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Country Assistance Program Evaluation (CAPE) for Indonesia 
 
1. The Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) met to discuss the CAPE which, 
being the first one prepared for Indonesia, assessed the responsiveness of ADB’s country 
strategy and assistance to Indonesia over a long span of 15 years, from 1990 to 2004. The 
DEC’s objective was to inform the Board on a timely basis of its conclusions in anticipation of 
the full Board’s discussion of the new medium-term country strategy and program (CSP) for 
Indonesia.  
 
2. In this context, DEC members emphasized that the CAPE’s purpose was to evaluate the 
performance of ADB’s past and current operations in Indonesia, in order to draw relevant 
lessons or insights for the new CSP. The purpose was not –and could not- be to assess 
performance of Government and the Indonesian economy over a 15-year period that comprised 
dramatically diverse stages, which included the major disruptions caused by the Asian financial 
crisis of 1997.  
 
3. The senior staff representing the Southeast Asia Department reiterated ADB 
Management’s written response of agreement with the general thrust of the CAPE findings, 
lessons, and recommendations. At the same time, since the 15-year period comprised very 
different subperiods, ADB's overall performance could be more meaningfully assessed by 
subperiod rather than for the 15-year period as a whole. In this context, it was the country’s 
experience and “re-learning process” in the last 5-6 years that were most relevant to the 
planning of future ADB assistance. On Management’s behalf, the staff affirmed that, looking 
forward, the forthcoming CSP would be based on the more stable country environment 
achieved in 2005, the new challenges following the country’s decentralization and 
democratization, and changes in Government’s preferred modalities for assistance. 
 
4. In the context of greater country ownership of the CSP process and framework, all DEC 
members appreciated the efforts exerted in the CAPE process for direct dialogue with 
Government on how ADB could improve in its assistance to Indonesia. They agreed that Box 14 
on page 53 of the CAPE, Government’s Views on How ADB Can Become More Relevant, was a 
welcome focal point of the CAPE and should be replicated in future CAPEs. 
 
5. Most DEC members agreed that a fundamental lesson from the CAPE was that while 
ADB’s country-specific strategy of assistance needed to be responsible to overall ADB policies 
and strategies, it also needed to be dynamically relevant to the country’s needs and, to achieve 
this relevance, an appropriate degree of flexibility in approach and modality of implementation 
was required. In this context, a number of DEC members thought that the CAPE should have 
included an assessment of how ADB had managed its assistance programs to Indonesia at 
various periods; for instance with regard to dealing with key risks and how its strategy for 
dealing with those risks had impacted the long term sustainability of its operations. These DEC 
members suggested that future CSPs should include a business plan for implementation. 
 
6. On key assessments in the CAPE, DEC members emphasized that: 
 
(i) for purposes of the CSP, the weak performance evaluated in agriculture was not, in 
itself, reason for ADB to walk away from the sector as long as Indonesia needed critical 
assistance in the sector (staff clarified that such ADB assistance might more meaningfully be 
planned at the sub-sector level); 
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(ii) the CAPE’s generalized conclusion that the indirect impact of infrastructure on poverty 
reduction should be adequate justification for ADB infrastructure assistance, could not be 
followed without due consideration to necessary infrastructure policy reforms in many countries 
and consideration of whether design modifications to increase the direct poverty reduction 
benefits are practical and cost effective and can be shown to deliver substantial benefits; 
 
(iii) the CSP should address how better coordination and harmonization of donor strategies 
and programs will be achieved in Indonesia. Such coordination and harmonization is 
fundamental to overall effectiveness of assistance. In this regard, the CAPE had identified that 
ADB’s coordination with other donors during the Asian financial crisis had been hampered by 
inefficiencies in ADB processes. 
 
7. In concluding, the DEC generally endorsed the six recommendations of the CAPE for 
the formulation and implementation of the next CSP for Indonesia (pages 64-65 of the CAPE) 
with the following qualifications: 
 

a. with regard to Recommendation 1 on finding niche areas for ADB, some DEC members 
were of the view that the four areas identified in the CAPE’s recommendation might be 
highlighted but should not limit where Government would like ADB to play a role in, with 
due consideration to the need for focus and selectivity; 

b. with regard to Recommendation 5 on the areas identified by Government for 
improvement in ADB policies, procedures and practices, DEC members expected the 
specific Government feedback summarized in Box 14 of the CAPE, Government’s Views 
on How ADB Can Become More Relevant, to be addressed up-front in the CSP. In this 
context, they emphasized the key role to be played by the Indonesia Resident Mission; 
and 

c. with regard to Recommendation 6, on identifying ways to catalyze private sector 
investment, DEC members agreed with Management’s response that it is not about 
simply expanding ADB’s private sector operations in Indonesia but also promoting 
enhanced collaboration and coordination between ADB’s public and private sector 
operations. 

 
8. The DEC Chair also informed the management of the Southeast Asia Department of the 
recommendations the DEC had made for the Uzbekistan CSP at its previous meeting on the 
Uzbekistan CAPE, which it also recommended should also apply to other new CSPs, namely 
that consideration be given to including in the CSP: 
 

o a section explaining specifically how the strategy has been translated into an 
operational program, so that the linkage is clear;  

o a section explaining how lessons learned from past portfolio performance are 
taken into account in the CSP; and 

o an appendix documenting the DEC’s recommendations based on its discussion 
of the CAPE, with an explanation of how DEC's recommendations are taken into 
account in the CSP. 

: 
Annual Report on the Implementation of the Poverty Reduction Strategy, 2004:  
An Assessment  of the ADB’s Progress and Changes Introduced to Fight Poverty 
 
9. At the DEC’s initial meeting in 2006, the members agreed that the Board information 
paper that presented the initial annual report on the implementation of the poverty reduction 
strategy (PRS) should be discussed at a DEC meeting. The report draws heavily from 
evaluation data and introduces a results-based monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework to 
assess progress in implementing the PRS. As Management put it, since poverty reduction is the 
overarching goal of ADB, an assessment of how ADB is implementing its PRS is a good 
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indicator of how the institution, as a whole, is performing.  Management considered that 
Board feedback was essential before the next report, covering 2005 PRS performance, was 
prepared. 
 
10. Specifically, Management sought DEC feedback on the following questions: 

 
(i) In assessing ADB’s performance, what is it that Board members and their capitals need 

to know?  
(ii) Are there information gaps that this report usefully fills?  
(iii) Is it useful to draw together in one place, as the report does, all the PRS-related 

performance indicators? 
(iv) Does the DEC have suggestions for improvement that can be incorporated in the second 

annual report? 
 

11. Vice-President, Knowledge Management and Sustainable Development, represented 
Management in discussing the annual report with the DEC. He emphasized that the annual 
reports were expected to result in action.  
 
12. DEC members gave their respective views on how the report’s content, utility, and value 
could be improved so that it could become an integrated ADB management tool to achieve 
stronger development outcomes. Key suggestions included:  

 
(i) the need for substantive improvement in the indicators to be used to measure enhanced 

ADB capacity to mobilize knowledge for poverty reduction and ADB’s effectiveness in 
influencing policy reform in member countries, as well as the need to focus on fewer 
overall performance indicators; 

(ii) ensuring that ADB’s management information system could efficiently support the 
chosen performance indicators; 

(iii) promoting corporate-wide “buy in” on the report; and 
(iv) timeliness of the report so that it could be a basic input to ADB business planning, i.e. 

the Work Program and Budget Framework. 
 
13. Some DEC members felt that the proposal that the Annual Report on the Implementation 
of the Poverty Reduction Strategy, 2004 should become ADB's primary review of Development 
Effectiveness needed careful consideration by the DEC and possibly by the wider Board.  DEC 
would need to consider how this proposal fits with its intention for the Annual OED review of 
development results to evolve into an Annual Review of Development Effectiveness and who 
should produce it in order to maximize its credibility. 
 
14. The DEC agreed that the PRS and the annual report on its implementation should 
represent institutional commitments to action, not just reference documents. Accordingly, the 
DEC recommended that the next annual report (covering 2005) on PRS implementation should 
be submitted to the Board not as an information paper but as recommendation paper (R-Paper), 
subject to full Board discussion and approval. 
 
15. The DEC appreciated the opportunity of a direct dialogue with a member of ADB 
Management on the core consideration in assessing ADB’s performance as a development 
institution.  
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