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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Rationale  

1. The Rural Infrastructure Support to the National Program for Community Empowerment 
(PNPM) Mandiri Project aimed to help Indonesia achieve one of its long-term objectives—to 
reduce poverty.1 The project focused on rural areas where poverty is more prevalent. The 
project’s main intervention—to rehabilitate and build new rural infrastructure—was premised on 
the fact that shortage of rural infrastructure is a critical constraint to improving income, creating 

                                                 

1  ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the Republic 
of Indonesia for Rural Infrastructure Support to the PNPM Mandiri Project.  Manila. 
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jobs, and raising productivity. Poor infrastructure is one of the main causes of poor availability 
and quality of social services (e.g., health and education). The project fostered community 
empowerment by using the community-driven development (CDD) approach in providing 
efficient and more effective infrastructure services.  

B. Expected Impact  

2. The envisaged impact of the project was improved socioeconomic conditions in the 
targeted 1,650 poor villages in four provinces: Jambi, Lampung, Riau, and South Sumatra. Two 
main indicators represent advancement in these areas’ socioeconomic status: higher levels of 
household expenditure and the communities’ greater satisfaction with local economic and social 
services by 2015.  

C. Objectives or Expected Outcome  

3. The project outcome was to improve access by the poor and near-poor to infrastructure 
services. This was to be measured through reduction in transport expenses and time spent by 
households to access clean water, improved household access to sanitation, and higher 
agriculture productivity. Project targets and achievements are further discussed in para. 13. 

D. Components and Outputs  

4. The project had two components: (i) community facilitation and mobilization, and (ii) rural 
infrastructure improvement.   
 
5. Community facilitation and mobilization. This component aimed to empower 
communities through participatory planning in villages (including poverty mapping and 
synthesizing community goals, challenges, and opportunities. Within each community, a 
community implementation organization (CIO) and user groups were formed as core groups to 
facilitate project investment planning, monitoring, and procurement. These serve as vehicles for 
communities to engage with local governments. Under this component, the capacities of local 
governments were developed to implement the CDD approach. 
 
6. Rural infrastructure improvement. The second project component focused on 
improving infrastructure and operating completed facilities. Improved facilities were those 
prioritized by the communities in their mobilization and participatory planning. Local labor was 
largely used in construction thus creating jobs and providing opportunities for communities to 
participate in improving governance of civil work (such as budgeting, tracking spending, 
procurement, and quality control).  

E. Provision of Inputs  

7. The project cost estimate was $62.5 million. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) was to 
provide $50.0 million (80% of total cost) in loan financing from its Special Funds. The remaining 
$12.5 million (20% of total) was to be provided by both the government ($6.7 million) and 
beneficiaries ($5.8 million) in in-kind contribution. By expenditure type, the largest component 
was $51.8 million for civil works); $5.1 million for community mobilization; $2.6 million for 
consulting services; and the remaining $3.0 million for other costs (studies, surveys, project 
management, audit, contingencies, and interest during construction). Actual expenditures at 
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completion were fairly close to the original plan (see Project Basic Data). Of the actual $51.3 
million spent on civil works (original estimate was $51.8 million), 85% was for transport, 12% for 
water supply and sanitation, and 3% for irrigation and drainage (project completion report [PCR] 
para. 26). 2 

F. Implementation Arrangements  

8. The project adopted the implementation mechanisms and institution of the larger 
government program—the PNPM Mandiri.3 The project’s executing agency was the Ministry of 
Public Works, through its Directorate General of Human Settlements (DGHS). The executing 
agency was supervised by PNPM Mandiri’s oversight body, which was chaired by the 
coordinating minister for social welfare; and was composed of representatives from the National 
Development Planning Agency (BAPPENAS), State Ministry of Less Developed Regions, 
Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Home Affairs, Ministry of Public Works, and Ministry of Social 
Development. Multiagency steering committees coordinated the project in provinces and 
districts. A project coordination and monitoring unit was formed mainly to integrate the 
requirements of ADB and the project into PNPM Mandiri. Project consultants and resources 
helped implement PNPM Mandiri, including mobilizing the community in the project area.  
 
9. The CIOs formed under the project managed allocated grants, helped organize village 
discussions on priority needs, implemented approved village proposals, and entered into 
contracts for works with the district project implementation units. The CIO also improved village 
governance by ensuring transparent financial reporting, procurement, and quality monitoring of 
civil works. During project implementation, no changes were introduced in the project design 
and scope. 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 

A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 

10. The project’s outcome—to improve rural access to infrastructure and social services—
was consistent with the government’s 5-year strategies for 2004–2009 and 2010–2014, which 
covered the project processing and implementation stages. The PNPM Mandiri is a key piece of 
the government work program under the two medium-term strategies. 4  The project was 
consistent with ADB’s strategy—it supported infrastructure services, one of the five key strategic 
areas in ADB’s country strategy and program for Indonesia for 2006–2009. 5  The country 
strategy and program explicitly linked rural poverty in Indonesia with poor social and 
infrastructure services (health, education, clean water, housing, and sanitation), and the 
absence of economic opportunities, compounded by the isolation of and poor transport in rural 
villages. This validation therefore confirms that the project during design was strategically 

                                                 

2   ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Rural Infrastructure Support to the PNPM Mandiri Project in Indonesia. Manila. 
3  PNPM Mandiri stands for Program National Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Mandiri or National Program for 

Empowerment of Independent Citizens. The project used the existing project implementation units of PNPM Mandiri 
at the national, provincial, and district levels. 

4  The government’s medium-term strategy for 2010–2014 included an indicative budget allocation of $6,754 million for 
5 years for seven programs under PNPM Mandiri. 

5   ADB. 2006. Country Strategy and Program: Indonesia, 2006–2009. Manila. 
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aligned with the priorities of both the country and ADB, and remained so until  project 
completion. 
  
11. Project design was consultative and relied on a programmatic approach. ADB and 
partners, such as the World Bank, the International Fund for Agricultural Development, and 
Japan Bank for International Cooperation, supported the government’s flagship PNPM Mandiri 
program. This helped sustain the government’s ownership and commitment to the project.  
 
12. Despite the good overall strategic linkage and design process, another aspect of the 
project’s relevance—the adequacy of project design—was a concern. The relatively short 
implementation period of just over 2 years was enough to accommodate only one cycle of 
participatory planning and construction exercise. The design should have recognized that 
community empowerment is complex and time consuming (footnote 2). As such, the one-cycle 
implementation plan posed a risk that community empowerment would not sufficiently take root 
in areas where local governments, community facilitators, or the community itself had no 
experience in the participatory process. This design issue became apparent at project 
completion, in which the PCR reported varying degrees of success in community empowerment 
in different villages (PCR, paras. 15–17). This shortcoming, however, was mitigated by ADB’s 
approval of a follow-on project, the second Rural Infrastructure Support to the PNPM Mandiri 
Project  in November 2009 (about 1 year after approval of the first project);6 and a third project 
for $100 million in August 2011. 7  Because of the follow-on mitigation and the project’s 
substantial role in supporting the priority PNPM scheme, this validation concurs with the PCR’s 
project rating of relevant. 

B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcome 

13. The project successfully attained its intended outcome, which was to improve access of 
the poor and the near-poor to infrastructure services. At project completion, monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) recorded a 30%–50% reduction in village transport costs  in 2007, exceeding 
the project target of 20%. Comparable outcome achievements were as follows: (i) on average, 
50% less time spent by households to obtain clean water (target: 20%); (ii) about 10% of village 
households have access to improved sanitation facilities (target: 20%); and (iii) 10% increase in 
agriculture production (target: 10%). The underachievement in sanitation appeared to be 
caused by the rather low number of shared toilets requested by the villagers. This reflected a 
shortcoming in the demand assessment for this subcomponent. The PCR reported that the 
project had improved the livelihood of about 2 million poor people in 1,724 villages, exceeding 
the 1,650 villages targeted in the report and recommendation of the President (RRP). These 
findings were concluded from quantitative and qualitative surveys that were funded and carried 
out to monitor the entire PNPM Mandiri program. This validation noted that these M&E surveys 
involved stakeholders other than the executing agency, including the National Bureau of 
Statistics (e.g., for infrastructure census), external development partners (e.g., ADB and the 

                                                 

6  ADB. 2009. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the Republic 
of Indonesia for the Rural Infrastructure Support to the PNPM Mandiri II Project. Manila. The approval was for 
$84.24 million.  

7  ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the Republic 
of Indonesia for the Urban Sanitation and Rural Infrastructure Support to the PNPM Mandiri Project. Manila. The 
project’s approved loan of $100 million supports rural and urban communities. 
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World Bank), and beneficiaries. Furthermore, multiple surveys were carried out using different 
methodologies in 2010–2011 and beyond. This information helped raise confidence in the 
accuracy of the reported achievements. 
    
14. The first output component—community facilitation and mobilization—achieved its 
targets of (i) at least 50% of communities with the capacity to prepare medium-term investment 
plans, and (ii) district public works services considering community feedback in designing 
projects and programs. There was a marginal shortfall in the participation rate of women and the 
poor in community planning and decision making (39% achieved compared with the targeted 
40%). Beyond quantitative measures, the PCR reported concerns over the varying quality of 
citizen participation. In some locations, participatory planning exercises were rushed, while in 
others, local elites still substantially dominated. Weaker groups in the communities (e.g., women 
and the poor) did not make much inroads into influencing decisions. The PCR attributes this 
largely to inexperience on the part of community facilitators and their need for further guidance 
on the field and training.  
 
15. Results of the second output component—rural infrastructure improvement—were good: 
(i) 75% of the population in the project areas participated in project activities (target: at least 
50%); (ii) immediate employment reached 162,600 person-months (target: 160,000 person-
months); and (iii) prioritized infrastructure was built in all villages. The following prioritized 
facilities were completed: 1,635 kilometers (km) of rural roads, 5,483 small bridges, 50 km water 
supply distribution, 532 public water taps, 1,820 communal sanitation facilities, and 168 km 
irrigation and drainage improvements (PCR, Appendix 4). One accomplishment indicator, which 
required that 70% of work completed is evaluated as high quality, proved difficult to measure 
because the definition for “high quality” was never established. Instead, the percentage of 
infrastructure meeting the national standards for rural infrastructure was used; this metric 
reached 80%. The project fell short of its governance target, which required all project villages 
to make available to citizens the project performance and financial information. The PCR 
reported that some villages, especially those new to the citizen empowerment exercise, failed to 
comply with this requirement. 
 
16. Overall, the project had achieved a large portion of its intended outcomes and outputs. 
This validation concurs with the PCR and rates the project effective. However, this is borderline 
effective for two reasons. First, as discussed in para. 12, some years during which the project 
was implemented run parallel with the second Rural Infrastructure Support to the PNPM Mandiri 
Project, which provided the same type of support in the same area. Thus, attributing higher-level 
results to only those activities carried out under the second project is difficult. Most of the 
project’s higher-level achievements were tracked from the baseline in 2007 to project 
completion in 2011/2012. In contrast, project activities took place over a shorter period in 2009–
2011. As such, some villages may have possibly benefited from a similar participatory rural 
development prior to 2009 (i.e., before the project start) either from the PNPM Mandiri program 
or from earlier CDD projects. While lower-level results (e.g., length of road repaired, and water 
supply and sanitation facilities built) are not usually double counted across projects, project 
outcomes and outputs (e.g., improvement of communities’ satisfaction, reduced transport cost 
and improved access to water supply, and stronger community voice) are harder to attribute to 
different projects. Second, the output target, in which 100% of the villages publicly post project 
information, was not met (para. 15). 
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C. Efficiency of Resource Use in Achieving Outcome and Outputs 

17. Most project activities were implemented on time and on budget, which is impressive 
given the tight schedule and relatively complex ambition of involving rural communities as a 
condition to proceed with construction activities. The borrower performed well in providing timely 
counterpart funds to make up for a moderate shortfall in loan funding due to exchange rate 
fluctuation. The communities cooperated well with various project managers and offices. From 
this standpoint, the project processes were efficient. 
 
18. The PCR provided a comparison of the project cost and benefit (PCR, Appendix 11). 
Internal rate of return was not calculated at the design and completion stages. However, a 
simple assessment of benefits from improved water supply alone (cost avoidance from illness, 
inactivity, and time saved in collecting water) suggests a calculated benefit of about $14 
million/year compared with the on-time project cost of $60 million. In addition, isolated villages 
benefited from better access to main national and/or provincial roads, which was the project 
villages’ most requested component, and which consumed most of the project budget. Isolated 
communities typically gain large benefits from reliable road connection: lower costs of social 
services (health, schooling, and government services), increased incomes in agriculture and 
trade, and jobs created. From the perspective of cost-effectiveness, the community’s knowledge 
of total spending of different structures, lesser use of contractors for civil works, and greater 
reliance on local labor (for basic tasks), lowered the unit cost of various structures. The PCR 
reported that, on average, community-monitored-and-constructed structures under CDD in 
Indonesia cost about 63% of the line agencies’ traditional procurement-and-build approach. 
Based on process and resource efficiency, this validation rates the project efficient, same as the 
PCR. 

D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability  

19. As part of the ongoing PNPM Mandiri program, which commands substantial 
government ownership, the project activities and benefits are likely to be sustainable. After 
project completion, the government has continued to support and allocate budget to the project 
areas and activities for infrastructure construction and/or rehabilitation and community 
empowerment. Continued funding entails sustained benefits in infrastructure services such as 
reduced living costs, higher productivity, and direct jobs in construction, among others. Even 
with lesser external assistance in the future, the project’s community empowerment and job-
providing scheme would remain attractive to communities, and the government as such would 
benefit from a high degree of local ownership. Lesser external support may cause regression in 
community empowerment efforts, particularly in areas that are still weak such as empowerment 
of marginalized groups. Nonetheless, this validation concurs with the PCR that the benefit 
impacts of the project are likely to be sustainable mainly because of expected continuing 
government interest and commitment to the CDD rural improvement program over the medium 
term.  

E. Impact  

20. The project’s goal was to improve the socioeconomic conditions of participating 
communities. The impact indicators for the project were to have (i) at least 50% of beneficiary 
households satisfied with the project improved infrastructure and services, and (ii) an increase 
in households’ expenditure by 2015. At the time of PCR preparation in 2012, no impact data 
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appeared to be collected yet, although the PCR qualitatively stated that two targets had been 
achieved. No impact rating was provided in the PCR. Without hard data, it is difficult to 
conclusively rate impact. Based on the overall PNPM program achieving its outcomes and 
outputs and its efficient execution, as well as the continuing follow-on investments in the area, 
this validation expects the project area to experience significant socioeconomic improvements 
by 2015. It should be noted, however, that positive impacts would be attributed not only to this 
project but also to other CDD projects affecting the project villages up to 2015.  
 
21. Another likely broad impact of the project is improved governance through (i) sustained 
citizen empowerment in decision making on public investment plans; (ii) greater community 
control over public funds; and (iii) more transparent procurement, disbursement, and project 
monitoring. The PCR, however, noted that more work was needed to strengthen the voice of 
vulnerable groups, particularly women and the poorest community members. The project 
implemented a gender action plan (PCR, Appendix 3). Its monitoring found about 83,000 
women actively involved, 39% of whom were involved in all stages of the project, which is quite 
high. The PCR reported that the project exceeded the target in engaging female community 
facilitators, having reached 35% against the targeted 30%. However, women membership in the 
CIOs and user groups was far below the targets (20% versus a target of 40%, and 20% versus 
a target of 30%, respectively). Project monitoring missions found women hesitant to participate 
because of the high volume of domestic work and difficult access to community meetings (long 
distance to meeting venues, and project meetings held in the evening). Social transformation 
efforts—including empowerment of the entire community and promoting greater roles of women 
and vulnerable groups—can only continue if CDD projects continue to be implemented in the 
area.  
 
22. Adverse safeguards impact during the project was mainly confined to small land 
acquisitions. No residential dwelling was relocated. Matters relating to land acquisition were 
discussed and settled as part of the village decision-making process. No systematic monitoring 
or issues relating to environmental impact were reported. 

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS  

A. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 

23. Project implementation records suggest that the project managed to avoid key 
challenges faced by many projects in Indonesia. Project activities were implemented on time 
even with the relatively tight schedule. Planned project offices and required decrees were 
endorsed on time in provinces and districts, which allowed the project to start on time. In 
villages, many CIOs (over 1,700) were formed and made operational on time. Despite the 
variation in the CIOs’ capacity to genuinely empower communities, the CIOs were effective 
enough to articulate village-level priorities and to implement and monitor infrastructure 
improvements. The borrower provided counterpart funds on time and no significant procurement 
problems were reported. The DGHS followed the ADB missions’ recommended actions (PCR, 
para. 47). Based on the foregoing, this validation concurs with the PCR’s satisfactory rating of 
the performance of the government (borrower) and the DGHS (executing agency). 
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B. Performance of the Asian Development Bank 

24. ADB’s performance was rated satisfactory in the PCR. ADB’s country office, the 
Indonesia Resident Mission, designed and supervised the project. Five missions were fielded 
during project implementation over a span of about 2 years. Mission reports on project 
supervision recognized the situation and were forthcoming in reporting issues, such as the 
needs to improve, reassigning project consultant and positions, replacing nonperforming 
consultants, and reallocating project funds. ADB recognized that the PNPM Mandiri program 
was generally well run and the project sought to mainly refine its implementation. The validation 
concurs with the PCR assessment of satisfactory. 

IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

A. Overall Assessment and Ratings  

25. Based on the review of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and preliminary assessment 
of sustainability, the project is considered successful. The project may receive a higher rating in 
relevance as its design and goals are very much an integral part of the government’s flagship 
program that is succeeding in addressing poverty and is at the forefront of countrywide effort to 
empower citizens and promote government accountability. The project may also receive a 
higher efficiency rating as its relatively ambitious design—involving community consultations 
and diverse rural villages—was executed on time and on budget, and yielded substantial 
outputs. However, more conservative ratings were given, in concurrence with the PCR, mainly 
because the project outcomes/outputs may be attributable to other projects carried out before or 
in parallel to the Rural Infrastructure Support to the PNPM Mandiri Project. From the angle of 
effectiveness, the project has a more modest result in attaining community empowerment, 
particularly of women and vulnerable beneficiaries.  

Overall Ratings 

Criteria PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement 
and/or Comments 

Relevance: Relevant Relevant   

Effectiveness in Achieving 
Outcome: 

Effective  Effective  This is borderline effective 
because some years during which 
the Rural Infrastructure Support to 
the PNPM Mandiri Project was 
implemented run parallel with the 
second project, making it difficult 
to attribute results only to the first 
project. Further, the short project 
duration made it difficult to 
accomplish the output target of 
posting project information publicly 
in all project villages (para. 16).  

Efficiency in Achieving 
Outcome and Outputs: 

Efficient  Efficient  

Preliminary Assessment of 
Sustainability: 

Likely to be 
sustainable  

Likely to be 
sustainable 

 

Overall Assessment: Successful  Successful  
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Borrower and Executing 
Agency: 

Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Performance of ADB: Satisfactory Satisfactory  
Impact: Not rated Significant  
Quality of PCR:  Satisfactory Refer to para.31. 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PCR = project completion report, 
PNPM Mandiri = Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Mandiri (National Program for Community 
Empowerment). 
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department. 
 
B. Lessons 

26. The validation concurs with the lessons outlined in the PCR, particularly on community 
empowerment. The project experiences highlighted the complex process of community 
empowerment, which involves some rebalancing of power between citizens and government 
and among community groups. Community facilitators need to be carefully selected and trained. 
In retrospect, the project would have benefited from more time for community dialogue and 
learning accompanied by systematic monitoring to ensure that (i) beneficiaries are involved in all 
stages of planning and implementation, and (ii) the community actually perceives their growing 
influence over resource and investment decisions. Participation can be further promoted using a 
simpler funds-flow mechanism (e.g., direct transfers to community accounts) and by facilitating 
both the organizational and technical aspects of the civil works. Public trust of managers and/or 
decision makers also needs to be built. All village administrations should publicly post 
information on budgets and contracts and procurement decisions. Further technical training and 
more community dialogue are needed to form workable operation and maintenance plans. 
Insufficient time or attention was given on these toward the end of the project. The project could 
have benefited from a longer implementation period.  
 
27. On the positive side, the project reinforced growing evidence that CDD approaches 
deliver investments that greatly impact beneficiaries in a cost-effective manner. Transparent 
decision making and procurement and more audits helped keep costs low. This is presumably 
applicable to situations where it was feasible and economical for beneficiaries to observe project 
activities.  

C. Recommendations for Follow-Up 

28. Reflecting on the lessons learned, the main recommendation would be for project 
communities to undergo more cycles of participatory planning and construction. This validation 
concurs with the PCR recommendation that future CDD projects in the area should screen 
community facilitators better. Additional support should be given to facilitators in the form of     
(i) monitoring and guidance on the field by senior consultants and district offices; (ii) training; (iii) 
community feedback on the performance of facilitators and consultants; and (iv) development of 
approaches and/or tools to promote participation of marginalized groups, community adoption of 
appropriate technical solutions, and adoption of good governance practices. 
 
29. District administration needs to further improve project management, particularly in 
clarifying the responsibilities and reporting structure from the village up to the district. District 
administration should be given the main task of providing technical guidance and planning of the 
operation and maintenance of completed facilities. This validation endorses the following other 
recommendations: (i) to refine the criteria used in identifying villages to strengthen the poverty 
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reduction impact of projects, (ii) to consider higher block grants per village for the project to 
meet community aspirations (although this has to be done with a mechanism to prevent project-
funding structures that are too complex for communities to build or maintain), and (iii) clearer 
targets for women to play active roles in the CIOs and user groups, when appropriate. The latter 
should improve the performance of village groups. Lastly, ADB needs to consider an alternative 
way of financing within large and longer-term government programs such as the PNPM Mandiri. 
Each project within the program needs to have distinct subgroups of activities with an 
explanation of distinct outcomes and outputs. A project should not fund a time slice of the 
program’s activities.     
 

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 

A. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation, and Utilization 

30. The project adopted the M&E system and institutional framework set up for the 
government’s PNPM Mandiri scheme. The system design took advantage of the lessons 
learned from past CDD projects and uses existing socioeconomic data series collected by 
various agencies, primarily household survey data of the National Bureau of Statistics. PNPM 
Mandiri itself funded more specific beneficiary surveys and evaluation studies under its PNPM 
Mandiri Support Facility. These M&E activities therefore are sustainable as an integral part of 
the long-running government program, at present, from 2007 up to 2014. In the context of 
project implementation, the M&E data were useful for both the executing agency and ADB 
missions to track and guide work directions and assess results attainment at project completion.  

B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 

31. The PCR is well written, organized, and sufficiently comprehensive but not overly long. It 
is systematically presented to facilitate a comparison between design elements originally 
proposed in the RRP and their achievement at project completion. Analyses and conclusions in 
different parts of the document are consistent. Overall, the document followed the PCR 
guidelines. The PCR was candid in discussing issues encountered during implementation and 
shortfalls in results envisaged. In assessing mixed achievement in community empowerment, 
the PCR alluded to factors such as the facilitators’ inexperience and communities hampering 
success in community empowerment. However, the PCR stopped short of identifying the short 
project duration as the design element that made it difficult to implement such a component. 
Another area that may benefit from further work is the estimation of benefits from road 
improvements, which is the main intervention under the project. The PCR also discussed 
safeguards matters only cursorily, focusing on mechanisms in communities to resolve land 
acquisition issues. Safeguards analysis can be more in-depth in the PCR—as well as in project 
monitoring reports. Despite the aforementioned shortcomings, this validation found the PCR to 
be well prepared as it provides largely complete and sound analyses on many aspects of the 
project. The PCR quality is therefore considered satisfactory.  

C. Data Sources for Validation 

32. The data sources used for this evaluation were the project’s RRP, the PCR, selected 
back-to-office reports and their attachments, the country strategy and program for Indonesia 
2006–2009, and the progress report on M&E prepared by the PNPM Mandiri Support Facility. 
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D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 

33. The PCR recommends that a project performance evaluation report be prepared for the 
project to assess progress in community empowerment and efforts to sustain the infrastructure 
built. This validation, however, is of the opinion that an in-depth evaluation may be done after 
the follow-on project (Second Rural Infrastructure Support for PNPM Mandiri) is completed. This 
would permit a holistic view of investments and benefits of the CDD initiative in the same target 
areas. The decision to undertake further evaluation also would hinge on the strategic needs of 
ADB and the government.  
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