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 Regional development planning requires an evidence-based approach that utilizes population 

dynamics as the foundation for establishing policy priorities. This study aims to analyze the 

integration of the Population-Based Development Index (IPBK) within the regional planning 

cycle and propose concrete strategies for its institutionalization as a population-centered 

development instrument. The IPBK was developed as a composite indicator to measure the 

linkages between development outcomes and population structure and needs, yet its application 

in formal planning documents remains limited and unsystematic. Using a qualitative-

descriptive method with policy analysis based on regulatory reviews, analysis of regional 

planning documents including the RPJPD, RPJMD, Renstra OPD, and RKPD, and a Results-

Based Management (RBM) framework, this study systematically assesses gaps in indicator 

integration and performance cascading mechanisms across planning levels. The findings reveal 

three main problems: the absence of binding regional regulations mandating IPBK use in 

planning documents, the lack of a cascading mechanism linking IPBK to regional apparatus 

(OPD) performance indicators, and weak cross-sectoral oversight and utilization of the SIPD 

platform. These structural gaps have collectively prevented IPBK from functioning as an 

effective outcome indicator that steers the direction of regional development. Therefore, 

strengthening IPBK integration in the regional planning cycle requires a three-pronged strategy: 

institutionalization through a Regional Head Regulation that mandates indicator integration, the 

development of cascading technical SOPs connecting IPBK to OPD-level indicators, and the 

establishment of a cross-agency oversight forum. This approach will ensure that regional 

development becomes more measurable, accountable, and genuinely population-centered. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Regional development planning should ideally be prepared 
in an evidence-based manner, based on strong data and em-
pirical evidence, so that the resulting policies are able to res-
pond to the real needs of the community and reduce the domi-
nance of political considerations in development decision-
making (Muluk et al., 2022). In the context of national deve-
lopment, the mainstreaming of population-oriented develo-
pment is an important foundation so that development policies 
do not only focus on program output, but also ensure that 
development outcomes respond appropriately to the needs and 
structure of the population. The population aspect in develop-
ment is very important because population and development 
are inseparable parts. Population-oriented development is an 
important component in national or regional development, so 
to evaluate it, IPBK figures are used (Akolo et al., 2026). 

Evidence-based planning has been widely discussed in the 
literature as a key driver of effective public policy. Studies 
have demonstrated that integrating demographic data into 
development planning improves the accuracy of intervention 
targets and enhances policy responsiveness to community 
needs (World Bank, 2018). Furthermore, research on Results-
Based Management (RBM) frameworks highlights that 
cascading performance indicators across planning documents 
is essential for ensuring strategic objectives translate into 
measurable outcomes at the operational level (Ramesh & 
Howlett, 2018). Population-centered development itself fun-

damentally depends on the extent to which data and indicators 
are integrated within the cross-sectoral decision-making 
system (UNDESA, 2019). In the Indonesian context, studies 
have identified persistent challenges in regional planning qua-
lity, including data fragmentation, weak inter-agency coor-
dination, and misalignment between planning and budgeting 
processes, which collectively reduce the effectiveness of 
development interventions (Fatimah et al., 2024; Malila et al., 
2024). Despite these findings, limited scholarly attention has 
been paid to the specific integration of composite population 
indicators such as the IPBK within formal regional planning 
cycles. 

The IPBK is officially established through BKKBN re-

gulation as a composite indicator to measure the extent to 

which regional development pays attention to population 

aspects, serving as the basis for evaluation and formulation of 

integrated policies across sectors and levels of government 

(BKKBN, 2020). However, in practice, IPBK integration in 

planning and budgeting documents still faces real challenges. 

Local development planners face technical and institutional 

barriers in integrating population variables into regional plan-

ning documents, with direct impacts on low policy respon-

siveness to the demographic needs of the community (Malila 

et al., 2024). The relationship between planning and budgeting 

at the regional level has not always been aligned, so strategic 

indicators such as those contained in the IPBK do not cascade 

into operational measures across planning documents 
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(Fatimah et al., 2024). Furthermore, the use of data in regional 

planning is often still partial, has not been integrated into 

decision-making systems, and has not fully influenced budget 

allocation (World Bank, 2018). 

Three structural problems underlie this integration gap. 

First, the IPBK has not been institutionalized as a cross-

document outcome indicator and has not become a binding 

performance reference in regional planning documents. Se-

cond, from an institutional and regulatory perspective, no 

binding regional policy currently requires IPBK adoption as a 

performance indicator across planning and budgeting docu-

ments, and governance capacity among regional planner 

human resources remains inadequate to encourage consistent 

IPBK integration. Third, the cascading mechanism linking 

IPBK from the RPJMD level down to regional apparatus 

(OPD) indicators across the RPJMD Renstra OPD–RKPD–

APBD chain  remains absent, while IPBK is still perceived as 

a sectoral issue of population affairs rather than a cross-sector 

strategic indicator that must be the concern of all regional 

apparatus. As a result, because population-oriented develop-

ment depends on the extent to which data and indicators are 

integrated in the cross-sectoral decision-making system 

(UNDESA, 2019), the IPBK has not functioned as an outcome 

indicator that encourages real changes in planning and bud-

geting direction. 

Addressing these gaps, this study offers novelty in two key 

aspects. First, unlike prior studies that examine evidence-

based planning or indicator integration in general terms, this 

study specifically analyzes the institutionalization pathways of 

a composite population indicator the IPBK within the formal 

regional planning cycle, from RPJPD and RPJMD down to 

RKPD and budgeting documents. Second, this study proposes 

a concrete policy architecture combining binding regional 

regulations, cascading technical SOPs, and cross-agency go-

vernance forums as an integrated strategy to ensure IPBK 

functions not merely as a supporting indicator, but as a stra-

tegic outcome indicator that steers the direction of population-

centered regional development. 

Based on these problems, this policy paper provides a 

comprehensive analysis of IPBK integration challenges while 

offering policy directions to ensure that IPBK can be insti-

tutionalized effectively, measurably, and sustainably in the 

regional planning and budgeting cycle. The main focus is 

directed at the formulation of policy recommendations in the 

form of strengthening binding regional regulations, the pre-

paration of cascading indicator mechanisms and SOPs, and the 

formation of cross-OPD coordination governance so that 

regional development becomes more responsive to population 

dynamics and increases the accuracy of development inter-

vention targets. 

 

RESEARCH METHOD 
This policy paper was prepared using a qualitative-

descriptive approach with a policy analysis method. Policy 

analysis is a multidimensional field, where different activities 

and objectives find their space (Mayer et al., n.d.). This 

approach is used to produce policy recommendations that are 

not only conceptually strong, but also realistic and imple-

mentable within the context of local government governance. 

The preparation of this policy paper is grounded in the 

principle of evidence-based policy formulating policy options 

based on evidence drawn from data, regulations, and field 

documents which not only strengthens policy legitimacy but 

also increases the effectiveness of public intervention through 

the selection of the best available evidence-supported policy 

options (Phillips & Smyth, 2020). This approach is further 

supported by the Results-Based Management (RBM) frame-

work to ensure that policy recommendations are oriented 

towards measurable development outcomes and performance. 

RBM is a management strategy so that existing actors or 

stakeholders can contribute directly or indirectly to the desired 

results (Wijaya, 2018). 

The subjects of this study consist of regional planning 

documents and regulatory instruments at both the national and 

regional levels. Specifically, the research subjects include the 

RPJPD, RPJMD, Renstra OPD, and RKPD documents, as well 

as budgeting documents (APBD), relevant national and 

regional regulations pertaining to IPBK, and performance in-

dicator frameworks used by regional apparatus organizations 

(OPD). These documents serve as the primary units of analysis 

in assessing the extent to which IPBK has been integrated into 

the formal regional planning cycle. 

Data were collected through two main methods. First, docu-

mentary review, involving systematic collection and exa-

mination of official regional planning documents, national 

regulations, BKKBN technical guidelines, and existing policy 

studies related to IPBK and regional development planning. 

Second, regulatory and normative analysis, involving a 

structured review of the legal and regulatory framework 

governing the use of development performance indicators at 

both the national and regional levels. The instruments used in 

the data collection process include document review checklists 

and regulatory mapping matrices to systematically identify 

gaps in IPBK integration across planning documents. 

Data analysis was conducted through three stages. First, gap 

analysis was applied to identify discrepancies between the 

normative framework as established by BKKBN regulations 

and RBM principles and actual IPBK integration practices 

found in regional planning documents. Second, root cause 

analysis was employed to trace the underlying institutional, 

regulatory, and technical factors driving these integration gaps. 

Third, policy option analysis was used to evaluate feasible and 

realistic policy alternatives, considering institutional readiness, 

regulatory instruments, and implementation sustainability, in 

order to formulate concrete recommendations for streng-

thening IPBK institutionalization in the regional planning and 

budgeting cycle. 

 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 
Gap in IPBK Integration Across Regional Planning and 

Budgeting Documents 

The analysis of regional planning documents reveals a 

systematic integration gap across all levels of the regional 

planning cycle. IPBK has not been institutionalized as a 

binding cross-sectoral outcome indicator in any of the key 

planning documents from long-term to annual and budgeting 

documents. Table 1 presents the gap analysis across each 

planning document. 

The gap at the RPJMD level is particularly critical. As a 

composite index representing population-oriented develop-

ment achievements, IPBK should be positioned as a cross-

sectoral strategic indicator within the RPJMD performance 

architecture. Its absence at this level means there is no binding 

performance mandate for regional apparatus, and conse-qu-

ently, IPBK is not cascaded into derivative documents and 

does not serve as a reference for determining development tar-

gets (Fatimah et al., 2024; Oktriastra, 2020). This condition is 
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Table 1. Gap Analysis of IPBK Integration Across Regional Planning Documents 

Planning 

Document 

Normative Function IPBK Integration 

Status 

Gap Description 

RPJPD Long-term development 

direction (20 years) 

Not integrated No population outcome indicator referencing IPBK 

dimensions 

RPJMD Medium-term performance 

targets (5 years) 

Partially 

referenced 

IPBK mentioned as context but not established as a 

binding outcome indicator 

Renstra OPD OPD-level strategic plan & 

indicators 

Not integrated No cascading of IPBK dimensions into OPD 

performance indicators 

RKPD Annual work plan & 

priorities 

Not integrated Annual priorities not linked to IPBK achievement 

targets 

APBD Budget allocation Not integrated No budget tagging mechanism connecting 

programs/activities to IPBK dimensions 

compounded at the Renstra OPD level, where OPD perfor-

mance indicators remain dominated by narrow activity output 

measures such as the number of training sessions or socia-

lization events without a clear operational linkage to integrated 

population outcomes (Tampubolon, 2020). Several studies 

confirm that the integration of IPBK into Renja OPD, Renstra, 

RKPD, and RKA-OPD remains suboptimal due to fragmented 

operational attributes and the absence of technical guidelines 

for cross-sectoral indicator linking (Oktriastra, 2020; Budiman 

et al., 2021; Sunoto et al., 2020). 

At the RKPD and APBD levels, the gap is even more 

pronounced. Annual IPBK targets have not been used as 

references in priority-setting, and budget allocations have not 

been explicitly linked to contributions toward index achieve-

ment. As a result, it becomes structurally impossible to 

evaluate whether public spending has produced measurable 

improvements in population-centered development quality as 

captured by IPBK. This finding is consistent with World Bank 

(2018), which documented that the use of data in regional 

planning is often partial, has not been integrated into decision-

making systems, and has not fully influenced budget allo-

cation. Studies on inclusive development and the SDGs further 

reinforce this concern, emphasizing the importance of shifting 

focus from output-driven growth toward sustainable develop-

ment that is measured through comprehensive composite 

indices a direction that aligns with the effort to position IPBK 

as a cross-sectoral index within the RPJMD and APBD 

frameworks (Pellu, 2024; Asnuri & Yuliana, 2023; Putra, 

2015). As shown by Margaretha & Hertati (2025), opti-

mization of digital-based population services at the service 

level still relies on operational output measures and is not yet 

structurally connected to a more macro development planning 

framework. 

Although the Regulation of the Minister of Home Affairs 

Number 70 of 2019 concerning SIPD provides a systemic 

framework for synchronizing data, planning, and budgeting 

through program coding and indicator tracking, this potential 

has not been optimized for IPBK integration. The process of 

linking IPBK indicators to OPD programs remains manual and 

inconsistent across regional apparatus (Oktriastra, 2020; 

Budiman et al., 2021; Siswati & Hermawati, 2018). Some 

literature highlights the significant potential of institutional 

capacity strengthening through digital transformation and the 

adoption of composite indicator-based performance systems 

that account for multiple dimensions economic, social, and 

environmental as drivers of cross-sectoral coordination 

(Tampubolon, 2019; Mudyanti & Trihutomo, 2022; Mahmud 

& Tesniwati, 2023). Research on regional competitiveness 

frameworks further suggests that IPBK can be positioned as 

an engine of cross-sectoral coordination through transparent 

sectoral contribution mapping to the index (Mudyanti & 

Trihutomo, 2022; Siswati & Hermawati, 2018). However, 

realizing this potential requires the addition of linking guide-

lines within SIPD so that every OPD program has a mea-

surable contribution to IPBK achievement across its dimen-

sions of health, education, income, and access to public 

services (Oktriastra, 2020; Budiman et al., 2021; Siswati & 

Hermawati, 2018). 

 

Root Causes of IPBK Non-Integration in Regional 

Planning 

The gap identified in the previous section is not attributable 

to a single technical failure, but rather reflects three inter-

connected structural deficits: regulatory, mechanical, and 

governance. Table 2 presents the comparison between existing 

regulatory instruments and the requirements needed for full 

IPBK integration. 

 

Table 2. Comparison of Existing Regulations and Requirements for IPBK Integration

Aspect 
Existing Regulatory 

Basis 
Gap Identified Required Instrument 

Legal mandate for 

IPBK use 

BKKBN Regulation No. 

5/2024; BKKBN Decree 

No. 242/2025 

No binding regional regulation 

(Pergub/Perbup) requiring IPBK 

adoption in planning documents 

Regional Head Regulation 

mandating IPBK as outcome 

indicator across RPJMD, Renstra 

OPD, RKPD 

Cascading 

mechanism 

Permendagri No. 

86/2017 

No technical SOP linking IPBK from 

RPJMD to OPD performance indicators 

Cascading technical SOP: RPJMD, 

Renstra OPD, RKPD, APBD 
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Cross-sectoral 

coordination 

BKKBN Regulation No. 

3/2020 

No formal cross-OPD coordination 

forum for IPBK monitoring and 

oversight 

Establishment of cross-OPD IPBK 

oversight forum 

Budgeting 

alignment 

Permendagri No. 

70/2019 (SIPD) 

SIPD features for program tagging and 

OPD contribution tracking not yet 

utilized for IPBK 

Program/activity tagging 

mechanism in SIPD linked to IPBK 

dimensions 

Performance 

evaluation 

Presidential Decree No. 

153/2014 (GDPK) 

IPBK not embedded in regional 

performance evaluation cycle 

IPBK integrated into regional 

monitoring and evaluation system 

with annual reporting 

First, the most fundamental root cause is the absence of 

binding regional regulations. Although BKKBN Regulation 

No. 5/2024 and its operational derivative Ministerial Decree 

No. 242/2025 provide a credible normative foundation estab-

lishing IPBK as a composite index built from five dimensions 

and 17 indicators, no regional-level regulatory instrument 

currently mandates its adoption as a performance indicator in 

planning documents. This regulatory vacuum means IPBK 

carries no administrative coercive power at the regional level, 

and its use remains voluntary and ad hoc. Contemporary 

research confirms that without a binding regional legal 

framework, population planning tends to remain voluntary and 

ad hoc, making inter-regional implementation variation highly 

likely and reducing cross-sectoral policy consistency (Malila 

et al., 2024; Basrowi et al., 2024; Oktriastra, 2020). Local 

development planners face significant institutional barriers in 

integrating population variables into formal planning docu-

ments precisely when no enforceable regulatory framework 

exists at the regional level (Malila et al., 2024; Listyaningsih 

et al., 2021). Furthermore, a strong national regulatory 

framework that is not translated into regional instruments can 

widen the gap between central policy and local realization, as 

regional planners face institutional barriers in aligning 

population indicators with regional programs without clear 

enforcement mechanisms (Basrowi et al., 2024; Listyaningsih 

et al., 2021; Alta et al., 2023). Efforts to harmonize inter-

agency regulations therefore need to be strengthened through 

broader regulatory reform, including evaluation and updating 

of the regulatory base to avoid conflicts between central and 

regional policies (Soemarmi et al., 2025; Nasution, 2021; 

Pramudianto, 2023; Tarigan, 2021). 
Second, the absence of a cascading mechanism from 

RPJMD to OPD-level indicators constitutes a critical opera-
tional failure. Without technical SOPs that systematically 
translate IPBK dimensions into measurable OPD contribution 
targets, IPBK remains a standalone macro indicator with no 
operational linkage to programs and activities. Ramesh & 
Howlett (2018) emphasize that cascading indicators is a 
necessary condition to ensure that strategic indicators do not 
stop at the level of planning documents, but are translated into 
measurable and accountable performance measures for each 
organizational unit. Comparative regional studies further 
confirm that strengthening the cascading indicator mechanism 
through technical SOPs that systematically translate IPBK 
dimensions into measurable OPD contribution targets is a 
prerequisite for achieving cross-organizational performance 
accountability (Ramesh & Howlett, 2018; Budiman et al., 
2021). The lack of a cross-OPD contribution matrix and 
annual target-setting mechanism further widens the gap 
between macro and operational indicators (Budiman et al., 
2021; Sunoto et al., 2020). As a result, no sense of shared 
ownership of IPBK is formed across regional apparatus, and 
IPBK remains outside the operational realm of OPD programs 

and activities (World Bank, 2018; UNDESA, 2019; Budiman 
et al., 2021; Sunoto et al., 2020). 

Third, weak governance and limited IPBK literacy among 
regional apparatus planners reinforce the perception that IPBK 
is a sectoral population affair rather than a cross-sector 
strategic instrument. Cross-sector coordination has not been 
structured, and IPBK has not become a strategic agenda for 
regional leaders. Governance literature confirms that the lack 
of IPBK literacy among planners and fragmented cross-
sectoral coordination structures increase the risk that IPBK 
will not function as a strategic compass but will remain merely 
a macro indicator without operational impact on OPD 
programs (World Bank, 2018; UNDESA, 2019; Budiman et 
al., 2021; Siswati & Hermawati, 2018). Theoretically, gover-
nance literature affirms that cross-sectoral data integration 
through system interoperability such as SIPD is the foundation 
for making IPBK an operational policy compass that can be 
operationalized through budgets and OPD programs 
(Mahmood et al., 2021; Tarigan, 2021; Tampubolon, 2019; 
Jiwantara & Nasaruddin, 2022). However, implementation 
remains limited due to a bureaucratic culture that tends to be 
fragmented and low IPBK data literacy among regional 
planners, meaning that institutional capacity to fully adopt 
IPBK has not yet been established (World Bank, 2018; 
Budiman et al., 2021; Wigati & Ciptanurani, 2023; Azwar et 
al., 2021). Because population-oriented development funda-
mentally depends on the extent to which data and indicators 
are integrated within the cross-sectoral decision-making 
system (UNDESA, 2019), the current governance arrange-
ment structurally prevents IPBK from functioning as an 
effective development compass. 

Overall, strong integration between binding regional 
regulations, clear cascading SOPs, and increased cross-
sectoral data literacy is required to transform IPBK from a 
macro indicator into an operational compass that genuinely 
directs budget allocation and OPD performance evaluation 
related to population-based development. Without synergy 
among these three elements, regulatory, cascading, and data 
governance constraints will continue to maintain IPBK's 
position as a conceptual idea without adequate operational 
support (Basrowi et al., 2024; Listyaningsih et al., 2021; 
Budiman et al., 2021; Nakamura, 2022; Pramudianto, 2023; 
Tarigan, 2021). 
 
Policy Choice Alternatives 

Based on the gap analysis and root cause identification in 
the preceding sections, three policy alternatives are formu-
lated. Each alternative is evaluated against evidence support, 
measurability of results, and feasibility of implementation at 
the regional level, drawing on the Population Mainstreaming 
concept (UNFPA, 2022; Lutz et al., 2014; May, 2012), the 
Results-Based Management (RBM) framework (Kaplan & 
Norton, 1996; Wijaya, 2018), and principles of Collaborative 
Governance and Incrementalism. 
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Alternative 1: Status Quo Plus Approach 

The first alternative is a fast and flexible administrative 

strategy to encourage IPBK integration through non-regula-

tory instruments such as regional head circulars, socialization, 

and technical guidance for OPD planners. This approach 

positions IPBK as a gradual reference in the preparation of 

RKPD and Renja OPD, enabling regional apparatus to begin 

building linkages between programs and population indicators 

without requiring formal regulatory processes. Its primary 

strength lies in speed and flexibility it functions as a quick win 

to increase cross-sector literacy and reduce the perception that 

IPBK is solely a sectoral affair. However, because it lacks 

regulatory binding force, this approach is prone to inconsis-

tency and is highly dependent on the commitment of specific 

leaders or individuals. From an institutionalization perspec-

tive, a non-binding approach cannot ensure the sustained 

mainstreaming of population indicators across planning cycles 

(Muluk et al., 2022). Therefore, this alternative is more ap-

propriate as an initial stage for building institutional readiness, 

rather than as a standalone long-term solution. 

Alternative 2: Strengthening Binding Regional Regulations 

The second alternative involves the issuance of a Regional 

Head Regulation in the form of a Governor's Regulation 

(Pergub) or Regent's/Mayor's Regulation (Perbup/Perwali) 

that explicitly stipulates IPBK as an indicator of regional 

development performance based on population outcomes. 

This regulation serves as a policy umbrella requiring all regio-

nal apparatus to integrate IPBK into the RPJMD, Renstra 

OPD, RKPD, budgeting, and evaluation mechanisms. Sup-

ported by cascading technical SOPs, IPBK is systematically 

translated into OPD performance indicators according to each 

apparatus's contribution to the relevant index components. 

This alternative directly addresses the two most fundamental 

root causes identified: the absence of binding regulations and 

the lack of a cascading indicator mechanism. Within the RBM 

framework (Kaplan & Norton, 1996), formal regulatory in-

stitutionalization is a prerequisite for transforming IPBK from 

a standalone macro indicator into a strategic outcome instru-

ment that controls the direction of cross-sectoral development 

programs. Phillips & Smyth (2020) further affirm that the 

effectiveness of evidence-based policy interventions is 

significantly strengthened when policy options are anchored 

in enforceable regulatory instruments. However, implemen-

tation requires a bureaucratic process, technical readiness of 

planners, and strong policy leadership from regional leaders. 

Alternative 3: Strengthening Collaborative Governance 

The third alternative centers on the establishment of a cross-

OPD IPBK oversight forum and the optimization of the SIPD 

planning information system. This forum functions as a stru-

ctured coordination mechanism for agreeing on each OPD's 

contribution to IPBK dimensions, as well as a space for 

periodic monitoring and evaluation of index achievements. 

Simultaneously, the optimization of Permendagri No. 70/2019 

on SIPD enables the systematic linking of regional programs 

and expenditures to IPBK outcomes through tagging mecha-

nisms and indicator tracking. The Population Mainstreaming 

concept (UNFPA, 2022) affirms that mainstreaming popula-

tion indicators across all development sectors requires not only 

formal regulation, but also structured governance arrange-

ments that build collective ownership and cross-sector 

accounttability. This alternative is particularly effective for 

ensuring operational integration and building shared owner-

ship across sectors. However, without strong formal regula-

tory support, the forum risks becoming a mere coordination 

mechanism without binding coercive power. 

Recommended Direction 

The three alternatives are not mutually exclusive, but rather 

complementary and should be implemented in a sequenced, 

incremental manner. Alternative 1 serves as the entry point for 

building institutional readiness and cross-sector literacy. 

Alternative 2 provides the binding regulatory architecture that 

ensures IPBK integration is sustained beyond individual 

leadership commitments. Alternative 3 operationalizes the 

integration through governance structures and information 

systems that make IPBK a living instrument in the annual 

planning cycle. Together, this three-pronged strategy ensures 

that IPBK transitions from a supporting indicator to a strategic 

outcome instrument that genuinely steers population-centered 

regional development consistent with the GDPK mandate 

established under Presidential Decree No. 153/2014 and the 

cross-sectoral development accountability principles empha-

sized by BKKBN (2020) and UNDESA (2019). 

 

CONCLUSION 
Based on these three alternatives, it can be concluded that 

IPBK integration efforts require a combination of policies that 

not only strengthen the literacy and technical capacity of 

planners, but also ensure the existence of formal ties and 

collaborative governance across sectors. Therefore, the 

strongest and most sustainable policy is the institutionalization 

of regulations through the issuance of Regional Head Regu-

lations (Alternative 2), which is then strengthened through the 

establishment of Forums/Escort Teams and optimization of 

SIPD (Alternative 3). Meanwhile, the administrative and 

capacity building approach (Alternative 1) can be used as a 

first step to accelerate human resource readiness, build 

understanding across OPDs, and generate quick wins before 

policies are fully institutionalized. The integration of IPBK in 

the regional development planning cycle is a strategic need to 

strengthen regional development that is evidence-based and 

responsive to population dynamics. However, IPBK integ-

ration is not enough to be solved through socialization or 

technical strengthening alone, because the root problems faced 

are systemic: the absence of binding regional regulations, the 

formation of a cascading mechanism for indicators from the 

RPJMD level to OPD, and weak governance of cross-sector 

escorts.  

Taking into account the characteristics of these problems, 

policy recommendations focus on institutionalization policies 

through formal regional instruments that provide binding 

power while creating coordination and control mechanisms. 

Therefore, the recommended policy is not only "what to do", 

but also "how the policy is implemented" through procedures, 

role sharing, and clear monitoring and evaluation mechanisms. 

Based on the results of the analysis in Chapter II and the 

comparison of alternative policies in Chapter III, the main 

policy recommendations proposed in this policy paper are the 

need to institutionalize IPBK systematically in the regional 

planning and budgeting cycle. 
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