tinguish between those
served by the public sector and those served by the private sector, a distinction which
might be incorporated in special surveys commissioned by USAID.

5. ACCESS TO AFFORDABLE SHELTER

:.

OBJECTIVE: To monitor the production of housing by public and private sources
relative to the existing baseline

Indicators:
I. Increase in the number of housing units produced
2. Increase in the number of private housing units produced
3. Increase in the number of mortgages issued by private banks
4. Increase in the number of housing units (formal and informal) added to the

existing base

Data Collection Frequency: Annual

This performance monitoring area, unlike t~e four others, is not directly linked to either
the PAP or MFSP, but has been selected for inclusion because of the importance of
USAID's $100 million Housing Guaranty Loan to the entire urban sector strategy, including
housing finance and production. In addition, the private financing of housing is one of the
most effective measures of urban private investment and could serve as a vehicle for
other private investments in housing-related infrastructure.

One of the management issues raised by the inclusion of this area within the basic
monitoring system is the fact that the sources of housing related data are not directly
involved in implementation of either the PAP or MFSP. Accordingly, collecti"g data for
monitoring purposes may entail special prOCfJdures.

INDICATOR 1: Increase In the number of housing units produced

RATIONALE: Housing production data (public and private) is available on an annual
basis although not from a single source. What is currently lacking. however, is an
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accurate baseline of existing dwelling units against which the annual increments can be
compared. The 1990 Census will provide the baseline, but that information is expected
to be available in 1992. In the meantime ·year-to-year· monitoring and/or monitoring
relative to housing production targets included in REPELITA V may be s'Jfficient.

The distribution of new private sectcl" housing production is an indirect indicator of
investor confidence and credit availability. Accordingly, determining the location of housing
investment would be a useful subset of information if the information could be centrally
collected and analyzed.

INDICATOR 2: Increase In the number of private housing units produced

RATION.'LE: This indicator is directly related to the first indicator and to the private
sector portion of the total housing baseline. Tracking the annual increment of ;Jrivate
sector financed housing will provide an indicator of how production levels are responding
to estimated demand. This relative measure of investment could be enhanced by city-level
data, reported through BAPPEDAs perhaps, which would enable analysts to determine
the relationship between housing production and urban growth rates.

INDICATOR 3: Increase In the number of mortgages Issued by private banks

RATIONALE: Tracking changes in this indicator will enable the GOI and USAID to
determine whether private housing unit construction is concentrated on multi-unit
developments, typically available to upper income households, or if mortgages are being
made available for construction of individual residential units. Based on this indicator,
more in-depth analysis will be possible to determine the distribution of l'ousing.

Data on priv&~a sector housing finance is difficult to obtain and, even when available, must
be interpreted in the context of a cultural reluctance to reveal details of private financial
transactions. This limitation on private housing valuation data explains why only BTN
mortgage value data is recommended for inclusion in the monitoring system.

INDICATOR 4: 'r.crease In the number of housing units (formal and Informal)
added to th'& existing base

RAnONALE: This indicator attempts to enhance the official statistics on formal
housing units by the addition of data on informal housing, a major source of urban
housing production in Indonesia. There is at present, no informal housing reporting
mechanism. In reality it may be impossible to do anything more than estimate the number
of informal units. By including -informal housing- on the basic list of urban sector
monitoring indicators, the requirement for amore structured and organized data collection
effort by the GO, is established.
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Once again, however, the absence of a useful baseline of informal housing dats will limit
the scope of performance mc/,nitoring in the initial years of its operation.

B. EVALUATION INDICATOII~S

Evaluation indicators have been selected to reinforce monitoring within each of the five
areas. It is assumed that the ovaluation periods will be for the three year period between
FY 1988-89 and FY 1991-93 c~nd then for a two year period between FY 1991-92 and FY
1993-94. If other dates are selected the indicators are still valid, only the reference dates
will need to be changed.

Evaluation indicators within Elach of the five are~s are listed below. The objective for
evaluation as well as the recommended data collection frequency is provided. Since the
data variables for performance evaluation are the same as those for performance
monitoring, no additional explanation is considered necessary at this time.

1. NATIONAL AID

.. ...•..•... NATIONAL AID TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

OBJECTIVE: To evaluate how changes in the national grant system have promoted
decentralization and increased the availability of infrastructure to low-income
regions (provinces)

Indicators:
1. Grant funds (INPRES) per capita to low-income regions are higher in FY 1991-92

and FY 1993-94 than in FY 1988-89.
2. Actual disbursements for IUIDP projects indicate that loan proceeds are higher

in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988~89.

3. ADA loan disbursements are higher in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 than in
FY 1988-89.

Data Collection Frequency: Biantlual
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2. LOCAL RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

-
•.•..••..•• ·I.OCAl..RESOlJFlCE ·...()BIWTION

OBJECTIVE: To evaluate the change in local resource mobilization at a designated
period, relative to the original baseline

Indicators:
1. Local own-source revenues are higher in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 than in

FY 1988-89.
2. Local own-source revenues "cover" a higher portion of the local development

budget in FY 16191-92 and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.
3. PBB receipts ·cover· a higher portion of local current expenditures in FY 1991

92 and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.

Data Collection Frequency: Years Indicated

3. PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION

PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION

OBJECTIVE: To evaluate how arid to what extent increas~d private sector partici
pation in urban services or financing has contributed to improved or increased
services

Indicators:
1. Percent .commercialization of PDAMs in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 is higher

than in FY 1988-89.
2. Domestic 1rivate investment in water enterprises is higher in FY 1991-92 and

FY 1993....1 than in FY 1988-89.
S. Private Sf-telor non-agricultural employment constitutes a higher share in 1990

than in 1985 and a higher share in 1995 than in 1990.

Data Collection Frequency: Annual, Biannual

..
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4. SERVICE DELIVERY

. . .•.....•..............
")'SERVICE DELIVERY

OBJECTIVE: To evaluate the change over time in urban service levels and assess
the effeds on the urban population

Indicators:
1. Percent of households served with piped water is greater in FY 1991-92 and

FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.
2. Percent of households served with adequate sanitation is greater in FY 1991-92

and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.
3. Percent of households served with adequate solid waste coJledion services is

greater in FY 1991-92 and FY 1993-4 than in FY 1988-89.
4. National share of aggregate local development budgets is declining.

Data ColJedion Frequency: Years Indicated

5. ACCESS TO AFFORDABLE SHEi.TER

ACCESS TO AF;=ORDABLE SHELTER

OBJECTIVE: To evaluate how the level of formal and informal housing produced
since 1989 has affected urban areas

Indicators:
1. Increase in housing production from 1989-92 in relation to the projected rate of

urban population growth
2. Increase in private housing finance as a percentage of the total number of hous

ing units financed from 1989 to 1992 and from 1992 to 1994
3. Percent of income allocated for housing in 1992 relative to 1988 (estimate) and

percent in 1994 relative to 1992

Data Collection Frequency: Annual, Biannual
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Section 4

BASELINE DATA

While our extensive data collection efforts produced enough reliable information to
generate three baseline data sets of key indicators (Figures 1, 2, and 3), we believe that
valuable information for MFSPturban sector performance monitoring and evaluation could
be assembled if the national institutions actually respon!Jible for data collection were
requested to collect and report a few key data elements. The sooner data collection,
storage and retrieval discipline is institutionalized in those national agencies responsible
for urban sector information management, the more likely the success of the PMES.

It is important to note, however, that a monitoring and evaluation system requires a
different type of data than a management information system. Selective use of key
variables is the key to monitoring and evaluation. In addition, the multi-year, time series
approach to analysis present very different data base design requirements than more
operationally oriented systems. Ideally, the Qutput of a carefully designed MIS can be the
input to monitoring. However, except for a budgetary control and management reporting
system in MPW, we did not observe any MOF or MHA data base applications which
would be able to repC'rt key variables for monitoring purposes. BAPPENAS does utilize

-~ data base software (dBASE) as the principal component of its PC network, but the
outputs from this installation were not able to be reviewed during the study period.

Consequently, baseline data were very difficult to collect. Some raw data, from incomplete
computerized data bases, were made available for our use. However, it was not possible
to extract from this mass of statistics the information needed to prepare a baseline data
set. We relied upon other sources for the data which have been included here. We believe
that unless '3 specific data collection and reporting responsibility is established and
implemented, existing data limitations will restrict PAP and MFSP monitoring and eval
uation.

Tnree separate spreadsheets, constituting the baseline data set, have been provided. A
definition of terms has also been provided (Figure 4). A -Baseline Data Summary:
Indonesia (Total)- summarizes key national and local data. There are several gaps in the
baseline data set due to absence of data (e.g., Local Resources for 1988-89) and/or
inconsistencies in year-to-year reporting (i.e., 1986-87 Public Investment data). Service
level data is only available for the years indicated due to the periodic nature of data
collection for these data variables. The "Levell (Provincial): Baseline Finance Data-' is
more complete, but changes in the composition of some data categories made it
preferable to omit early statistics. Otherwise, the calculations of percentage changes could
be misleading. -Level II (Kotamadya/Kabupaten): Baseline Finance Data- is fairly complete
but reflects two significant data limitations. First, data are not disaggregated for cities
(kotamadyas). We recommend that urban sector monitoring should be concentrated on
49 kotamadyas. But the data was not available at this time for a segment of the Level II
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data base. Consequently, there is no ·urban· focus to the baseline data set. A second
major limitation is the fact that the most current finance data are two years old.
Monitoring from this data base is of marginal utility. We have determined that the major
reason for these deficiencies is the magnitude of the data base and its inability to extract
key data items for focused monitoring. The data are available at the source (kotamadyas)
and at the point of collection (MHA) but cannot be reported because the total date base
is unmanageable. This accounts for our near-term strategy to collect key data elements
rather than count on the development of comprehensive management information
systems as the solution to these problems.

Following the three baseline data spreadsheets are lists of the data variables which
constitute the basic data base for performance monitoring and evaluation (Figures 5, 6,
7. 8. and 9). For each item we have identified the source of the data as well as the years
for which data should be collected. Many of the 28 key data variables are currently incom
~. This deficiency in the data base should be corrected if our management recommen
dations are followed.



FIGURE 1: BASEUNE DATA SUMMARY: INDONESIA (TOTAL)
<;......... ... ·;<i

;<.< ..•...•.....

" "- "(BIWON RUPIAH) 1115/_ 1118/87 CHANGE 1887/88 CHANGE 1888/8. CHANGE
(1)

1. NATIONAL AJO

INPRES (GENERAl) 576.3 566.7 (1.7) 654.1 13.5 710.8 23.3

2. LOCAL RESOURCE MOBIUZATION

A. ROUTINE REVENUE 4280.4 4514.7 5.5 4871.9 22.5 - -
OWN SOURCE 792.1 902.4 13.9 1060.0 33.8 - -
% OWN SOURCE 17.0 20.0 17.7 21.8 28.2 - -

B. DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES 914.3 987.1 8.0 968.9 6.0 - -
C. UNEXPENDED FUNDS/SURPWS 294.2 230.2 (21.8) 331.0 12.5 - -
D. LOANS AGREEMENTS 25.0 270.0 980.0 270.0 980.0 370.0 1,380.0

3. PRIVATE INVESTMENT/SHELTER

A. WATER SERVICE 3.8 XX - 12.2 221.1 - -
B. HOUSING (MORGAGE ISSUED BY 8TN) 301.0 379.0 25.9 299.0 (0.7) 399.0 32.6

4.PUBUCINVESTMENT

A. WATER SUPPLY 131.7 XX - 246.8 87.4 241.8 83.6

B. DRAINAGE 51.7 XX - 103.6 100.4 113.1 118.8

C. HUMAN AND SOUD WASTE 17.7 XX - 72.0 306.8 101.1 471.2

D. KIP 40.7 XX -- 38.8 (4.7) 57.4 41.0

E. ROADS 75.6 XX -- 146.7 94.0 196.5 159.9

5. URBAN SERVICES DEUVERED

~_ % HOUSEHOLDS W/PIPED WATER 32 XX -- 31 (3.1) XX -
B. % HOUSEHOLDS W/SANITATION 38 XX -- 79 107.9 XX -
C. % HOUSEHOLDS W/GARBAGE 39 XX - 40 2.6 XX -
COLLECTED

NoteS:
(1) % Change are measured from baseflne : 1985/86
- : Data not available during data coflectlon effort: XX : Data not cof/ectad for reference period.

Ct,)....



FIGURE 2: LEVELl (PROYINCIAL): BASEUNE FINANCE· DATA (BILLION OFRUPtAH):<·
:~ ::.:-~:. :;'~::\\::::(::

;';;;::.::=:;::::::>:{~:~~tr~·

(BIWON RUPIAH) 1985/86 1986/87 % 1987/88 % 1988/89 "CHANGE CHANGE CHANGE

1. NAnONAL AID

A. SUBSIDY (1) - - -- 2141.4 - 2388.7 11.5

B. REVENUE SHARING - - - 157.8 - 213.6 35.3

2. LOCAL REVENUE

A. ROUTINE RE:VENUE 2908.0 3020.5 3.9 3228.3 11.0 3651.5 25.6

OWN SOURCE 533.3 608.8 14.2 717.0 34.4 814.2 52.7

" OWN SOURCE 18.3 20.2 10.4 22.2 21.3 22.2 21.3

3. lOCAL EXPENDITURES

A. ROUTINE EXPENSE 2002.1 2144.9 7.1 2296.4 14.7 2540.1 26.9

- of which PERSONNEL 1511.6 1654.5 9.5 1781.3 17.8 1919.2 27.0

B. DEVELOPMENT EXPENSE 671.9 738.0 9.8 699.5 4.1 811.2 20.7

- of which REGIONAl DVlPT 104.0 108.3 4.1 82.8 (20.4) 116.2 11.7

- of which HOUSING 14.6 17.1 17.1 16.5 13.0 17.8 21.9

- of which BUSINESS DVlPT 19.6 22.5 14.8 27.2 38.8 25.6 30.6

4.SURPWS 234.0 138.0 (41.0) 232.0 (0.9) 300.0 28.2

5. LOANS

A. RECEIPTS - -- -- 5.4 .. 8.7 61.1

a. DISBURSEMENTS 10.3 8.1 (21.4) 4.2 (59.2) 0.3 (97.1)

Note:
(1) Includes INPRES and SOO
(2) % Change are measured from baseline: 1985/86
(3) -- : Not available during the data coItectlon effort/different format

Cal
I\)
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(BIWON RUPIAH) 19E15/86 1986/87 a IAINGE 1~ a - - 11 988/It9 CHANGE

1. NAnONAL AID
!

A. SUBSIDY (1) 876.6 941.5 7.4 1 14.1 xx -
B. REVENUE SHARING 125.2 - - 206.5 64.9 xx -
2. LOCAL REVENUE

A. ROUTINE REVENUE 1372.4 1494.2 8.9 1643.6 19.8 xx -
-OWN SOURCE 258.8 293.6 13.4 343.6 32.8 xx -
- % OWN SOURCE 18.9 19.6 3.7 20.9 10.6 xx -

3. LOCAL EXPENDITURES

A. ROUTINE EXPENSE 1069.9 1158.9 8.3 1275.5 19.2 xx -
- of which PERSONNEL 812.2 849.6 4.6 912.3 12.3 AX -

B. DEVELOPMENT EXPENSE 242.4 249.1 2.8 269.4 11.1 xx -
- of which LOCAL DEVELOPMENT 22.3 28.5 27.8 30.0 34.5 xx -
- of which HOUSING 9.7 12.9 33.0 7.9 (18.6) xx -
- of which BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 9.2 10.8 17.4 10.5 14.1 xx -

14. SURPWS 60.2 92.2 53.2 99.0 64.5 xx -
5. LOANS

A. RECEIPTS 44.5 xx - 35.2 (20.9) xx -
B. DISBURSEMENTS 9.9 10.2 3.0 15.7 58.6 xx -

Note:
(1) Indudes INPRES and seo
(2) % Change are measured from baseline: 1985/86
(3) - : Not available dUring data collection effort; XX : Data not available for reference period.

~
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'.'"•...... > >JflGURE .~: BASEUNE DATA.SUMMARY: INDONESIA .(TOTAL) " ....................

INDICATORS

1. NATIONAL AID

A. INPRES (GENERAL) Not Including sectorallNPRES

2. LOCAL

A. ROUTINE REVENUE All local revenue not Including sectoral INPRES
&Loan

OWN SOURCE Local revenue (PAD), not Including PBe

% OWN SOURCE

B. DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES expenditure for 17 local development sectors

C. UNEXPENDED FUNDS/SURPLUS Balance carried forward for the following year

D. LOANS AGREEMENTS SUbsidiary loan agreement with local
govemment

3. PRIVATE INVESTMENT/SHELTEA

A. WATER SERVICE Investment In regional water enterprise

B. HOUSING (MORTGAGE ISSUED BY Mortgage Issued to private developers
BTN)

4. PUBUCINVESTMENT Total Investment (Natlol'\al + Local)

A. WATER SUPPLY Total Investment In water supply

B. DRAINAGE Total Investment In drainage

C. HUMAN AND SOUD WASTE Total Investment In human waste and solid waste

D. KIP Totallnvestmem In KIP

E. ROADS Total Investment In roads

5. URBAN SERVICES DEUVERED

A. "HOUSEHOLDS W/PIPED WATER " Household with drinking water from piped
source

B. "HOUSEHOLDS W/SANITATION " Households with toilet &bath

C. " HOUSEHOLDS W/GARBAGE % Household haVing garbage collected
COLLECTED
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FIGURE·S ..··.

PERFORMANCE MONITORING BASELINE DATASET FOR KEY INDICATORS
....... NATIONAL AID ..

1. INPRES (General) for 27 Provinces and 49 Kotamadyas for Fiscal Years 1988
1989, 1987-88, 1986-87, 1985-86
SOURCES: MOF, MHA
CROSS RF.FERENCE: BPS

2. LOANS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT for 27 Provinces and 49 Kotamadyas for
Fiscal Year 1988-89, 1987-88
SOURCES: BANK OF INDONESIA (RDA), MOF - INCOMPLETE
CROSS REFERENCE: BPS, MHA

3. COMMERCIAL LOANS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT for 27 Provinces and 49
Kotamadyas for Fiscal Year 1988-89, 1987-88, 1986-87
SOURCES:MHA
CROSS REFERENCE: MOF, BPS

4. IUIDP FINANCING PLANS (RIAPs) for 27 Provinces for Fiscal Year 1988-89,
1988-89,1987-88
SOURCES: MPW - INCOMPLETE
CROSS REFERENCE:

5. IUIDP FINANCING FROM LOANS/Actual Disbursements for 27 Provinces
SOURCES: MPW - INCOMPLETE
CROSS REFERENCE:

6. PROVINCIAL POPULATION: % urban; % below-median income
SOURCES: BPS - INCOMPLETE
CROSS REFERENCE:

7. NATIONAL GOVEnNMENT SUBSIDY/Routine Revenue for 27 Provinces and 49
Kotamadyas for Fiscal Year 1988-89, 1987-88, 1986-87
SOURCES:MHA
CROSSREFERENCE:MOF
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FIGURE 8 .

PERFORMA~NCEMONITORING BASEUNE DATA SET FOR KEY INDI:CA-
..... ... :: ..•....•..:.::. ;/.:):):< '.;,:. ·····>·>TORS:.;:·;···>··;···

LOCAL RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

1. LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUE: OWN SOURCE/Actual Receipts for
27 Provinces and 49 Kotamadyas for Fiscal Years 1988-1989,
1987-88, 1986-87
SOURCES:MHA
CROSS REFERENCE: MOF, BPS

2. PROPERlY TAX RECEIPTS (Local Share)/Actual Receipts for 27 Provinc
es and 49 Kotamadyas for Fiscal Year 1988-89, ·1987-88, 1986-87
SOURCES:MHA
CROSS REFERENCE: MOF, BPS

3. LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURPLUS/Unexpended Balance for 27 Provinc
es and 49 Kotamadyas for Fiscal Year 1988-89, 1987-88, 1986-1987
SOURCES:MHA
CROSS REFERENCE: MOF

4. LOCAL GOVERNMENT LOANS FROM RDA/Agreements for Fiscal Veal's
1989-90, 1988-89, 1987-88, 1986-87
SOURCES: BANK OF INDONESIA (RDA)
CROSS REFERENCE: MOF
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PERFORMANCE MONITORING BASELINE DATASET FOR KEY INDICATORS
PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION

1. PRIVATE INVESTMENT (LOANS) TO POAMs for 178 POAMs for Fiscal Years
1987-88, 1986-87, 1985-86
SOURCES: BPS SURVEY
CROSSREFERENCE:MHA

2. IUIOP FINANCING PLANS (RIAPs): PRIVATE SOURCES for 27 Provinces for
Fiscal Year 1989-90, 1988-89, 1987-88
SOURCES: MPW - INCOMPLETE
CROSS REFERENCE:

3. IUIDP FINANCING/Actual Private Investment
SOURCES: MPW - INCOMPLETE
CROSS REFERENCE:

4. COMMERCIAL VIABILITY OF PDAMs for 178 POAMs for Fiscal Year 1987-88,
1986-1987, 1985-86
SOURCES: BPS SURVEY
CROSS REFERENCE: MHA

5. PRIVATE SECTOR INVESTMENT IN URBAN SERVICES
SOURCES: INCOMPLETE
CROSS REFERENCE:

6. PROVINCIAL EMPLOYMENT: % urban, % non-agriculture, % public sector for
1985, 1980, 1990
SOURCES: BPS
CROSS REFERENCE:
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.. PERFQRMANCE.MONITORINGBAsel.lNEDATASET FOR KEY INDICATORS

.. ...SERVICE DELIVERY .

1. LOCAL GOVERNMENT DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES/Actual Disbursements
for 27 Provinces and 49 Kotamadyas for Fiscal Years 1988-1989, 1987-88, 1986
87
SOURCES:MHA
CROSS REFERENCE: MOF, BPS

2. LOCAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES/Actual Disbursements for 27 Provinces
and 49 Kotamadyas for Fiscal Year 1988-89, 1987-88, 1986-87
SOURCES:MHA
CROSS REFERENCE: MOF, BPS

3. HOUSEHOLDS SERVED/Selected Urban Services for 27 Provinces for the Year
1985, 1980
SOURCES: BPS/CENSUS and INTER-CENSAL Survey, MPW
CROSS REFERENCE: MOH

4. HOUSEHOLDS SERVED/Selected Urban Services based on a Survey of 9 Cities
in ihe Year 1988
SOURCES: MOH
CROSS REFERENCE: URBAN INSTITUTE/P.T. DIAN HASFARM

5. PDAM FIXED ASSETS/Book Value (Acquisition Cost in Rupiah) for 178 PDAMs
for the Fiscal Year 1987-88, 1986-87, 1985-86
SOURCES: BPS/SURVEY
CROSS REFERENCE: MHA

6. URBAN SERVICE COSTS/% Income Allocated to Service Delivery for Urban
Households
SOURCES: INCOMPLETE
CROSS REFERENCE:
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PERFORMANCE MONITORING BASELINE DATA SET FOR KEY INDICATORS
:.)..; ... .... .. ..... ·.$HELTER:>.· . .... ./:\.

1. HOUSING UNITS PRODUCED for 27 Provinces for Years 1988, 1087, 1986,
1985
SOURCES: BPS, BTN, PERUMNAS, REI
CROSS REFERENCE: MOH

2. HOUSINGS UNIT PRODUCED: PRIVATE SECTOR for 27 Provinces for Years
1988, 1987, 1986, 1985
SOURCES: REI, BTN
CROSS REFERENCE: MOH

3. PRIVATE SECTOR HOUSING FINANCE/Mortage Volume and Value (Rupiah) for
27 Provinces for Years 1989, 1988, 1987, 1986, 1985
SOURCES: BTN
CROSS REFERENCE: MOH

4. PRIVATE HOUSING AFFORDABILITY, QUALITY, TENURE, SERVICES etc./
Survey of 9 Cities in the Year 1988
SOURCES:MOH
CROSS REFERENCE: URBAN INSTITUTE/P.T. DIAN HASFARM

5. HOUSEHOLD (HH) income Allocated for Housing, 1988
SOURCES: MOH • INCOMPLETE
CROSS REFERENCE: URBAN INSTITUTE/P.T. DIAN HASFARM
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Section 5

MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

After defining the overall framework for monitoring. including the purpose. focus,
indicators and baseline data-the why and what of MFSP/urban sector performance
monitoring and evaluation-we then analyzed hgw the GOI might design. operationalize
and administer an effective performance monitoring and evaluation system (PMES).

Figure 10. following. indicates the complex framework for monitoring and evaluation. The
urban policies of REPEUTA V and the Policy Action Plan (PAP) developed by the GOI to
track activities in support of urban policy attainment are the driving forces for urban sector
program design and performance.

The performance monitoring system will need to track all national government "outputs"
grants. loans. subsidies. etc.-to local governments and enterprises. In addition. it is
necessary to identify revenues and expenditures at the local level as well as any private
investment which directly supports public service delivery. Through fin~ncial reports and
similar lIinputs" to the monitoring system. nation~l .anQ local performance will be tracked.

The cyclical nature and interrelationships of this flow of activity/data reporting is also
reflected in the diagram. Within this context we have devised a performance monitoring
and evaluation strategy which addresses current CI"'d tuture requirements for data
collection and reporting.

However. it is important to emphasize that we are not recommending a specific PMES
structure. but rather a process which will facilitate the implementation of a PMES. We
believe that a thorough Systems Requirements Study should be carried out before any
long term decisions about PMES design or administration are made by the GOI. The type
of study we endorse would document and evaluate the current configuration ')f GOI
computer hardware/software and determine the number and availability of personr,el
trained in computer operations at each of the concerned agencies. Based on this
inventory; a review of approved agency plans for additional computerization; and. an
analysis of the hardware/software. data. manpower and management requirements
associated with the implementation of the PMES itself. it then would be possible to layout
the overall strategy fOi' installing, operating and maintaining a computerized MFSP/urban
sector PMES.

The scope and cost of the System Requirements Study can be adjusted to fit the
resource constraints, if any. faced by either the GOI or USAID. Since the monitoring
system should be an ongoing responsibility of the GOI, it should assume primary
responsibility for conducting the study itself, USAID, on the other hand, is better suited
than the GOI to prepare the Terms of Reference for a Requirements Study.
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For more immediate use, we have developed general management guidelines on how to
move ahead, in a systematic and managed fashion, with essential data collection activities
which help to build experience and instill discipline in those age~cies upon which PMES
is likely to rely for accurate information. Our management ~~:~gestions fall into two
categories:

1. Information management - which is based on the need, even at this stage, to
support a distributed data entry/processing approach to information management
at the operating agency level (the entry point for performance monitoring and
evaluation data).

2. Institutional management - which is concerned with leadership and direction of the
data collection, storage and repo,rting activity pending more permanent arrange
ments.

Our suggestions in these two areas assume that the start-up period will not extend
beyond the end of the current fiscal yeElr, March 31,1990, at which time the formal PMES
should be operational.

A. INFORMATION MANAGEMENT
Start-up activity for information management has already begun. We recommend that

upon acceptance of this report the Gal and USAID begin Monitoring System Implementa
tion/Stage I, as depicted in Figure 11. The data collection spreadsheets, and the
associated diskette, is intended as the means for staff at several national government
agencies to concentrate on the computerization of a few key data elements.

The use of a standard, nearly universal, spreadsheet-Lotus 1-2-3-will make the
automated information management process easier to introduce. Based on our observa
tion and/or prior experience, each Gal agency to be involved in Stage I Implementation
has current capability with this software package. The use of a standard format is
designed to permit the consolidation of files for review and retrieval. We are not
recommending the use of a data base management software (DBMS) package at this
time. Rather, in much simpler fashion, agency-level diskettes will be combined into a
summary set of 'worksheets from which aggregate reports can be generated.

Figure 12 depicts our view of how Stage II might operate. Only after a Requirements
Study will the actual configuration be defined. For that Stage we assume the availability
of a DBMS as the means of consolidating agency-supplied data and reporting results
through both standard and customized output reports.

For the present we have concentrated on the development of a data collection metho
dology which will strengthen the current baseline data set and enable performance
monitoring to begin even in advance of a formal system. We have developed nine (9)
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spreadsheets which closely correspond to the functional areas recommended as the
framework for performance monitoring. The nine spreadsheets are called:

USAIDOO· POPULATION STATISTICS
USAlD01 • URBAN SERVICES
USAlOO2 • SHELTER
USAID03 • LOCAL RESOURCES
USAID04· NATIONAL AID
USAlD05 • DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES
USAID06 • PDAM PERFORMANCE
USAlD07 • PRIVATE PARTICIPATION
USAID08 • BUMO PERFORMANCE

These spreadsheets are contained in Annex 2, at the end of this report.

There is not, by design, a one-to-one relationship between one national agency and one
spreadsheet. In fact all have multiple sources of data input. The planned distribution of
spreadsheets to agencies is shown below:

-.
PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION LIST

DATA REF MOF MHA MPW MOH BAPPENAS

Population statistics USAIDOO * * *
Urban Services USAlD01 * * 1 *
Shelter USAlD02 * *
Local Resources USAID03 * *
National Aid USAID04 * * * *
Development Expenditure USAlD05 * * *
PDAM Performance USAID08 * * *
Private Participation USAlD07 * * *
BUMD Performance USAID08 * * *

It is important to note that this procedure is designed to update the baseline data which
has already been provided, but which is already 1·3 years old. By limiting the scope of
data collection to a few elements it may be possible to assemble data more quickly and
efficiently.
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B. INSTITUTIONAL MANAGEMENT
The requirement that some agency collect spreadsheets and report results raises the

question of which agency should take the lead at this stage of implementation. The
candidate agencies for this role are MOF, BAPPENAS and TKPP. MOF is the lead agency
for the MFSP while both BAPPENAS and TKPP are directly responsible for broad urban
policy management. One of the criteria used to choose among them was capacity to
provide leadership and training for agency personnel during the transition period toward
a PMES.

In that respect BAPPENAS clearly has the capacity to serve as overall coordinator of the
start-up activities. Their existing capacity will be strengthened considerably through the
development of an IUIDP1MIS under the UNDPIIBRD technical assistance project now
being mobilized. In fact BAPPENAS will be dealing with the same group of agencies which
will be involved in data collection for the PMES. This linkage can be used to great
advantage by promoting overall consistency in urban performance indicators.

However a strong case can be made that the requirements for MFSP monitoring should
take precedence over any other factor. In that light, MOF should start now to build
relationships and develop its capacity and would be the appropriate lead agency for this
effort.

We resolved this conflict, in our own minds, by recognizing that this should not be an
"either/or" decision, but rather should provide a way for both agencies to be involved
from the beginning. The best approach appears to be one in which BAPPENAS takes
responsibility for the initial data collection effort and assists MOF to develop a simple data
base application which can integrate agency data and generate useful, but not very
sophisticated reports.

In the long run we believe that the best approach to urban sector performance monitoring
and evaluation is one in which MOF, BAPPENAS and TKPP share information provided
to them as outputs of Ministry-level monitoring systems. The first step toward that long
range objective is the initiation of Stage 1 activity by BAPPENAS with immediate follow-up
by MOF.
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Section 6

NEXT STEPS

To capitalize on the progress which has been made toward the design and implementa
tion of a PMES we recommend the following additional tasks which should be completed
by USAID and the GOI over the next several months. These additional tasks will enhance
the data baseline both in terms of its coverage and its level of detail and also lay the
foundation for the future use of computerized data storage and reporting by GOI
agencies.

Although many GOI national agencies assisted us to collect data, they were not actual
"participants" in the data collection or system design effort. Consequently, only when this
report is presented to them will they be aware of their expected role in data collection and
monitoring. We believe that only under the leadership of a computer - competent GOI
agency will it be possible to move ahead efficiently with implementation of the Stage I
effort.

The most important next step, therefore is to secure the commitment of appropriate
BAPPENAS officials that they are willing to assume responsibility for the management of
the follow-on data collection effort described in Sections 4 & 5. Since their own IUIDPIMIS
effort will closely correlate with USAID's monitoring system, there appears to be the basis
for a joint data collection effort. Assuming agreement of this threshold issue the following
system support tasks will be needed:

1. Develop a spreadsheet dissemination strategy and training program for data entry
operators in designated agencies.

2. Establish data collection and reporting standards and provide on-site support, as
needed.

3. Collect and consolidate data consistent with the routines depicted in Annex 3.

4. Update the baseline data files and generate reports. Based on progress achieved
in designing the PMES itself it may be necessary to convert the Lotus files into a
data base format. If this is decided' it may be useful to acquire the services of
consultants to assist in defining the data base file layout structure and determining
the report generation procedures.

5. Distribute reports to participating agencies.
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These steps will enable the Mission to work closely with the Gal on the implementation
of a short term strategy which directly supports the long range goal of an operational
monitoring and evaluation system.

Three other follow-up steps are recommended. First, the Mission should prepare the
Statement of Work for a System Requirements Study. We strongly recommend that the
short term effort not be seen as an alternative to this more structured fact-finding and
analysis procedure. Indonesian consultants, using the previous VIDCODATA study as a
starting point, should be retained to perform this task and recommend a realistic design
for the PMES.

Second, there is a need for non-statistical data to be collected over the life of the MFSP.
Some of the items which fall into this category were listed as potential performance
indicators in the SOW. We recommend a simple checklist approach to be implemented
by the MFSP technical assistance team. Figure 13 is a suggested format for that activity.
This approach should be negotiated with the TA team's Chief of Party.

Third, we recommend that the Mission consider retaining the Urban Institute/P.T Dian
Hasfarm to replicate their 9 City survey on housing and urban services. We suggest that
the survey be conducted in 1992 and perhaps in 1994. Used in conjunction with the 1985
Inter-Censal survey and the 1990 Census itself, a useful time series will be available for
anticipated evaluations in those years.
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usAID/Indonesia Pr'ogram
Performance Cont;ract



ANNEX 1

USAID/INDONESIA
PROGRAM PERFORMANCE CONTRACT

Summary of Program Objectives

1. FREEING UP THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Developing a more open and market driven system of trade and investment. Freer
markets will stimulate increased investment and thus increased numbers of and
increased output from private sector firms.

2. MOBILIZING FINANCIAL RESOURCES

Increasing the scale of financial resources available for public sector and private sector
investment as reflected in (a) the combined values of bank deposits and shares on the
stock markets and (b) increased assumption of infrastructure costs at the local level.

3. REDEFINING THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT

Redefining the role of government under a more open markets/private sector econ
omy. This will be reflected in a transfer of GOI responsibility for provision of services
to the private sector and a reduction of direct public ownership.

4. STRENGTHENING DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

Strengthening the basic democratic institutions which make possible more open, just,
and pluralistic participation in government decision making.

5. SUSTAINING THE NATURAL RESOURCE BASE

Improving policies and management practices to halt environmental and natural
resource degradation and to assure that natural resources are managed to sustain
economic growth.
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Population Pltvate Emptoyment Total Employment % HH Income expended
HH IncomeProvince

Urban ToIIIl AgrtcuIIlft Non Urban Non (Rp) forHouu forHrVlces

D.I.Aceh

North Sumatera

W~Sumatera

Rlau

Jambi

South Sumatera

~u

Lampung

Dt<I Ja".arta ' -

WestJawa

Central Jaws

0.1. Yogyakarta

East Jawa

Ball

West Nusa Tenggara

East Nusa Tenggara

East Timor

West Kalimantan

Central Kalimantan

South Kalimantan
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INPRES LOAN ADA
Provtnce DIP GENERAl SECTORAl'.. No'. Amount No'. Amount

Dol. Aceh

Not1h Sumatera
West Sumatera
Riau

Jambi
South Sumatera
Bengkulu
Lampung ,

DKI Jakarta

WestJawa
Central Jawa
0.1. Yogyakarta

EastJawa
Bali
West Nusa Tenggara
East Nusa Tenggara
East Timor
West Kalimantan

Central Kalimantan

SOUCh Kalimantan

East Kalimantan

North Sulawesi
Central Sulawesi
South Sulawesi
South-East Sulawes!
Maluku
Irian Jaya

Indonesia

Source: MHA. MOF. BAPPENAS
Cross Ref : BPS
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LOC#I RESOURCE & EXPENDITURE FOR YEAR 19.-/19.. .....................<.<
..... .. ..•... ._.... An' ....'.. .....>

Local Resource Local Expenditure Development expendittn
PBB Total Development financed financed Development

Province (local ....) PAD expenditure expenditure by own eource by loan Budget

O.l.Aceh
North Sumatera
West Sumatera
Riau
Jambi
S~hSumatera -

Bengkulu
Lampung
DKI Jakarta
West Jawa
Central Jawa
0.1. Yogyakarta
East Jawa
Bali
West Nusa Tenggara
East Nusa Tenggara
East Timor
West Kalimantan
Central Kalimantan
South Kalimantan
East Kalimantan
North Sulawesi
Central Sulawesi
S~h Sulawesi
South·East Sulawesi
Maluku
Irian Jaya

Indonesia

Source: MHA
Cross Ref : MOF, BPS

II
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....................'U1G

Rlau

Jambi
South Surnatera
Bengk~u

Lampung

DKI Jakarta
WestJawa
ee.1IraI Jawa
0.1. Yogyakarta
EastJawa
Ball

West Nusa Tenggara
East Nusa Tenggara
East Timor
West Kaflmantan
Central Kalimantan
South Kalimantan
East Kalimantan
North Sulawesi
Central Sulawesi
South Sulawesi

South-East Sulawesi
Maluku

Irian Jaya

Indonesia

Source: MPW
Cross Ref : MHA, MOF



I ...... . <i PDAM PERFORMANCE IN YEAR 19••/19•• .: '.. •. /< •.•..

No'. of NewF ExJ..... Auet
No'.ofPOAM PDAII Auet AnnueI GrMt PIped Water IaMd PIpe
.......1ftInt .... ProM AoquIred Depreeldon Subaldlll

Pro,... NanT...... ~ (l1li Rp) IMiI RD' iUIi RD' IMII RD' /I Connect /I Pop served /I StMdplpe /I Pop"""

D.I.AQeh

NofttI Sumatfia

Wnt Sumatfia

fIau

Jambi

South Sumattra

Blngkulu

Llmpung

DKlJaJcalta

WntJawa

Central Jawa

0.1. YOQyUaita

EatJawa

BeU

West Nuu Tenggara

Eat Nuu Tenggara

Eat Timor

Wnt Kalif'Mntan

Central Kalimantan

South ~lmMtan

Eat Kalimantan

North Sulawesi

Central Sulawesi

South Sulawesi

South·East Sulawesi

Maluku

Irian Jaya

Indonesia

Source :BPS,MPW
Cross Ref : MHA



.·<F'.F1I.vATE~~ECTORPARTICIP~TIONFORYEAR 19.•/19••
... . ... . (Mil Rp)

Business IUIDP PDAM OAM Foreign
Province Tax Financing Financing Public Investment

Services

0.1. Aceh
North Sumatera
West Sumatera
Riau
Jambi
South Sumatera
Bengkulu
Lampung

OKI Jakarta
West Jawa
Central Jawa
0.1. Yogyakarta
East Jawa
Bali
West Nusa Tenggara
East Nusa Tenggara
East Timor
West Kalimantan
Central Kalimantan
South Kalimantan
East Kalimantan
North Sulawesi
Central Sulawesi
South Sulawesi
South-East Sulawesi
Maluku
Irian Jaya

Indonesia

Source : BPS. MPW
Cross Ref: MHA

,I
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)i. ....•.•. ..... BUMDPERFORMANCEINYEAR 19../19••
.

............ .... . ....

No'. of New Fixed Exlltlng A...t
BUMD Alut. Annual Grlnt
Show Profit Acquired D.pr.clltlon Sublldl.. Pop

Provine. Profit (Mil Rp) (Mil Rp) (Mil Rp) (Mil Rp) Served

0.1. Aceh

North Sumatera

West Sumatera

Rlau

Jambi

South Sumatera I
Bengkulu I
Lampung

OKI Jakarta

West Jawa

Central Jawa

0.1. Yogyakarta

East Jawa

Bali

West Nusa Tenggara

East Nusa Tenggara

East Timor

West Kalimantan

Central Kalimantan

South Kalimantan

East Kalimantan

North Sulawesi

Central Sulawesi

South Sulawesi

South-East Sulawesi

MaJuku

Irian Jaya

Indonesia

Source : MHA, MPW
Cross Ref : MOF _.

I



.' URBAN SERVICE DELIVERY FOR YEAR: 19•• /19............

(% HOUllho1d1 Served) KIP
Province Cover"ge

Piped Water Sanitation Solid Wlste IHrd

0.1. Aceh

North Sumatera

West Sumatera

Rlau

Jambl

South Sumatera

Bengkulu

Lampung

DKI Jakarta

West Jawa

Central Jawa

0.1. Yogyakarta

East Jawa

Ball

West Nusa Tenggara

East Nusa Tenggara

East Timor

West Kalimantan

Central Kalimantan

South Kalimantan

East Kalimantan

North Sulawesi

Central Sulawesi

South Sulawesi

South·East Sulawesi

Maluku

Irian Jaya

Indonesia

Source: BPS, MPW, MOH
Cross Ref : Urban Institute



· ..•..; .... ;:.;; ...... ;.... ; ...;. ". ...:;; .' ' ..

.... .•. ;SHELTER PRODUCTION AND FINANCING FOR'YEAR : 19••/19••

Houllng Unit Produced Morte_ged (Billion Rp)
Province

Perumnal Prlvlte Informal Stat. Bank Other Bank

0.1. Aceh

North Sumatera

West Sumatera

Rlau

Jambl

South Sumatera

Bengkulu

Lampung

OKI Jakarta

West Jawa

Central Jawa

0.1. Yogyakarta

East Jawa

Ball

West Nusa Tenggara

East Nusa Tenggara

East Timor

West Kalimantan

Central Kalimantan

South Kalimantan

East Kalimantan

North Sulawesi

Central Sulawesi

South Sulawesi

South-East Sulawesi

Maluku

Irian Jaya

Indonesia

Source: PERUMNAS, REI, BTN
Cross Ref : MOH
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Data, Collection and
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