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ABSTRACT 

The Unified Database for Social Protection Programmes (UDB) contains detailed socio-

economic and demographic information, as well as the names and addresses of the poorest 40 

percent of the Indonesian population. Since 2012, the National Team for the Acceleration of 

Poverty Reduction (TNP2K), which manages the UDB, has provided this data to over 500 local 

government institutions to facilitate the implementation of local poverty reduction 

programmes. This paper evaluates the use of the UDB data based on the results of a qualitative 

assessment of data utilisation at the local level and a self-administered user feedback survey. 

To improve the cooperation with local governments for increased effectiveness of poverty 

reduction programmes, our main recommendations are for TNP2K to engage more proactively 

with the institutions that request data, through (i) regular follow-ups with these institutions, (ii) 

a broad dissemination of socialisation material explaining the UDB, and (iii) the provision of 

specialised training on the use of UDB data for the planning and implementation of local 

programmes. 
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1. Introduction 
 

The Unified Database for Social Protection Programmes (UDB) is a system identifying potential 

beneficiaries of social protection programmes in Indonesia. It contains detailed socio-economic and 

demographic information, as well as names and addresses, of the poorest 40 percent of the Indonesian 

population.2 The database, managed by the National Team for the Acceleration of Poverty Reduction 

(Tim Nasional Percepatan Penanggulangan Kemiskinan – TNP2K) under the office of the Vice-

President of Indonesia, was established in February 2012. With more than 25 million households (or 96 

million individuals) living in over 77,000 villages nationwide, the UDB is the largest database of its 

kind in the world. 

Drawing on Indonesia’s and other countries’ past experiences with targeting, the UDB utilises an 

improved technical methodology for identifying the poor and vulnerable. This methodology is based 

on (i) non-discretionary data to identify households to survey – as opposed to relying on suggestions 

from village leaders as was done in the past; and (ii) on proxy-means testing (PMT)3 to rank households 

by their predicted welfare. The source data was collected in 2011 through the Data Collection for Social 

Protection Programmes (Pendataan Program Perlindungan Sosial - PPLS) survey carried out by 

Statistics Indonesia (Badan Pusat Statistik – BPS).  

Initially, the UPSPK (Unit Penetapan Sasaran untuk Penanggulangan Kemiskinanan), TNP2K’s unit 

in charge of managing the UDB, expected to focus on supporting government agencies responsible for 

the implementation of national social protection programmes. The UDB data has indeed been used to 

select recipients of the largest national social protection programmes, including health insurance 

(Jaminan Kesehatan untuk Masyarakat – Jamkesmas), scholarships (Bantuan Siswa Miskin - BSM), 

conditional cash transfers (Program Keluarga Harapan – PKH), and subsidised rice (Beras untuk 

Rumah Tangga Miskin – Raskin). Yet, local governments have also shown a large interest in using the 

UDB data for the implementation of local poverty reduction programmes. As a result, UPSPK’s 

activities and resources have been largely allocated to serve over 500 local (district and province) 

government institutions.  

It is not the first time that such a database, which was established with the objective of targeting national 

programmes, is also used for programmes funded by local government budget. The previous targeting 

databases, developed to support the implementation of Indonesia’s temporary unconditional cash 

transfer programmes in 2005 and in 2008,4 have also been used by local government institutions for 

local programmes. With the establishment of the UDB, however, an innovation has been introduced in 

the form of service provided along with the data. UPSPK offers a consultation process to local 

government institutions in order to better match their actual needs and provide them with support on 

using the data. This consultation process represents the value added by TNP2K to the previous practices, 

                                                     
2 This group, classified as poor and vulnerable to falling into or remaining in poverty, is the target of most social protection 

programmes in Indonesia, although their coverage varies from programme to programme. 
3Proxy-means testing involves predicting households’ welfare level using a set of socioeconomic indicators that are correlated 

with welfare and that are at the same time easy and less costly to collect than household consumption expenditures or income 

data. 
4 These previous targeting databases are the 2005 Socio-economic Population (Pendataan Sosial Ekonomi - PSE) and 2008 

PPLS surveys, conducted by Statistics Indonesia. 
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which consisted simply of providing the data to the local government institutions.5 It is expected that 

this service provided alongside the data will facilitate poverty reduction efforts at the local level. 

The UDB system is still at an early stage of development. The objective of this evaluation is therefore 

to analyse the experiences of different stakeholders in using the UDB and identify the changes required 

to make its use more efficient. More specifically, this paper aims to draw lessons on what worked, what 

did not and why in UPSPK’s cooperation with local governments. We analyse the experiences of local-

level institutions that use the UDB data, focusing on those that have requested it for local poverty 

reduction programmes, and provide recommendations on how to improve the service provided to users.  

In order to identify the areas of improvement for TNP2K and UPSPK in promoting effective use of the 

UDB at the local level, it is necessary to provide a complete picture of the local users’ experience with 

the database. We therefore combine an in-depth assessment of the use of the UDB data, which has been 

conducted directly by the UPSPK team in four selected districts, with a self-administered user feedback 

survey, completed by institutions that requested the UDB data for the implementation of local 

programmes. The assessment is based on in-depth interviews with local government officers from the 

four selected districts; these interviews explore the users’ experiences with the UDB, including the data 

request process, its reconciliation with other beneficiary databases, the explanation of the targeting 

methodology to the communities and the handling of complaints from both beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries. The user feedback survey, on the other hand, targets all institutions that requested the 

UDB data for local poverty reduction programmes. It aims to collect larger-scale information on their 

experiences with UPSPK, their levels of satisfaction, the difficulties they encountered in using the data 

and their suggestions for improvement. 

This paper finds that the UDB data is used for local programmes, although there are improvements to 

be made in the service provided by TNP2K which can increase this usage. It is recommended that 

UPSPK/TNP2K be more proactive in maintaining regular contact with local government institutions 

and support them in their use of UDB. More specifically, the use of the UDB data can be enhanced 

especially by providing training to local government officers as well as by developing more 

socialisation materials on the UDB and its use, which can then be widely distributed to all relevant 

stakeholders. 

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows: the next section presents the methodology used for 

the qualitative assessment of the use of the data, Section 3 describes the characteristics of local users of 

the UDB data, Section 4 discusses the socialisation of the UDB, Section 5 presents the findings on 

access to data, Section 6 discusses the uses of the data for local poverty reduction programmes, while 

Section 7 focuses on the issues of data validation and verification and their relation with the perception 

of quality of the UDB data. Section 8 finally summarises the recommendations for improving the use 

of the UDB and increasing the effectiveness of social protection programmes at the local level. 

  

                                                     
5 An additional benefit for the users of the UDB is that the data is provided free of charge. 
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2. Methodology and Study Implementation 

2.1. Requests for UDB Data by Local Government Institutions 

 

The focus of this paper is on local institutions that have requested the UDB data to support the planning 

and implementation of local poverty reduction programmes. At the provincial level, by August 2013, 

the UDB data had been requested by all but two provinces (North Maluku and Papua), as seen in Figure 

1a. At the district level, there appears to be more heterogeneity. Figure 1b shows that while several 

districts in Java and Sumatra have requested the data for local poverty reduction programmes, in the 

eastern part of the country a relatively large number of districts have not requested the UDB data.  

This paper focuses on the 339 requests for the UDB data that occurred between February and December 

2012. Among these requests, 39 originated from provincial institutions, 73 from urban district (kota) 

institutions and 227 from rural district (kabupaten) institutions. These can be otherwise disaggregated 

into 231 requests from provincial and district Agencies for Regional Development (Badan 

Pembangunan Daerah – BAPPEDA), and 108 from non-BAPPEDA. The non-BAPPEDA group of 

institutions comprises mostly district or provincial government technical offices (Satuan Kerja 

Perangkat Daerah – SKPD, also known as Dinas), such as education or health offices, as well as district 

secretariat (Sekretariat Daerah – SETDA), vice-bupati, bupati, or vice-governor offices. All these 

institutions are the units of analysis in this paper; their officers were interviewed by the UPSPK team 

and sent the user feedback survey. The in-depth interviews were conducted in November 2012, while 

the user feedback survey was carried out in February-March 2013. The implementation details of both 

methods are presented below. 

Figure 1a: UDB data requests from provincial institutions, as of August 2013 
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Figure 1b: UDB data requests from district institutions, as of August 2013 

  

Source: UPSPK administrative data on data requests. 

2.2. A qualitative assessment of the UDB data use 
 

The selection of districts for the qualitative assessment was based on several criteria. The main 

requirement was to have at least one data request originate from BAPPEDA, either to plan local poverty 

reduction programmes or to select their beneficiaries. BAPPEDAs’ experiences with the UDB and 

UPSPK are considered representative of the challenges faced by users in handling and using the data. 

BAPPEDAs act as secretariats of the Coordinating Teams for Poverty Reduction (Tim Koordinasi 

Penanggulangan Kemiskinan – TKPK) and are also in charge of planning district poverty reduction 

programmes, which are subsequently implemented by the relevant district government technical offices. 

Additional district selection criteria relate to (i) having validated or planning to validate the UDB data; 

(ii) having requested the data specifically for the locally-funded health insurance for the poor 

programme (Jamkesda – Jaminan Kesehatan Daerah), and (iii) having interacted extensively with 

UPSPK. The selected sample comprises four areas: Kota Pekalongan (Central Java), Cirebon district 

(West Java), Badung district (Bali) and Bintan district (Riau Islands Province). The rationale for 

selecting these areas is summarised in Annex 1. 

To gauge the users’ satisfaction with the UDB and obtain suggestions on improving the database, we 

conducted semi-structured interviews designed to provide answers to the following questions: 

 What are the uses of the UDB by different stakeholders at the local level? 

 What are the benefits and challenges of using the UDB? 

 What, if any, are the mechanisms used to update the UDB data? 

 What are the experiences with access to data and the timeliness of data delivery by TNP2K? 

 What is the users’ satisfaction with the technical support provided by TNP2K/UPSPK? 

 To what extent are stakeholders informed about the UDB? 
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2.3. The user feedback survey (UFS) 
 

The user feedback survey (UFS) collects information on the users’ perception of the service provided 

by TNP2K to facilitate the use of the UDB data. It aims to get a broader insight into the expectations of 

local government institutions regarding the UDB as well as the services and procedures established by 

TNP2K in supporting access to it. The UFS questionnaire has been developed by the UPSPK team with 

inputs from other units within TNP2K. Given that the questionnaire is self-administered, careful 

attention was paid to the formulation of the survey questions, so that all the respondents would 

understand them uniformly and provide the exact information they were asked for. To further ensure 

the questionnaire’s reliability and validity, it was pre-tested on a sample of 20 local government officers 

and then revised based on their answers and comments before being sent to all users. The final 

questionnaire is available in Annex 2. 

The context of the survey, as well as its intended use, were explained to users in an official letter 

accompanying the survey. This letter, signed by TNP2K’s Executive Secretary and addressed to the 

heads of the institutions that requested the data, stated the objectives of the survey, which were to collect 

feedback from the users on how to improve the cooperation with TNP2K, and, ultimately, to better 

support them in improving the effectiveness of social protection programmes. It also suggested that the 

questionnaire be filled by the officers who have been responsible for managing the UDB data. Finally, 

a deadline for returning the questionnaires was given to ensure that the results could be analysed in a 

relevant and applicable timeframe. Different letters were drafted for the different types of institutions; 

an example of the letter sent to BAPPEDA heads is provided in Annex 3. 

The survey was sent by post to the 161 institutions that requested the UDB data for the planning, 

budgeting or implementation of social protection programmes funded through the local (district or 

provincial) budget between May and December 2012. To ensure the completion of the questionnaires 

in a timely manner, the letters were sent to the institution’s head as well as to the contact person, whose 

information was recorded at the time of the data request. In addition, a follow-up process was 

established to increase the return rate.  Follow-ups, carried out regularly after the questionnaires were 

sent by the UPSPK team, were done either through email (for institutions that provided their official 

email addresses) or through telephone. About 60 percent of the institutions could be reached either by 

email or by phone. Among them, three follow-ups were conducted on average before they returned 

completed questionnaires. 

  



15 

 

3. Local Users of the UDB  

3.1. UFS Questionnaires Returned 

 

Out of the 161 UFS questionnaires that had been sent initially, 115 were returned. Different types of 

institutions that took part in the study had different return rates. Over 80 percent of BAPPEDAs returned 

their questionnaires, while only about 50 percent of Dinas and other non-BAPPEDA technical local 

government offices and 40 percent of the bupati, vice-bupati and vice-governor offices did so. The large 

majority of institutions that did not return their questionnaires were also unreachable during the follow-

up due to the relatively high staff turnover within local government institutions, which makes the 

contact information registered at the time of the data request quickly outdated. Such turnover is likely 

to affect the use of the UDB data, especially in cases where the officer responsible for its management 

is replaced.  

3.2. User Types 
 

The UDB data available to users can be classified into three categories: (1) individual or household-

level data including names and addresses, (2) individual or household-level data without names and 

addresses, and (3) data aggregated at the provincial, district, sub-district (kecamatan) and village levels. 

Based on the type of data received,6 respondents of the UFS can therefore be grouped into three 

categories: (i) users that received individual data with names and addresses, (ii) users that received 

aggregate data, and (iii) users that received anonymous individual data and/or all three data types. 

Slightly more than 80 percent of responding institutions received individual data by names; among 

these, 50 percent also received aggregates. The four districts examined in the qualitative assessment 

belong to this category of users, having received individual data with names and addresses for the 

poorest 30 percent.7 Categories (ii) and (iii) account for nine percent of UFS respondents each.  

3.3. User satisfaction with the UDB data and the service provided by TNP2K 

 

Overall, users appear to be generally satisfied both with the UDB data and with the service provided by 

TNP2K, as seen in Figure 2. More than 75 percent of users rated their satisfaction level between 4 and 

6, six denoting “extremely satisfied”. The average satisfaction score is slightly higher for the overall 

service than for the timing to obtain the data (4.78 compared to 4.33). When disaggregating users by 

types, there are little differences in their satisfaction, except for the timing to obtain the data, rated on 

average at 4.4 among the users of individual data with names and at 3.5 among the users of aggregates. 

Institutions that have used the UDB data also report that they are generally satisfied with the variables 

provided to them. However, they cite literacy level, land ownership, school name and date of birth as 

                                                     
6 One institution that was sent the questionnaire reported having received no data, contrary to UPSPK records for this 

institution. 
7 Note that since October 2012, UPSPK provides data tailored exactly to the list of programmes provided by the local 

institutions. For instance, an institution requesting the UDB data for three programmes with different budgets (coverage) and 

target population groups will receive three listings, corresponding to the specific requirements of each programme. Previously, 

institutions that requested the data for a certain number of programmes, such as Badung, Bintan and Cirebon, were given the 
full data for the poorest 30 percent. Kota Pekalongan actually received the full UDB data for the district. 
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variables which are missing from the UDB, yet which they frequently use for programme planning, 

selection of beneficiaries and monitoring and evaluation.   

 

Figure 2. User satisfaction rating 

Note: The satisfaction scale goes from 1 (very unsatisfied) to 6 (extremely satisfied). Number of users above the bars. Among 
the institutions that received the data, three did not rate their satisfaction with the overall TNP2K’s service and two did not 

rate their satisfaction with the time it took to obtain the data. 

3.4. Recommendations for future evaluations of the use of the UDB 
 

It is recommended that as part of monitoring and evaluation activities, the user feedback survey (UFS) 

is regularly sent out to gain quick, large-scale information on users’ perception of the UDB data and 

UPSPK service and to identify possible areas of improvement in UPSPK’s service. However, a few 

changes to the questionnaire are required to ensure uniform understanding of the questions among users. 

For instance, the question on multiple requests should specify requests for the implementation of local 

programmes. Regarding communication methods, 40 percent of UFS questionnaires were returned by 

email, indicating that future questionnaires can be also distributed to users through this channel.  

It is advised that more investigation is conducted to better understand how the high staff turnover within 

local government institutions affects the extent to which the UDB data is used. To reduce reliance on a 

single contact person who may move to a different institution, it would be useful to develop a systematic 

and updated database of local government contacts. This would help strengthen relationships with local 

government institutions. It is also important for TNP2K/UPSPK to be proactive in maintaining contact 

with local governments, which would likely increase the return rate of future UFS questionnaires.  
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4. Socialisation of the UDB 

4.1. Sources of Information on the UDB  

 

About 90 percent of respondents report having received information on the UDB from the TNP2K 

Secretariat. In addition, as shown in Figure 3 just below, about 35 to 40 percent of users received 

information on the UDB from TKPKs and BPS offices. Institutions that received information on the 

UDB from TNP2K mentioned the national capacity building event organised for TKPK (Rapat 

Koordinasi TKPK – Rakor TKPK) as the main source of information, followed by the direct 

socialisation, carried out primarily by the Advocacy and UPSPK teams.  

Figure 3: Users’ sources of information on the UDB 

 

Note: Most of the 115 UFS users obtained information on the UDB from more than one source. 103 reported having received 

information from TNP2K; 42 from TKPK; 11 from provincial or district SKPD; four from ministries; 25 from agencies 

responsible for national programmes (Jamkesmas, PKH, Raskin, BSM); 38 from provincial or district BPS offices.  

4.2. Other data sources used for local programmes 

 

As stated in the introduction, most local users of the UDB use data for the planning and implementation 

of local social protection programmes. Figure 4 shows that they also use other data sources for these 

purposes. The most common data source is the PPLS 2008, used extensively by all types of users. In 

total, about 80 percent of UFS respondents use PPLS 2008, while about 50 percent use the national 

socio-economic survey (Survei Sosial Ekonomi Nasional -Susenas). In light of this, the question of 

compatibility of the UDB with other data sources takes on great importance; large discrepancies 

between the UDB and PPLS 2008 or Susenas results can create confusion and compel local 

governments to allocate resources to data verification, rather than actual assistance to poor households.  
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It should also be noted that institutions which report that the variables in the UDB do not conform to 

their needs have one common grievance: the classification by deciles introduced by TNP2K is not 

comparable to the previous welfare classification of households used by BPS (very poor, poor and near-

poor). They suggest therefore that TNP2K provide more socialisation on the decile categories and how 

these compare to the BPS categorisation.  

 

Figure 4: Other data sources used for local programme planning and implementation 

 

Note: All the 115 institutions use at least one of these data sources. Among them, one reported having received no data, 99 

having received individual data by name and address, ten having received only aggregates, and five having received only 

anonymous individual data.  

 

The UFS and the qualitative assessment respondents mention the data collection process as the cause 

for the errors in the data. Accordingly, a number of UFS respondents suggest that more attention be 

paid to the selection of enumerators as well as to improving their training and supervision.  

Moreover, officers from various Dinas in Kota Pekalongan report they were reluctant to use the UDB 

data because they do not know how it was established and how the decile categories were determined. 

They report having had difficulties in explaining, when asked by local communities, why some people 

are deemed eligible for national programmes that use the UDB while others are not. This is likely 

because the proxy-means testing (PMT) method used for ranking households in the UDB is not clearly 

understood or sufficiently socialised. They suggest that TNP2K provide a general explanation on how 

PMT formulas are derived or how the programme beneficiaries are selected. In addition, they suggest 

to use mass media, such as television, radio and newspapers, to socialise the UDB to the public. 
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Furthermore, the most prominent change brought about by the use of the UDB to identify beneficiaries 

of national programmes (in particular Raskin) was the change in beneficiary quotas at all levels 

(provincial, district and village). Due to insufficient socialisation, this change in quotas was perceived 

as a flaw of the UDB (in that the quotas varied from the previously set ones) and generated complaints 

from the general public as well as from village leaders and local governments. In Cirebon for instance, 

this phenomenon has led officers to believe that there are errors in the UDB.  

4.3. Recommendations on the socialisation of the UDB 

 

Overall, there is a need for more extensive socialisation on the UDB and the PMT method amongst 

local government officers and the general public. Such socialisation is required especially since one of 

the reasons for the perceived high level of error in the UDB data is the general public’s complaints 

about the implementation of national programmes, which use the UDB to determine beneficiaries. 

Furthermore, being familiar with the PPLS 2008 and Susenas, local government institutions tend to use 

these data sources as reference. Enhanced socialisation of the UDB and of its link with these databases 

is therefore all the more important in areas with large discrepancies between the UDB and these other 

data sources.  

Socialising the UDB entails both in-person activities and the creation and distribution of relevant 

materials. In-person activities include existing TNP2K activities that target local government 

institutions, such as the Rakor TKPK, and direct socialisation. These should be continued and improved 

to provide the most useful information on the UDB to users. Furthermore, BAPPEDAs and local BPS 

offices, which are the second sources of information on the UDB for other institutions, should be 

targeted through in-depth, direct socialisation of the UDB. This would contribute to providing accurate 

information to other local institutions, such as the SKPDs. However, to avoid providing mismatched 

information, it is important to ensure that the discourse on the UDB is standardised within TNP2K’s 

different units involved in conducting socialisation.  

Lastly, it needs to be emphasized that in-person activities are not sufficient for effective socialisation, 

as the staff turnover at local government institutions is high. To ensure that information reaches as many 

local officers as possible, the production and distribution of socialisation materials is also needed so 

that personnel from these institutions can share them with their colleagues.  
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5. The Data Request Procedure 

5.1. Procedures to access the UDB data 
 

There is a specific procedure to access data from each of the three categories described earlier. Data 

aggregated at the provincial, district and kecamatan levels are available on the TNP2K website. To 

access data aggregated at the village level, as well as individual- and household-level data, the 

requesting local institutions are required to send an official8 data request letter to the TNP2K Secretariat. 

For individual and household data with names and addresses, the request letter has to be accompanied 

by two supporting documents: the list of programmes for which the data is being requested, and a 

written statement (surat pernyataan) asserting that the UDB data will be used only for social protection 

programmes. Such procedure is employed to prevent any attempt to misuse the data. The data request 

letter and supporting documents can be sent to TNP2K, either by post, fax or email. 

5.2. Consultation at the time of the data request 
 

Upon receipt of the request for individual-, household- or village-level data, UPSPK contacts each 

applicant to gather more information on the institution’s needs and the types of programmes to be 

implemented using the UDB data. It allows UPSPK Operations staff to establish which variables from 

the UDB are relevant for the local institution, provide advice on their potential use, and help identify 

other resources and data sources beyond the UDB. At this point, UPSPK also clarifies the additional 

steps that the local government institution needs to fulfil in order to receive the data in a timely manner. 

Overall, 81 percent of UFS respondents report having had a consultation with UPSPK at the time of the 

data request. Figure 5 shows the type of information received during these consultations. These results 

indicate that users are not provided with the same types of information in the consultation;9 for all types 

of information received during this consultation, users report an average satisfaction level of 5 out of 6. 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                     
8 A letter is considered official when it (1) contains the letterhead of the relevant agency or institution and (2) is signed by the 

head of the institution requesting the data (bupati/walikota, wakil bupati or BAPPEDA head). 
9 Note that the consultation takes place either during local officials’ visit to TNP2K or through phone. The information 

disseminated during this consultation is currently not provided to users in written form and it remains unknown whether the 
personnel that received the consultation share the information within their institution. 



21 

 

Figure 5: Information received during the data request consultation 

 

Note: 91 users reported having received a consultation. Among them, 76 received individual data with names and addresses, 

six received only aggregates and nine received all data types or anonymous individual data. 

5.3. Reception of the data 
 

Local government institutions receive the UDB data in two steps. Firstly, the data itself is sent to each 

user, accompanied by an official letter from the TNP2K Secretariat stating, among others, that TNP2K 

can be contacted should any additional information be required. A receipt form is sent along with the 

data, which users are requested to sign upon receiving the data and send back to TNP2K.  After receiving 

the signed receipt form, UPSPK communicates the password required to open the CD containing the 

individual-, household-level and/or aggregated village level data, and provides further data-related 

information to the contact person at the local institution, encouraging them also to ask for more 

information and support if needed. 

However, only about half of UFS respondents report having consulted with TNP2K after they received 

the data. Even more unexpectedly, this percentage is the lowest, about 30 percent, among users of 

individual data with names, which constitute the largest group of users. Figure 6 shows the type of 

information provided to users after reception of the data. Most users that report having had a 

consultation after receiving the data were provided with basic information on how to open the data and 

which variables are included. A lower share of users received information related to how to actually use 

the data. This reflects the fact that the consultation occurs right after the data is received, therefore users 

have not yet attempted to use it and are more in need of information on how to access it. Institutions 

that report having communicated with TNP2K after receiving the data, are highly satisfied with the 

information received.  

The UDB data was received in a format that is easy to use according to 95 percent of UFS respondents. 

However, in three of the four districts that were part of the qualitative assessment, officers managing 

the data experienced problems with its format. In Bintan, for instance, BAPPEDA officers did not 

contact UPSPK, even though they required the data in a different format. Similarly, the BAPPEDA in 
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Kota Pekalongan, which received the full data for their district,10 experienced technical problems in 

selecting subsets of beneficiaries but did not contact UPSPK to receive support. The reason behind this 

may be that officers who interact with UPSPK/TNP2K during the data request and consultation stages 

are not always the same as the ones who are subsequently responsible for managing the UDB data, and 

the information communicated by UPSPK/TNP2K does not always reach the latter. As a result, officers 

who manage the data may not be aware that they can consult TNP2K if needed. 

Figure 6: Information provided during the consultation after the data was received 

 

Note: 53 users reported having received a consultation from TNP2K after receiving data. Among them, 43 received individual 
data with names and addresses, four received only aggregates and six received all data types or anonymous individual data. 

5.4. Recommendations regarding data access procedures 
 

Overall, users appear to understand the procedure for obtaining data from the UDB and have no 

grievances related to the process itself, or to its timeliness. The first set of recommendations relates to 

the information that is provided to users during the consultations. It should be provided in written form, 

in addition to the oral consultation that currently occurs, so that it could be stored for future reference, 

as well as shared within institutions. 

The low share of institutions that report having had a consultation after receiving the data points to the 

fact that communication after the data reception should be explicitly encouraged by TNP2K. First, it is 

recommended that relevant personnel at local institutions be systematically informed that after receiving 

the data, they are welcome to request additional information and support from UPSPK. Communication 

with users can be further triggered, for instance, by developing a “pop-up window” that would appear 

upon opening the CD containing the data, which would encourage users to contact UPSPK for further 

assistance. The CD data can also include a video that could describe how to access the data, for users 

that are not familiar with data, in addition to encouraging further interactions with UPSPK.  

                                                     
10 Note that since October 2012, UPSPK provides data tailored exactly to the programme list provided by the local institution. 

For instance, an institution requesting the UDB data for 3 programmes with different budgets and target population groups 

will receive 3 listings, corresponding to each programme’s exact requirements. Before that, institutions that requested the data 

for a certain number of programmes, like Kota Pekalongan and the other districts of the study, were given the full data for the 
poorest 30 percent. 
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It is also recommended that institutions which receive the UDB data be proactively contacted after 

regular intervals of time. Frequent interactions, through direct and regular follow-ups, will help ensure 

that the personnel actually dealing with the data are aware of the possibility of receiving additional 

support from UPSPK should they require it. Moreover, frequent interactions with local government 

institutions may increase the probability of receiving feedback on the use of the data, by strengthening 

the relationship between the users and UPSPK/TNP2K. Frequent interactions will also give users the 

opportunity to progressively get used to and learn how to work with the UDB data with continuous 

support.  

In keeping with the intent to improve UPSPK/TNP2K’s interactions with local governments, it is also 

recommended that an easier and faster procedure for obtaining data be developed - an option also 

suggested by respondents of the UFS -, to encourage subsequent requests for the UDB data. Currently, 

if the second or subsequent request for the data is for subsets of the data already released (for instance, 

an additional request for the list of children aged 13 to 15 from households classified in the bottom 30 

percent, after the institution has been given data on all individuals classified in the bottom 30 percent), 

UPSPK’s policy is to provide the data directly. The local institution does not have to go through the full 

data request process, unless they request a completely different set of data. The data request process 

could be further simplified, however, for the second and subsequent requests for additional data. To 

simplify the procedure, for instance, the format of the requesting letter could be made more general; it 

does not have to contain a list of programs, but information on the local poverty reduction strategy. 

Another possibility is to make the data request process valid for a given period of time (e.g. one year, 

or the fiscal year), during which the local institution can request additional data without going through 

the full data request process again. It is expected that this might lower the incidence of providing lists 

of programs that are not actually meant to use the UDB data, in an attempt to get as much data as 

possible at once. 
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6. Uses of the data for local programmes  
 

The UDB is designed to serve multiple purposes: identifying beneficiaries of social protection 

programmes and designing, planning and budgeting better programmes and policies based on the 

socioeconomic profiles of different population groups and geographic areas. The individual- or 

household-level data with names and addresses are intended for the first use, whereas aggregate data 

are expected to serve the second purpose. The qualitative assessment of this study has revealed that the 

data with names and addresses is used for several additional purposes: to develop information systems 

on poverty, to match with existing programme beneficiary lists and to conduct validation. The last use 

is discussed in section 7, while in this section, we focus first on institutions that have not yet used the 

received UDB data, and subsequently, on the actual reported uses of the data. 

6.1. Institutions that did not use the data 

 

About 14 percent of UFS respondents did not use the data received from TNP2K. The main reason for 

this is having received it after their programme had already started, as seen in Figure 7. The qualitative 

assessment in Cirebon illustrates these findings; the UDB data has been requested based on a list of 

programmes that were already being implemented, which use data from the PPLS 2008 or other sources 

(e.g. the National Family Planning Coordinating Board, Badan Kependudukan dan Keluarga 

Berencana Nasional - BKKBN). According to Cirebon BAPPEDA officers, the use of the UDB data is 

planned for the next fiscal year. 

Figure 7 shows that the second main reason for not using the UDB data is its perceived inaccuracy. This 

appears to be the case in Kota Pekalongan, where the BAPPEDA officers consider the data to be 

inaccurate in identifying the poor and fear it may not be accepted by the communities. As discussed 

earlier, this perception may be based on the fact that the data and its sources are not clearly understood 

and BAPPEDA personnel therefore cannot explain the data and rankings to local communities. The 

community’s lack of acceptance of the UDB data surfaced during the implementation of national 

programmes such as Raskin, and makes the BAPPEDA officials uncomfortable in using it for local 

programmes. Instead, beneficiaries of local programmes in Kota Pekalongan are selected based on a 

community-based targeting mechanism, in which the community participates, alongside the relevant 

SKPD, in determining the programme eligibility criteria. Based on our interviews with BAPPEDA 

officers from Kota Pekalongan, the only use of the UDB data that is considered in the future is for the 

Jamkesda.  
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Figure 7: Reported reasons for not using the UDB data 

Note: 18 institutions reported not having used the UDB data received; one of them did not provide a reason. 

The data format does not appear to be a major obstacle to using the data. Indeed, about 83 percent of 

these institutions consider that the format received is easy to use, and, as seen is Figure 7, only 10 

percent state that they did not use the data because they could not open it. However, greater capacity at 

the local institution level would facilitate the use and management of the data. Managing a very large 

dataset, as the one received by Kota Pekalongan for instance (nearly 25,000 households and over 

100,000 individuals), requires high levels of technical capacity and adequate IT equipment, which might 

not be readily available in some local government institutions. The BAPPEDA personnel in Kota 

Pekalongan experienced such difficulties, especially for the selection of a subset of households or 

individuals with given characteristics. As mentioned earlier, UPSPK now provides data on beneficiaries 

exactly in line with the coverage and eligibility criteria defined by the local institutions at the time of 

the data request in order to avoid such obstacles to using the data. 

From the UFS, it appears that over 90 percent of institutions that did not use the UDB data also reported 

not having received any consultation from UPSPK after reception of the data. Since these institutions 

must have been in contact with UPSPK to receive the password to access the data,11 their perception of 

not having received a consultation may imply they have not opened the data altogether. However, in 

some cases, like in Cirebon and Kota Pekalongan, there has been no contact with UPSPK after the data 

(and password) was received, although they have experienced problems with the data format or in 

selecting subsets of beneficiaries. 

  

                                                     
11 This also suggests that the word “consultation” is not understood by all respondents in the same way. Some respondents 

indeed might consider a consultation to be a physical meeting with the UPSPK team, and tend to reply ‘no’ if this consultation 

has been conducted over the phone. The next questionnaires should therefore address this issue, and clarify that a consultation 
is any interaction with the UPSPK team. 
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6.2. Reported uses of the UDB data 
 

Figure 8 shows the uses of the UDB data for 85 percent of UFS institutions that have actually used it. 

About 60 percent of them have done so for programme planning and budgeting, and a little over 50 

percent for identifying programme beneficiaries. Among the four districts selected for the qualitative 

assessment, in which all institutions have requested data by names and addresses to identify 

beneficiaries of local programmes, only Badung has been found to have used the UDB data for this 

purpose. It has been used to target beneficiaries of a district-funded scholarship programme, which 

covers all children from primary school to university. The data was verified in the field to ensure that 

children from households classified in the poorest 30 percent complied with another programme 

criterion of being enrolled in school. The Badung BAPPEDA personnel also reported having used the 

UDB data for planning and budgeting new programmes, with technical support on this from the local 

BPS office.  

Figure 8: Reported uses of the UDB data 

 

Note: 96 institutions reported having already used the UDB data at the time of the survey; 86 received individual data by name 

and address, six received aggregates and four received anonymous individual data.  

Other uses of the UDB data, reported by about 50 percent of local institutions that used it, include its 

distribution to SKPDs.12 In Bintan, where there are at least 20 programmes funded through the district 

budget, the BAPPEDA has socialised the UDB data to all SKPDs following an instruction from the 

Vice-Bupati to improve programme complementarity for poor households by using a single data source 

for identifying beneficiaries. A procedure has been established for the SKPDs to request the data from 

the BAPPEDA; it requires a formal request letter stating the purpose for which the data will be used 

and the list of required variables. The data is then printed and provided to the SKPD. No electronic 

version of the data is released. 

                                                     
12 The provincial BAPPEDA offices may distribute the data to district units, while district BAPPEDAs may distribute the data 
to various Dinas in the district. 
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Additional reported uses of the data include, as seen in Figure 8, the development of poverty information 

systems and the computation of local poverty indicators. The BAPPEDA in Cirebon has attempted to 

develop a poverty information system, as have 35 percent of UFS respondents. However, they have 

experienced challenges in doing so and have hired a consultant to overcome the limited technical 

capacity to manage and analyse the data.  

6.3. Additional needs for support in using the UDB  
 

Figure 9 shows challenges that users experienced with the data by user type and by reported use. Firstly, 

there are some unlikely difficulties reported by the users. For instance, nearly 50 percent of institutions 

that requested aggregate data and did not use it report having experienced difficulties in identifying 

beneficiaries, a task that this type of data is not suited for. Among institutions that did use the data, there 

are also a few surprising answers. For instance, about 40 percent of users of anonymous data reported 

difficulties in selecting programme beneficiaries and matching the UDB with other data sources, while 

both are virtually impossible with this type of data. This may suggest that respondents understand these 

answers differently than intended, or alternatively, there may be some confusion among users regarding 

the different types of data available in the UDB and their specific use. 

Other commonly reported difficulties experienced with the UDB data include understanding the 

variables and analysing the households’ socio-economic conditions. Documentation is currently 

provided on the CD containing the data to explain the different variables included in it. However, this 

information may not be user-friendly for all, especially for those users with limited IT and data 

management skills. As for difficulties in analysing the characteristics of the poor, respondents suggest 

that the capacity of local government institutions personnel to analyse the UDB data be improved, 

especially given that in some areas the size of the data they received is too large to be easily handled. 

Figure 9: Difficulties encountered with the UDB data by user type 

 

Note: Among the 114 institutions that received UDB data, 96 reported having used the data, while 18 reported not having used 

it. Disaggregating by type of data, 99 received individual data by name and address and ten received only aggregates. 
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Figure 10: Intended future uses of the UDB data 

 
 

The UFS also asks users about their intended future use of the UDB. Their answers are shown in Figure 

10, separately for institutions that currently use the data and those that do not. Among institutions that 

have not yet used the data, over 70 percent plan to distribute it to SKPD and about 65 percent plan to 

validate/verify it and use it for planning. Among institutions that already use the data, nearly 90 percent 

intend to use it for planning local programmes. This represents a good opportunity for TNP2K to 

provide training on how to optimally use the data for programme planning. Regarding the large share 

of local institutions that plan to conduct validation/verification, it may be argued that these plans are 

not likely to occur if the UDB data is updated in 2014, as discussed in the next section. 

6.4. Recommendations on supporting local governments in using the UDB data 

 

It is first recommended to follow up regularly with each institution that received the data, for instance 

on a monthly basis, to ensure that any of their problems and needs for further assistance can be 

addressed. There is also the need for UPSPK/TNP2K to frequently communicate and work individually 

with each institution in order to improve their understanding of the UDB and guide them on the type of 

data that is most appropriate for their needs. 

Regarding the different uses of the UDB data, TNP2K can further support local governments in 

planning programmes and policies as well as in developing poverty information systems. This support 

can entail technical help on developing data management tools and the provision of training on the use 

of such tools for analysing the data.  

UPSPK has started experimenting with a business intelligence application that is useful for such 

purposes. This application helps produce aggregates on any population subgroups in a flexible and 

simple way. Training local governments on how to use this application and making it available on the 

UDB website is likely to increase their buy-in and their use of the UDB. In fact, UPSPK has started 

providing on-demand training to local government institutions, which has generated substantial interest 
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in this planning tool. It is recommended for UPSPK to expand these training activities in order to 

increase the use of the data. Additionally, a close collaboration with TNP2K’s Advocacy Team, which 

regularly conducts training for TKPKDs, can enable UPSPK to reach out to a larger number of local 

governments. The production of booklets and interactive training materials, describing in detail the 

potential that the UDB data offers for policymaking at the local level, is also recommended. 

Users’ own suggestions for better synergy with UPSPK/TNP2K reinforce these recommendations. 

Many local government institutions suggest that the UDB should be socialised more extensively, and 

that they should be informed how the data can be used for social protection programmes. They also 

suggest that UPSPK create a guidebook on the utilisation of the UDB. There are also repeated requests 

to increase the capacity of local governments in handling the UDB data. UPSPK should therefore 

explore the provision of training to local government institutions on the management and use of the 

UDB data on a periodic basis. Such training is likely to increase the utilisation of the UDB. It should 

be kept in mind, however, that training should be targeted towards the actual users of the data, not the 

heads of local institutions, who are usually not directly involved in the management of data or in the 

selection of beneficiaries of social protection programmes. 
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7. Data Verification and Validation 

7.1 Objectives of Verification / Validation  
 

Validation assesses whether households listed in the UDB are correctly classified according to their 

actual poverty status. It aims, firstly, to confirm the proxy-means testing (PMT) welfare classification 

and identify errors of inclusion and exclusion, and secondly, to update household ranking, depending 

on how their circumstances might have changed over time. Verification, on the other hand, consists of 

confirming the physical existence of households in the field, as well as the accuracy of their 

characteristics recorded in the UDB. It further aims to ensure that the UDB data is up to date, given that 

the PPLS survey was conducted in 2011.  

Most households do not experience significant changes in their socio-economic characteristics in the 

short term. Validation of the full data on the poorest 30 percent or 40 percent, which is relatively 

expensive,13 would not lead to the identification of significant changes in household socio-economic 

conditions. Validation/verification may not be the most efficient use of limited public resources 

available for poverty reduction. For instance, local government resources can be used to expand 

program coverage to include households considered eligible but that are excluded from the UDB list. 

Instead, TNP2K advises that field verification of beneficiary compliance with the eligibility criteria of 

each program or community consultations be conducted to update the beneficiary list of each program 

or verify eligibility for the program criteria.  

7.2. The incidence of validation/verification among local users of the UDB 
 

In all four districts visited for the qualitative assessment, the UDB data is planned to be, or has already 

been, validated or verified. In Bintan, the validation of households classified in the bottom 30 percent 

was already completed at the time of assessment. The BAPPEDA decided to validate the UDB data for 

two reasons. Firstly, in the previous targeting surveys (PSE 2005 and PPLS 2008), all surveyed 

households have become beneficiaries of social protection programmes, whereas not all households 

surveyed in the PPLS 2011 subsequently became beneficiaries of national programmes that use the 

UDB (e.g. Raskin). Additionally, upon performing a rapid check of the UDB data in one kecamatan, 

BAPPEDA officers observed that some non-poor households were included in the poorest 30 percent. 

As a result, it was decided to conduct the validation for the entire district. The second reason for 

validating the data and requesting TNP2K’s approval of its results14 is the requirement from the local 

parliament (DPR-D, Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat Tingkat Daerah) to submit a verified list of 

beneficiaries before approving the local budget (APBD, Anggaran Pendapatan dan Belanja Daerah) 

funding for any programme. 

                                                     
13 In Bintan, the budget for the verification of the poorest 30 percent (5,731 households) in 2012 is about Rp. 400 million. This 

amounts to about Rp 70,000 per household, whereas the PPLS 2011 has an average cost of Rp. 25,000 per household. For 

2013, a budget of Rp. 300 million has been approved. In Cirebon, Rp. 500 million have been budgeted for the 2012 validation. 

In Badung, Rp. 285 million have been budgeted to assess the differences between the UDB and the PPLS 2008. 
14 Among the 5,731 households classified in the bottom 30 percent, 303 either not found or not considered poor (by the BPS 

enumerators that conducted the validation), and 448 households were identified as deserving to be added to the poorest 30 

percent. The BAPPEDA informed TNP2K of these results and requested that the identified discrepancies be accounted in the 
UDB. 
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In the UFS, about 40 percent of the respondents report having validated/verified the data (Figure 8). 

Figure 11 shows the distribution of local institutions that have conducted or plan to validate the UDB 

data across regions. The highest share of local institutions that plan to conduct or have already 

conducted the validation of the UDB data is in Kalimantan. This may be due to Kalimantan having 

experienced a large decrease in their Raskin beneficiary quotas when Raskin started using the UDB in 

June 2012 – this occurred for most districts of Kalimantan and in other provinces whose previous 

beneficiary quotas from the PPLS 2008 were higher than predicted by their relative poverty levels. 

Figure 11 – Current and planned validation/verification, by region 

Note: There are 40 users from Sumatra, 38 from Java, 9 from Kalimantan, 16 from Sulawesi and 12 from Eastern Indonesia.  

As with nearly 60 percent of UFS respondents from Java, all districts of the qualitative assessment also 

plan to validate the UDB data. The BAPPEDA personnel in Badung have expressed interest in doing 

so, although field verification had been already performed for the scholarship programme that covers 

children from the poorest 30 percent households. In Kota Pekalongan, the BAPPEDA plan to validate, 

in collaboration with the local BPS office, the UDB data for Jamkesda, although only for households 

classified in the fourth decile. Finally, Cirebon plans to verify the data used for local programmes every 

year, starting November 2012, based on instructions from the provincial BAPPEDA to update the 

poverty information system that was set up for West Java. 

Regarding future plans to conduct validation, it appears that 80 percent of local institutions that have 

already validated the data plan to do it again in the future, whereas only about 50 percent of respondents 

who have not done it have such plans. An important question is whether these plans will be pursued if 

the UDB is updated in 2014, as planned. The fact that many local governments plan to validate the UDB 

data and that it is quite expensive (often more expensive per household than the PPLS11) is a good 

argument for the central government to update the UDB in 2014. Alternatively, it would be useful to 

develop an ongoing mechanism to update the data, i.e. adding and removing households based on (the 

evolution of) their socio-economics conditions.  
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7.3. Data validation and perception of data quality 
 

Based on the UFS, Figure 12 shows that the quality of most variables (names, addresses, age, gender 

and welfare rank) is mostly rated 4 and above out of 6, although the rating of the welfare rank in the 

data is slightly lower, mostly between 3 and 5. Interestingly, the rating of the UDB data quality is similar 

between local governments that performed validation/verification and those that did not. This suggests 

that validating/verifying the UDB data does not change users’ perceptions of data accuracy, even though 

the validation results show, as in Bintan, that the number of households wrongly included or excluded 

from the poorest 30 percent is relatively low.  

Data validation and/or verification can simply be an attempt from local governments to understand and 

therefore be able to take responsibility for the beneficiary selection process, which is generally seen as 

based on arbitrary criteria, including the decision on whom to survey.15 Furthermore, it appears that it 

is still unclear for local government officers that not all surveyed households will be eligible to receive 

social assistance, which used to be the practice in the past. Local government officers also resort to 

validating and verifying the data because they are the first target of complaints and grievances from 

communities if the latter perceive the data to be incorrect, in particular for national programmes. 

Figure 12 -User satisfaction with the quality of the UDB data 

 

 

 

 

Note: The satisfaction scale goes from 1 for very unsatisfied to 6 for extremely satisfied (denoted on the x-axis). 42 institutions 
performed validation and 34 did not. 39 institutions that reported having received the data did not reply to this question (among 

these 19 reported having used the data).  

                                                     
15 Some of the respondents from the qualitative assessment in Cirebon have mentioned elite capture from village and 
neighbourhood heads during the data collection process. 

0 0

5

1112

5

0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
U

se
rs

Addresses

0 0

6

12

9

5

0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

Names

1 0
3

15

11

3

0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

Age

0 1 2

10

16

5

0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

Gender

1
3 4

15

9

2

0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

Welfare rank

0 0

9

14
17

2

0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
In

st
it

u
ti

o
n

s

Names

0 1

7

15
17

2

0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

Addresses

0 2

7

16

12

4

0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

Age

0 1

5

12

18

6

0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

Gender

2 3

17

13

6

1
0

5

10

15

20

1 2 3 4 5 6

Welfare rank

Institutions that did not perform validation  

Institutions that performed validation 



33 

 

7.4. Recommendations 
 

As mentioned earlier, local governments are familiar with the PPLS 2008, which they have been using 

to support the implementation of local poverty reduction programmes. The PPLS 2008 remains 

therefore the benchmark and where there are many discrepancies between the UDB (number of 

households classified in the poorest 30 percent) and the PPLS 2008, local governments are more 

inclined to conduct validation/verification. More socialisation and explanation of the UDB and its 

similarities and differences with the PPLS 2008 is therefore likely to reduce the likelihood of UDB data 

validation.  

The updating of the UDB in 2014 is likely to deter local governments from conducting 

validation/verification. However, it is recommended that local governments be actively involved in the 

process, especially during the data collection. It is also recommended to communicate more openly with 

local governments the methods and other characteristics of the process in order to make it more open 

and inclusive. Involving local governments in the updating of the UDB might further contribute to 

increasing their confidence that poor households are surveyed, which may eventually promote the use 

of the UDB. 

It is also recommended that a mechanism be developed to address grievances from the communities 

concerning inclusion and, more importantly, exclusion errors. Even with the updating of the UDB in 

2014, it would be difficult to sustainably discourage local government institutions from validating and 

verifying the data in the absence of a credible and functional grievance mechanism. If local governments 

observe errors in the data and have no channel of addressing them, their only option is to validate or 

verify the data.  

Lastly, even after the UDB data is updated in 2014, local governments may still feel the need to validate 

the data. As a way of durably reducing the incidence of the validation of the UDB data with no direct 

link to specific poverty reduction programmes, it is recommended that UPSPK/TNP2K subsequently 

develop a process by which the UDB can be continuously updated, in collaboration with local 

governments. 
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8. Summary of Recommendations and Concluding Remarks 
 

In this study, we evaluate the use of the UDB at the local level, in order to identify areas of improvement 

in the cooperation between TNP2K and local governments for increased effectiveness of local poverty 

reduction programmes. Based on a qualitative assessment conducted in 4 districts and on a UFS, this 

study reveals that the UDB is being used at the local level. However, it could be enhanced if more active 

and thorough socialisation and communication of the UDB is undertaken among local government 

institutions and communities. Frequent interactions between UPSPK and local government institutions 

would also encourage more effective and increased use of the UDB. 

More socialisation and communication on the UDB, both in-person and through the distribution of 

communication material is needed at the local level. The perception of the UDB can be improved by 

producing and distributing more systematically booklets, Q&A, informative videos about the UDB, the 

beneficiary selection process and the potential uses of the data. Such socialisation material should be 

widely distributed to local government officers in order to enable them to address the communities’ 

questions about the UDB.  

Secondly, it is important for TNP2K/UPSPK to be proactive in maintaining contact with local 

governments. It would also be useful to develop a systematic and updated database of local government 

contacts, which would facilitate strong relationships with local government institutions even when the 

only contact will have moved to a different institution. 

The data request process can be also improved by simplifying second and subsequent requests for the 

data. When there are no subsequent requests, UPSPK should proactively contact users at regular 

intervals. A pop-up window should appear when opening the CD containing the data, with a message 

inviting local governments in simple and straightforward language to contact UPSPK for anything they 

would need as well as to receive the password to access the data. The use of the data can be further 

enhanced by proactively contacting local institutions at regular intervals after the data has been given 

to them. This would not only allow for the identification of areas where support is needed, but also 

offset the high staff turnover issue that makes the contact information collected at the time of the data 

request quickly outdated.  

UPSPK should be proactive in proposing training on the use of the UDB data, targeting primarily the 

BAPPEDAs, which act as the secretary of the TKPKD offices and are in charge of the coordination and 

oversight of local poverty reduction strategies. Such training should cover specifically the use of the 

UDB data for programme planning and implementation; it could be offered on demand to individual 

users, as well as during local events (at district or province levels) comprising more than one 

institution/local governments. In line with respondents’ suggestions, we also recommend developing 

training materials to be broadly distributed among users. 

In addition to large scale socialisation of the UDB, a functioning and effective grievance redress 

mechanism should be established to improve the perception of the UDB among local governments and 

the general public. This, in addition to actively involving both these stakeholders during the planned 

updating of the UDB in 2014, will be helpful in reducing the widespread tendency of local users to 

validate and/or verify the data. 

To conclude, there appears to be a real value in the innovation introduced by the UDB and the service 

associated with it. More than 80 percent of UFS respondents report having used the UDB data within 

less than a year of its establishment. More efforts are required, however, to further improve the value 
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added of the UDB and the service provided by TNP2K to better support local governments in their 

implementation of local poverty reduction programmes and policies. 
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Appendix 
 

 

Annex 1: Selection of areas for the qualitative assessment 

 

Category No. of 

requests 

Data request and 

reception 

No. of 

programmes 

UDB for 

Jamkesda 

Others 

Districts with some degree of interaction with UPSPK 

Kota Depok 1 Mar – Apr 2012 11 No 
Good relationship between BPS and 

Bappeda. Verified Jamkesda data. 

Kabupaten 

Badung 
2 

Feb – May 2012 

May – June 2012 
9 Yes 

Good relationship between BPS and 

Bappeda. Verification by dropping 

duplicates 

Kabupaten 

Bintan 
1 Mar – Apr 2012 5 Yes The only one to ever verify up to 30% 

Kota 

Pekalongan 
2 

July – Aug 2012 

Sept – Oct 2012 
4 Yes Validation plans 

Districts with no interaction with UPSPK after data reception 

Kabupaten 

Cirebon 
1 Apr – June 2012 8 / 13 Yes No contact after reception of the data 

Kabupaten 

Tuban 
2 

June – July 2012 

Aug – Aug 2012 
5 Yes  

Kabupaten 

Siak 
2 

Mar – Mar 2012 

May – May 2012 
12 Yes Asked up to 40% 

Provinsi 

Sulawesi 

Tengah 

1 June – June 2012 4 No  

Kota Palu 1 July – July 2012 3 Yes  

Provinsi 

Maluku 
1 June – July 2012  No  
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Annex 2: User feedback questionnaire 
 

Formulir Umpan Balik 

Penggunaan Basis Data Terpadu untuk Program Perlindungan Sosial 

oleh Pemerintah Daerah 

==================================================================

==== 
Bapak/Ibu yang terhormat,  

 

Instansi Bapak/Ibu diundang untuk berpartisipasi dalam survei umpan balik ini karena instansi Bapak/Ibu pernah 

meminta dan memperoleh data dari Basis Data Terpadu (BDT) untuk Program Perlindungan Sosial yang dikelola 

oleh Sekretariat Tim Nasional Percepatan Penanggulangan Kemiskinan (TNP2K). Pengisian formulir ini idealnya 

dilakukan oleh pejabat yang mengelola data dan program perlindungan sosial/penanggulangan kemiskinan di 

daerah Bapak/Ibu. Apabila pengelolaan and penggunaan data ini dilakukan oleh sejumlah unit atau instansi di 

daerah Bapak/Ibu, maka kami menyarankan agar formulir ini diisi melalui diskusi dengan pejabat-pejabat dari 

unit dan instansi terkait. 

 

Informasi dari instansi anda dalam survei ini sangat penting bagi peningkatan kualitas pelayanan Sekretariat 

TNP2K dalam memfasilitasi penggunaan BDT. Kami berharap agar pertanyaan-pertanyaan dalam formulir ini 

dijawab dengan apa adanya. Kami akan menjaga kerahasiaan jawaban yang diberikan dalam survei ini. 
 

Tolong diisi data tentang instansi Bapak/Ibu  
Nama Instansi  :  

 

Alamat Kantor  :  

 

Nomor Fax Kantor  :  

Nomor Telepon Kantor :  
Alamat Email Instansi :  

Kabupaten/Kota  :  

Provinsi   :  

 

Tolong diisi data kontak untuk komunikasi lebih lanjut terkait survei ini 

Nama Lengkap  :  

Jabatan   :  

NIP   :  

Nomor Telepon/HP  :  

Alamat Email  : 

 

 

1. Dari institusi mana instansi Bapak/Ibu mengetahui keberadaan Basis Data Terpadu? (boleh memilih lebih dari 

satu jawaban) 
A. Sekretariat Tim Nasional Percepatan Penanggulangan Kemiskinan (TNP2K)    

B. Tim Koordinasi Penanggulangan Kemiskinan n/Kota/Kab  

C. SKPD Prov/Kota/Kab   

D. Kementerian/ Lembaga Pemerintah Pusat  
E. Program-Program Nasional  (Jamkesmas, PKH, Raskin, BSM, dll.)  

F. Kantor Badan  Pusat Statistik Indonesia (BPS) Prov/Kota/Kab  

G. Lainnya (sebutkan): 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Jika jawaban A (Sekretariat TNP2K), melalui media apa instansi Bapak/Ibu mendapatkan informasi tentang 

Basis Data Terpadu? (boleh memilih lebih dari satu jawaban) 

A. Koran/Surat Kabar 

B. Website TNP2K  

C. Rapat Koordinasi TKPK 

D. Sosialisasi dari Sekretariat TNP2K 

E. Lainnya_____________________________________________________________________________________

____ 
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2. Berapa kali instansi Bapak/Ibu  pernah meminta data dari Basis Data Terpadu untuk program perlindungan 

sosial/penanggulangan kemiskinan yang diselenggarakan dengan dana APBD? 
1 Satu kali  

2 Lebih dari satu kali 

 

3. Jenis data apa saja yang pernah instansi Bapak/Ibu  terima dari Basis Data Terpadu untuk program perlindungan 

sosial/penanggulangan kemiskinan yang diselenggarakan dengan dana APBD?  (boleh memilih lebih dari satu 

jawaban) 

A. Data sebaran/agregat/jumlah    

B. Data individu tanpa nama dan alamat 
C. Data individu dengan nama dan alamat   

 

Pertanyaan-pertanyaan berikut adalah tentang proses untuk mendapatkan data dari Basis Data Terpadu. 

 

4. Bagaimana penilaian instansi Bapak/Ibu tentang waktu yang diperlukan untuk mendapatkan data yang instansi 

Bapak/Ibu  minta, dibandingkan dengan dengan harapan? Silakan beri penilaian dengan skala 1 sampai 6, dimana 

1 adalah “tidak memuaskan” dan 6 adalah “sangat memuaskan”. 

 
Tidak memuaskan        1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6      Sangat memuaskan 

 

Berikan penjelasan: 
________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________ 

 

5. Apakah dalam proses untuk mendapatkan data instansi Bapak/Ibu pernah berkonsultasi langsung dengan staf 

Unit Penetapan Sasaran untuk Program Penanggulangan Kemiskinan (UPSPK) dari Sekretariat TNP2K?  

1. Ya    
2. Tidak   Lanjut ke nomor 7 

 

6. Informasi apa saja yang instansi Bapak/Ibu terima dalam konsultasi tersebut (nomor 5)? Silakan beri penilaian 

terhadap masing-masing informasi yang diterima dengan skala 1 sampai 6, dimana 1 adalah “tidak memuaskan” 

dan 6 adalah “sangat memuaskan”. 

Jenis Informasi 

Menerima 

Informasi? 
Jika “YA” pernah berkonsultasi, mohon berikan 

penilaian tingkat kepuasan. 
1. Ya 2.Tidak 

A. Macam-macam variabel BDT (misalnya: 

usia, jenis lantai, dll.) 

  

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

B. Prosedur untuk mendapatkan data 
  

 

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

C. Jenis-jenis data yang dapat disediakan oleh 
BDT (misalnya: agregat, nama dan alamat) 

  

1---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

D. Jenis data yang sesuai dengan kebutuhan 
instansi atau program (misalnya: agregat, 

nama dan alamat) 

  

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

E. Format data yang disediakan (misalnya: 

Excel, SQL, dll.) 

  

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

F. Perkiraan waktu yang dibutuhkan untuk 

memproses permintaan data 

  

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

G. Cara pengiriman atau penyerahan data 
  

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

H. Lainnya:____________________________________________ 

 
1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 
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Pertanyaan-pertanyaan berikut adalah tentang pemanfaatan data yang diterima dari Basis Data Terpadu. 

 

7. Apakah format data yang diberikan (misalnya: Excel, DBF, SQL) mudah untuk digunakan oleh instansi 

Bapak/Ibu? 

1 Ya    

2 Tidak   
 

Jika TIDAK, mohon menjelaskan alasannya: 

________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________ 

 

8. Apakah instansi Bapak/Ibu telah mengunakan data Basis Data Terpadu yang diterima dari Sekretariat TNP2K? 

1. Ya   Lanjut ke nomor 10 

2. Tidak  

 

9. Jika jawaban nomor 8 adalah TIDAK, apa alasannya (boleh memilih lebih dari satu jawaban)? 

A. Data tidak bisa dibuka 

B. Data diterima terlambat (program sudah mulai atau penerima manfaat sudah ditetapkan) 

C. Isi data tidak dimengerti 
D. Akurasi data diragukan 

E. Anggaran untuk kegiatan yang direncanakan menggunakan data BDT tidak tersedia 

F. Keputusan Pemda atau/dan Legislatif adalah tetap mengunakan data lain/lama 

G. Lainnya:_____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________ 

 Lanjut ke nomor 11 

 

10. Jika jawaban nomor 8 adalah YA, kegiatan apa saja yang dilakukan instansi Bapak/Ibu dengan mengunakan 

data dari Basis Data Terpadu? (boleh memilih lebih dari satu jawaban) 

A. Pengembangan sistem informasi kemiskinan 

B. Pengembangan indikator kemiskinan daerah 
C. Perencanaan dan penganggaran program penanggulangan kemiskinan  

D. Pemilihan penerima manfaat program penanggulangan kemiskinan 

E. Penelitian/analisis statistik 

F. Disebarkan kepada dinas-dinas teknis program 
G. Disebarkan kepada pemerintah kabupaten/kota 

H. Mencocokan dengan data kemiskinan atau peserta program yang sudah ada 

I. Verifikasi/validasi di lapangan 

J. Lainnya:_____________________________________________________________________________________
_________ 

 

11. Program apa saja yang direncanakan atau sedang dilaksanakan dengan dana APBD di daerah Bapak/Ibu yang 

mengunakan data dari Basis Data Terpadu? 

 

Nama Program Kriteria Sasaran Jumlah Sasaran Mulai Pelaksanaan 

    

    

    

    

    

    

 

Jika diperlukan, silakan menambahkan daftar dengan kertas/ lembar tambahan.        
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12. Bagaimana penilaian instansi Bapak/Ibu tentang tingkat kualitas data berdasarkan hal-hal berikut ini? Silakan 

beri penilaian dengan skala 1 sampai 6, dimana 1 adalah “tidak memuaskan” dan 6 adalah “sangat memuaskan”  

 

Perihal Mohon berikan penilaian tingkat kepuasan 
Tidak 

tahu 

A. Ketepatan nama individu dalam data  1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

 

B. Ketepatan alamat rumah tangga 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

 

C. Ketepatan usia individu 1---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

 

D. Ketepatan jenis kelamin individu 1---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

 

E. Status kesejahteraaan rumah tangga 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

 

F. Variabel lainnya:__________________ 

________________________________ 1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 
 

 

 

13. Apakah variabel-variabel data dari Basis Data Terpadu yang diterima telah mencukupi untuk keperluan di 

bawah ini? 

 

Keperluan penggunaan data 1. Ya 2.Tidak 

Alasan bila tidak (misalnya: apabila ada variabel yang 

perlu ditambahkan ke dalam Basis Data Terpadu silakan 

sebutkan) 

Perencanaan program 

 

 

 

_________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________ 

 

Identifikasi sasaran penerima 
manfaat program 

 

 

 

_________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________ 

 

Pemantauan dan evaluasi 

program 

 

 

 

_________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________ 

 

Lainnya: ________________________ 
 

 

_________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________ 

 

 

14. Apakah setelah menerima data instansi Bapak/Ibu pernah berkonsultasi lagi dengan staf Unit Penetapan 

Sasaran untuk Penanggulangan Kemiskinan (UPSPK) di Sekretariat TNP2K terkait penggunaan data yang 

diterima?  
1. Ya    

2. Tidak   Lanjut ke nomor 16 

 

15. Informasi apa saja yang instansi Bapak/Ibu terima dalam konsultasi tersebut (nomor 14)? Silakan beri penilaian 

terhadap masing-masing informasi yang diterima dengan skala 1 sampai 6, dimana 1 adalah “tidak memuaskan” 

dan 6 adalah “sangat memuaskan”. 

 

Jenis Informasi 

Menerima 

Informasi? 
Jika “YA” menerima informasi, mohon berikan 

penilaian tingkat kepuasan. 
1. Ya 2.Tidak 

A. Cara mengakses data 
  

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

B. Variabel-variabel dalam data yang diterima 
  

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

C. Cara mensortir data berdasarkan kebutuhan 

instansi atau program 

  

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

D. Penjelasan data kepada SKPD 
  

1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 

E. Lainnya: ____________________________________________ 

 
1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6 
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16. Secara umum, bagaimana penilaian instansi Bapak/Ibu tentang pelayanan Sekretariat TNP2K dalam 

memfasilitasi penggunaan Basis Data Terpadu? Silakan beri penilaian dengan skala 1 sampai 6, dimana 1 adalah 

“tidak memuaskan” dan 6 adalah “sangat memuaskan”. 

 

Tidak memuaskan        1 ---- 2 ---- 3 ---- 4 ---- 5 ---- 6      Sangat memuaskan 

 

Berikan penjelasan: 
________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________ 

 

17. Bagaimana rencana instansi Bapak/Ibu terkait penggunaan data Basis Data Terpadu di masa depan? (boleh 

memilih lebih dari satu jawaban) 

A. Pengembangan sistem informasi kemiskinan 

B. Pengembangan indikator kemiskinan daerah 

C. Perencanaan dan penganggaran program penanggulangan kemiskinan  
D. Pemilihan penerima manfaat program penanggulangan kemiskinan 

E. Penelitian/analisis statistik 

F. Disebarkan kepada dinas-dinas teknis program 

G. Disebarkan kepada pemerintah kabupaten/kota 
H. Mencocokan dengan data kemiskinan atau peserta program yang sudah ada 

I. Verifikasi/validasi di lapangan 

J. Lainnya:_________________________________________________________________________________ 

K. Tidak ada rencana. Mohon untuk menjelaskan alasannya: 
_______________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________ 

 

18. Data apa saja yang pernah digunakan oleh instansi Bapak/Ibu untuk perencanaan dan pelaksanaan program 

perlindungan sosial? (boleh memilih lebih dari satu jawaban) 
A. Pendataan Program Perlindungan Sosial (PPLS) 2008 

B. Pendataan Sosial Ekonomi (PSE) 2005 

C. Survei Sosial Ekonomi Nasional (Susenas) 

D. Potensi Desa (Podes) 
E. Data Pemerintah Daerah (sebutkan): 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

F. Lainnya (sebutkan): 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

19. Kesulitan apa saja yang dihadapi instansi Bapak/Ibu saat menggunakan Basis Data Terpadu ? (boleh memilih 

lebih dari satu jawaban) 
A. Membuka CD yang berisi data 

B. Memahami kode/variabel-variabel dalam data 

C. Melakukan analisa kondisi sosial ekonomi   

D. Memilih individu/rumah tangga dalam data untuk menjadi penerima manfaat/peserta program 
E. Memilih variabel dalam data yang sesuai dengan kebutuhan program 

F. Menyatukan/mencocokan Basis Data Terpadu dengan data yang sudah dimiliki 

G. Lainnya_____________________________________________________________________________________

__________ 
H. Tidak ada kesulitan 

 

20. Apakah ada saran-saran dari instansi Bapak/Ibu untuk penyempurnaan Basis Data Terpadu dan/atau pelayanan 

Sekretariat TNP2K dalam memfasilitasi penggunaan Basis Data Terpadu di masa depan? 
________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________ 

  



42 

 

Annex 3: Official letter accompanying the user feedback survey 

 

Nomor 

 

: 

 

B-/Setwapres/D-3/TNP2K.03.04/02/2013Jakarta,Februari 2013 

Sifat : Penting 

Lampiran : 1 (satu) berkas 

Hal : Survei Umpan Balik Penggunaan Basis Data Terpadu 

untuk Program Perlindungan Sosial oleh Pemerintah Daerah 

 

Yth.  Kepala Bappeda dan Kepala Dinas 

(sesuai daftar instansi terlampir) 

 

Dalam rangka kegiatan evaluasi terhadap penggunaan Basis Data Terpadu untuk Program Perlindungan 

Sosial,  Sekretariat Tim nasional untuk Percepatan Penanggulangan Kemiskinan (TNP2K) bermaksud 

melaksanakan survei umpan balik penggunaan Basis Data Terpadu. Survei ini bertujuan untuk memperoleh 

masukan guna peningkatan kualitas pelayanan Sekretariat TNP2K dalam memfasilitasi penggunaan Basis Data 

Terpadu untuk mendukung keberhasilan pelaksanaan program-program penanggulangan kemiskinan. Instansi 

Bapak/Ibu diundang untuk berpartisipasi dalam survei ini karena menurut catatan dalam arsip Sekretariat TNP2K 

instansi Bapak/Ibu pernah meminta dan menerima data dari Basis Data Terpadu untuk program-program 

perlindungan sosial/penanggulangan kemiskinan menggunakan dukungan dana APBD. 

 

 Bersama surat ini, kami lampirkan formulir umpan balik untuk diisi. Pengisian formulir ini idealnya 

dilakukan oleh pejabat yang mengelola data dan program perlindungan sosial/penanggulangan kemiskinan di 

daerah Bapak/Ibu. Apabila pengelolaan dan penggunaan data ini dilakukan oleh sejumlah unit atau instansi di 

daerah Bapak/Ibu, maka kami menyarankan agar formulir ini diisi melalui diskusi dengan pejabat-pejabat dari 

unit dan instansi terkait. Formulir umpan balik yang telah diisi mohon dikirimkan kembali kepada kami melalui: 

 

Unit Penetapan Sasaran Untuk Penanggulangan Kemiskinan 

Sekretariat Tim Nasional Percepatan Penanggulangan Kemiskinan (TNP2K) 

Sekretariat Wakil Presiden RI 

Jl. Kebon Sirih Raya No. 14, Jakarta Pusat 10110 

Faks    : (021) 3912511/3912513 

Email : masukan.bdt@tnp2k.go.id 

 

Mengingat pentingnya masukan dan saran instansi Bapak/Ibu terkait penggunaan Basis Data Terpadu, 

besar harapan kami agar dapat menerima kembali formulir yang telah diisi sebelum 29 Maret 2013. 

 

Demikian kami sampaikan. Atas perhatian dan kerjasamanya, kami sampaikan terima kasih. 

 

 Deputi Sekretaris Wakil Presiden 

Bidang Kesra dan Penanggulangan Kemiskinan/  

Sekretaris Eksekutif  TNP2K, 

  

  

 

Bambang Widianto 

 

Tembusan : 

1. Wakil Presiden RI 

2. Sekretaris Wakil Presiden RI 
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