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Abstract

Performance accountability in Indonesia is phenameiich come from people's demand starting to be
articulated from the beginning of reformation enalio98. As implementation of performance accoulitgbi
concepts in governance, every government institutias obligation to disclose the report after esclaf year,

in form of Laporan Akuntabilitas Kinerja Instansirerintah (LAKIP) or Report on Accountability of
Performance of Government Institution.

The research's objective is to analyze the perfocemaccountability in government institution esfieally in
Government of Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency by auidliapproach. The result of the research showsesom
obstacles for the institution to present Report Rerformance Accountability of Government Institatio
Performance

Keywords: accountability, performance, local government

1. Introduction

Accountability as narrowly speaking is form of respibility to the giver and what need to give rasgbility.
Broadly speaking, it means responsibility of maadatlder side (agent) to gives responsibility, pnéimg,
reporting, and disclosure all activity which becanits obligation to mandate giver (principal) whiblas
authority to ask for responsibility.

Literaly, "accountability" has meaning of "somethiwhich can be obliged" or the adjective that dies
meaning of as responsibility or according to Caifle€989) which noted by Gedeona (2007; 17) accolilittais

a obligation to responsible, reporting, explainimgying reason, answering, take responsibility d aiso
obligation to give calculation and obey to judgeiieom the outside. Osborne (1992) as noted by Mardo
(202) also give similar definition on "Accountabjli which directed to find some answer to the gioastvhich
related to what, who, to whom, whose, which and faoservice. It is different to Heim (1995) whichfided
accountability as: to explaitg justify, responsibility for the consequences of actionsrtakéis opinion similar
to Chandler and Plano (1992) as noted by Anetd,Z20) in which accountability asefers to the institution of
checks and balances in a administrative sy&tem

Otherwise, responsibility (public accountabilityycarding to Indriadi (2010;105-106) is not onlyateld to
legality aspect of formal action, but also related others aspect such as: organization behaviodr an
professionality, politic element and morality ofnaidistrative action. In the context of administoatiand public
policy, it contains administrative and organizati@sponsibility, legal responsibility, political sigonsibility,
profession responsibility and moral responsibilgcording to Jabra and Dwivedi (1989) as notedShgandi
et.al (2011;111) five categories of accountabibty public sector are administration accountabilitylegal
accountability political accountability professional accountabilitymoral accountability Opinion by Owen
(1992) stated accountability igdvernment organization are created by the pulidicthe public and need to be
accountable to Tt

Bernardin, et.al (1998) stated thapetformance is defined as the record of outcomesdymed on a specified
job function or activity during a time peritidllgen, et.al 2000 (in Williams 2002) defined &sdlows: “A
performance consists of a performer engaging inabihr in a situation to achieve resultsSimilar opinion by
Brumbach (1988), also defined performance as psocksesults. Armstrong (2009) defined performaasean
action in producing the wanted one.

In public administration studies, stated that (Resyah,2010, h.31) performance started to be derdatale
measure since Woodrow Wilson stressed the effigiame effectivity of the design of administratioysem. It
is also happened since F.W. Taylor pushed the grapltm work more efficient. In the other side, disgion on
performance become a strategic discussion todagm €@dams, dkk, 2008) its occurrence can make the
government be more efficient. Not so different, (Ware, dkk, 2012) it is one of the most importaspect in
above perspective, toward the effort in makingdrgterformance in public sector.

156



Public Policy and Administration Research www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-5731(Paper) ISSN 2225-0972(0Online) g
Vol.4, No.8, 2014 ISTE

As implementation of performance accountability @gpt, it has been issued some regulations whiclyebl
institution to disclose report every end of fisgahr, one of them by Report on Accountability offelenance of
Government Institution. (LAKIP) which ruled by kngksi Presiden (Presidential Instruction) NumbeYéar
1999 on Performance Accountability of Governmestitntion which was followed by Keputusan KepalaNLA
(Decision of Head of LAN) Number: 239/1X/6/8/200atdd on March 252003 as the improvement of Decision
of Head of LAN Number: 589/1X/6/Y/1999 on Pedomaeniusunan Pelaporan Akuntabilitas Kinerja Instansi
Pemerintah (Guidance on Reporting Performance Atedility of Government Institution). And the exéioms

is based on Surat Keputusan MENPAN (Decision Ndtdlimister of Empowerement of State Apparature)
Number: KEP-135/M.PAN/2004 on Pedoman Umum Evallagporan Akuntabilitas Instansi Pemerintah
(General Guidance on Evaluation of Performance Antability of Government Institution) and Peraturan
Menteri Negara PAN dan Reformasi Birokrasi (TheeRoil Minister of Empowerement of State Apparaturd a
Bureaucracy Reformation) Number 13 Year 2010 oruripek Pelaksanaan Evaluasi Akuntabilitas Kinerja
Instansi Pemerintah (Direction on Execution of Hea#bn of Performance Accountability of Government
Institution), andPeraturan Menteri Dalam Nege(Minister of Interior' Rule) Number: 34 Year 204dn
Pedoman Evaluasi Laporan Akuntabilitas Kinerja @@auice on Evaluation of Performance Accountability o
Government Institution) in scope of Ministry of énior. The results of evaluation of performanceoactability

of government institutions were classified in AAx{€llent) category, A (Very Good) category, B (Gpod
category, CC (Sufficient) category, C (Not Suffidiecategory, dan D (Below) category.

The objectives of the research are to know andyaeall) Performance of Office of Management of iBeg|
Revenue, Financial and Assetdulu Sungai Selatan Regency of Kalimantan SelaGouth Kalimantan)
Province; (2) The obstacle factors in increasin@efformance of Office of Management of RegionaldRele,
Financial and Asset$lulu Sungai Selatan Regency of South KalimantarviRee. (3) Model of performance
which relevant to Performance of Office of Managemef Regional Revenue, Financial and Assklslu
Sungai Selatan Regency of South Kalimantan Province

2. Literatures Review

2.1. Empirical Review

Ewoh E, Andrew |. (2011) conducted research onyaimlof comparation of performance measurement in
Georgia State and Kennesaw City with objectivermngasing of effectivity and efficiency on publergice.
Cioclea, Elena Alexandra. (2012) stated that thasmement of performance of an organization isonbt on
Efficiency, EffectivenesmdEconomybut also orEquity, Excellence, and Ethics

Xia, Shi, et.al, (2012) conducted research on nreasent of performance of 3 (three) departmentsomgkins
County which finally can give recomendation as perfance evaluation on each department, in which the
measurement of performances on every activity wirigled into 5 (five) indicators in whicHnput, Output,
Efficiency, QualitativéDutcome andQuantitaveOutcome

Ye, Wang, et.al, (2012) did a research in publataewhich measured based on comparison of achieuguit
and setted up objective. This was related to efficy level and output as process in achievingdeifpe

Ruzita, et.al, (2012) did a research on performameasurement of public sector, especially in goesta
departments in Australia, in which performance meawent in a transparent and accountable government
become the main attention.

Lu, Yi. (2008) did the research titlédanaging the Design of Performance Measures: thie BbAgenciesThe
research was conducted in state boards in Geotgia ®hich answer the question: how to set up pexace
measurement as process in increasing quality déimeance.

Proeller, et.al, (2012) conduct a research on sasgty of performance measurement on childcare séttd
(two) city in Germany which become objective toagiwnderstanding on the use if information in meagur
performance on public sector. Performance measuremhich was conducted not off course from setted
objective, includedinput, output, eficiengyquality, result, effectivity.

Hoque, et.al, (2008) did the research by survegihgerformance measurement in States and Departafent
Federal Government of Australia. The result becaimein of reformation in Australian Government which
written in policy and work plan omworking for outcome Moreover, the research depict about the impaean
of setting of “work indicator” in measuring of perfnance of a department in Australia. This is, ofirse,
directing on the application in public sector origation which focussed on the long term success.

Bigliardi, et.al (2011) conducted a research whichs a case study on the development on performance
measurement model by using Balance Scorecard iicmézrtor, especialy in one of the city in Italizhe result

of the research is the developmentB#lance Scorecardnodel on public sector which became process of
improvement of management of performance towagtesgic control and its implementation which carubed

to evaluate the action executed in the associaadar setting up an action as whole year improveéme
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Meng, et.al, (2012)id a research in two different boards but inteted. The result is the performance
meausurement is very helpful for organization tacreits setted up mission and objective.

2.2. Theoretical Review

1) Agency theory

Agency Theoryaccording to Anthony and Govindarajan (2005:38)icivhwas developed by Jensen dan
Meckling (1976) is a relation or contract betweemgpal and agent with assumption that every ilivis
merely motivated by self interest so that genecatlict of interest. Lane (2003¢ated that agency theory can
be applied on public organization which stated denacy nation is based on the chain of principalkhge
relationship. The similar statement was also gibgnMoe (1984) which explained that economics ofljgub
sector organization concept by using agency theory.

The relationship betwegprincipal andagentin “Agency Theory” according to Arifah (2012;89) iielationship
between superior side (as principal) and in comn{asdagent). This is not so different to (Arifin5) which
stated that relationship between the owner and gaania essential is difficult to be created becaok¢he
occurence o€onflict of InterestAccording to Widyaningdyah, (2001) the conflistdaused by different interest
between principal and agent which is called aggmoplem. One of the causing factorsagfency problems
asymmetric information

The assumption which gives foundation Agency Theornaccording to Eisenhardt (1989) which noted by
Setyapurnama et.al and Norpratiwi (2006) are adsvist (a). human assumptionshich arecategoryzed as
follows : self interest, bounded-rationalityand risk aversion, (b). organizational assumptionsvhich are
categoryzed into three things, which are : conflietpart of objective between inter participantficiency as a
criteria of effectivity, andnformation assumptionisetween owner and agent.

2) Accountability theory

The term ofaccountabilityin The Oxford Advance Learner’s Dictionags noted by LAN RI and BPKP, 2001),
means fequired or expected to give an explanation for'smetion” or according to (Akbar, 2012) literally has
a meaning of responsibility.

According to (Rochmansjah, 2010;13), the accoulitpbtan be understood as satisfactory report,
responsibility,law, agreement or habit. In public sector, accountghélccording to Mardiasmo (2002) became
an obligation of mandate holdeagen) to give responsibility in presenting, reportirggd disclose any activity
and efforts which became their responsibility tondete giver grincipal) which has right and authority to ask
the responsibility.

The kind of responsibility according to Mardiasm20@2) in the context of organization of public sect
accountability consist of 2 (two) kinds which arél). vertical accountabilitywhich is responsibility on budget
management to the higher authority, such as redgtitysof working unit (office) to the local govament,
responsibility of local government to the centrabvgrnment; (2).horizontal accountabilitywhich is
responsibility both directly to the people or tmPkes Representative Council.

It was also opinion from (Mardiasmo,2002) as ndigdRochmansjah, 2010;13) that there are 2 (twodlkiof
accountability which areFirstly, Dollar accountability related to revenue and expense, the sourcestioh ac
from usage (financial accountability)Secondly, Operating accountability related to an administrator
responsibility to use all the wealth and sourcéisiefitly and effectively.

3) Concept of performance

The terminology of “performance” according to (Witn2001, pp.77) originated from woth performance”

in The Scribner Bantam English Dictionary publisted)S and Canada year 1979 has meaning as foll¢\ys
To do or carry out; execut@). To discharge or fulfill; as a vow3). To portray, as a character in a plg¢). To
render by the voice or a musical instrumd®f. To execute or complete an undertaki(®), To act a part in a
play, (7). To perform musig8). To do what is expected of a person or machine

Prawirosentono (2007, in Jusdin 2011) stated plkaiormanceasnoun had meaning ofthing done however
Luthan (1995) defined performance as result achieve or“the degree of accomplishmentr in the other
words performance is a level of result achievenogorganization objectives. Opinion by Wibowo (20@8&ted
that performance has wide meaning, not only theltre$ the work, but how the process of work rurnin

In governmental organization, according to Moeh&i¢2010), Mahsun (2009) and LAN (2000) the evaduat
of performance is more directed to level of achmeat to the execution of one activity program oligyoin
making true targets, objectives, vision and missgfnorganization as contained in strategic plannofg
organization which is divided into 3 (three) kind$ performance which are: operational performance,
administrative performance and strategic performanc

The measurement of performance in governmentalnazgon is a report of responibility as performanc
measurement which is obliged to be disclosed egedof fiscal year in the form of: Report of Pemance
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Accountability of Government Institution (LAKIP) drFinancial Report consisted of : LRA (Laporan fezedi
Anggaran or Report of Budget Realization), Budgetilan CaLK (Catatan atas Laporan Keuangan or Note o
Financial Report).

2.3. Research's Flow of Thinking
Thinking frame of the research was depicted in Fédubelow:

AGENCY THEORY
Sedarmayanti, (2009;26)
Y— Arifah, (2012;89)
AGENT/ PRINSIPIL/
Lower Rank * Superior

Owen,1992 ACCOUNTABILITY
Governmental Gedeona, 2007;17, Mardiasm
organization was (2002), Aneta, (2012;20), Jackson 198as
established by and fgs Sjamsiar, 2010;105-106) noted by Rai
public, so that it neegl 2008;16
responsibility to give
to public. *
RESPONSIBILITY
REPORT
T UuU 17/200:
v v Permendagri 13
INPRES | LAKIP REPORT Ol || year 2006
7/ 1999 FINANCIAL

| |
Y

PERFORMANCE
ligen, et.al, 2000 in Williams 2002
(Brumbach, 1988 Armstrong, 2009)

Figure 1. Flow of Thinking of Research

3. Methods of Research

The research was conducted by using qualitativecggp. Data collection was conducted by observation
interviews, and documents tracking. Validity ofeasch data was tested by 4 (four) criteria namedglibility,
dependability confirmability, andtransferability Analyis process of data followed Interactive Dataalysis
model by Miles and Huberman (1992). Data analysas wonsisted of three components, which were : data
reduction, data presentation and draw conclusion.

Reseach location was Government of Hulu Sungait@elRegency East Kalimantan Province, Indonesih wit
its capitol in Kandangan and consisted of 11 (el@®@stricts.

4. Results of Research and Discussion

4.1. Performance of Office of Management of Redi®&venue, Financial and Assets in Hulu Sungait8ela
Regency

As form of reponsibility of Office of Management Biegional Revenue, Financial and Assets in Hulug8un

Selatan Regency, every end of fiscal year theygrespsome reports which are parts of Report of étespility

of Government of Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency, aisch

(1). LAKIP (Report of Performance Accountability @bvernment Institution) which is one of the comgain
Sistem Akuntabilitas Kinerja Instansi Pemerintatspstem of Performance Accountability of Government
Institution (SAKIP) as ruled by Preidential Insttionn Number 7 Year 1997.

(2). Financial Report consist of : LRA (Report ofiddet Realization), Balance and CalLK (Note on Férsn
Report) which was ruled in Rule of Minister of Iritg¥ Number 13 Year 2006 on Guidance of Local
Finance Management.

Measurement of all activity which was executed @ary2010 and 2011 take direction from RKT (Rencana

Kinerja Tahunan or Yearly Work Planning). And, thaechievement of activity in RKT further will be itten in
PKK (Pengukuran Kinerja Kegiatan or Yearly ActivMeasurement).
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Take the guidance from Decision Note of Minister Ethpowerement of State Apparature Number. KEP-
135/M.PAN/2004 on General Guidance on EvaluatioR@fformance Accountability of Government Instibati
and Reformation of Bureaucracy Number 13 Year 201i Qirection on Execution of Evaluation of Performa
Accountability of Government Institution and alsoinidter of Interior' Rule Numberr : 34 Year 2011 on
Guidance on Evaluation of Performance Accountabdit Government Institution in the scope of Minystf
Interior, where the presentation of LAKIP (Repdifferformance Accountability of Government Insiiba) of
Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency for every year is coeduafter evaluating aspects in verse 4 (fourctviconsist

of : Performance Planning; Performance Measuremd®yformance Report; and Acievement of
Target/Organization Performance.

Evaluation results of LAKIP (Report of Performangecountability of Government Institution) Hulu Suaig
Selatan Regency in Year 2010 in accordance with-Bai&4/PW16/3/2011 dated AugustB011 published by
Board of Financial and Development Monitoring btai8outh Kalimantan Province were given value o787,
or D category (Below).

However, comparing to the evaluation report in Y2@t1 which follows on Rule of Minister of Empowearent

of State Apparature and Bureaucracy Reformation Ib&rd5 Year 2012 as written in Letter publishedBloard

of Finance and Development Monitoring branch Sddahmantan Province Number: LEV-39/P16/3/2013 dated
Pebruari 28 2013 described that evaluation of LAKIP (ReportPafiformance Accountability of Government
Institution) Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency has impnoent and awarded points of 51,44 or predicate CC
Category (Sufficient).

In accordance with Letter of Board of Financial és®ent Republic of Indonesia branch South Kalimanta
Province Number : 16.b/S-LHP/XIX.BJM/07/2011 datddy 13" 2011 which give opinion on Report of
Finance of Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency in Year 2849 WDP (Wajar Dengan Pengecualian / Normal with
Exception) orQualified Opinionas given in the Result of Report of Examinationnfr@oard of Financial
Assessment Republic of Indonesia branch South Kaliem Number: 23.b/S-LHP/XIX.BJM/05/2012 dated
May 2012

The some of exception from Report of Financial @v&nment of Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency, arerst,Fi
there are weakness in internal control system @paming finance report in form of : (1). Organiratiand
Presentation of Capital Investment of GovernmentHofu Sungai Selatan Regency is not adequate and (2
Organization of Fixed Asset is not in orderly manaed the presentation is not in accordance widmérd of
Government Accounting. Second, there is not in aatce to the law in managing local finance.

4.2. The supporting factors of performance of d@ffof Management of Regional Revenue, Financial and
Assets

The unsupporting factors in improving performanceOiffice of Management of Regional Revenue, Firanci

and Assets in Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency, esgdaigiresenting Report of Performance Accountabitit

Government Institution (LAKIP) to the measuremerfit amtivities and targets and Finance Report which

consisted of : LRA (Report of Budget RealizatioBalance and CalLK (Note on Finance Report) duringr ye

2010 and 2011 are : (1). Lack of knowledge and tstdeding of apparature human resources in prepafin

LAKIP (Report of Performance Accountability of Gauenent Institution) and document of planning in fben

of RENSTRA (Strategic Planning) and (2). Documelfit ptanning which is not used as direction in

measurement, even the are not conducting evalugéibtherefore never been a revision, which in wheguld

be presented in Table 1 below :
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Table 1. Factors which Slow Down the ImprovemenPefformance of Office of Management of Regional

Revenue, Financial and Assets in Hulu Sungai Sel@&gency in LAKIP Budgetary Year 2010 and

2011

Resear ch Focus

Finding

Causing Factor

Conclusion

LAKIP 2010 and
2011

1). Preparing of LAKIP is not
fully based on rules in
effect;

2). Disclosing of LAKIP is not
meeting due date yet or
more than 1 (one) month
after fiscal year was endec

3). There is similarity between
objective set up and
strategy in Strategic
Planning document,

4). Target indicator which was
setted up in Strategic
Planning still in general
senses.

(). Eventough already socialized
in preparing the LAKIP, but in time
of presentation there is no more
information regarding it.

(2). In LAKIP time of presentation,
SKPD* which is part of LAKIP of
; Government of Kabupaten Hulu
Sungai Selatan were not
differentiated in function of each
SKPD.

(3) and (4) Lack of knowledge in
preparing RENSTRA and there is
no evaluation or revision on the
available document of planning.

PPK (Pengukura
Pencapaian
Kegiatan or
Measurement of
Activities
Achiements)

). Preparing of RKT (Rencan
Kerja Tahunan or Yearly
Work Planning) is in the
same timeline with
presentation of LAKIP

2). Not all activities in year 201

and 2011 has been

alack of knowledge and
understanding, and also preparing
of RKT is not become direction in
measurement.

0

(2). Lack of knowledge
and understanding of
apparature human
resources in Office of
Management of
Regional Revenue,
Financial and Assets in
Hulu Sungai Selatan
Regency to the
preparation of LAKIP
(Report of Performanc
Accountability of
Government
Institution) and
document of planning
in the form of
RENSTRA (Strategic
Planning)

(2). Planning documerijt
is not used as direction
in measurement, even
worse there is no

D

measured” evaluation and revison
PPS (Pengukuraftl). Inacuracy in deciding target Lack of knowledge in planning of | never take a place
Pencapaian indicator RENSTRA and there is no
Sasaran or evaluation and revision on
Measurement of available documents.
Target
Achievement)
Note: *SKPD  : Satuan Kerja Pemerintah Daerah (Working bihLocal Government)

4.3. Financial report in Office of Management ofgimal Revenue, Financial and Assets in Hulu Sungai
Selatan Regency

Unsupporting factors in Office of Management of Regl Revenue, Financial and Assets in Hulu Sungai

Selatan Regency year 2010 and 2011 are : (1). baékowledge and understanding of human resountes i

presenting Financial report; (2). The task is nolyfexecuted and (3) Never been an evaluationioéricial

Report which is described in Table 2 below :
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Table 2. Unsupporting Factors in Increasing of &renfince of Office of Management of Regional Revenue
Financial and Assets in Hulu Sungai Selatan RegemcReport of Financial Fiscal Year 2010 and

Vol.4, No.8, 2014

2011
Research Focus | Finding Causing Factor Conclusion
Financial ReporfREGIONAL REVENUE This is based on execution on the| (1). Lack of
2010 and 2011 = Recording or clasification of revenue | previous years (follow the previous | knowledge and
1. LRA (Report or]  object which is not explained in detail |nyears practices) understanding of
Realization o DPA (Dokumen Pelaksana human resource
Budget Anggaran/Document of Budget to presenta
Execution) Financial Report;
= Lack of Supporing Book for all revenue (2). Not all of task
object either Regional Taxes or Regiopal detail already
Retribution during years 2010 and 2011. executed and (3)
REGIONAL EXPENSE The rule which is used always | Never been doing
= There is still a mistake in classifying of experience changes and in| evaluation on
kind of expense and its presentation stilcontradiction with each others and| Financial Report
global in nature (not detailed) also not knowing to the Law in effect
REGIONAL BUDGET Only mentioned in DPPKAD* but
= Low of realization of revenue for technically executed by other SKPD
budgeting which only in 6,99% and or only execute the expense but the
unclearly on the management of revenuenother technical SKPD did the
for regional budgeting expense return
Financial ReportASSET (1). Have difficulty in finding the
2010 and 2011 = Still there is some asset/BMD without | document or the required one for
2. BALANCE any proof of ownership or land granting certificate;

certificate;

= Still there is some stuff in Kartu
Inventaris Barang or Inventory Card
(KIB-B Equipment and Machinery)
recorded but actually already given to;

= Still there is some Quasi Material /
Ticket as reservation and not surrendg
so that the presentation is not caegoriz
as normal.

= Still there is no adequate execution on
TP and TGR or with potent can't be
billed or causing local lost in
Government of Hulu Sungai Selatan
Regency.

Financial Report |LRA and Balance

3. CALK (Note on| = The presentation is not describe the

(2) and (3) Lack of understanding and
knowledge on asset recording in the
balance
Never doing evaluation on disclosed
Financial Report of SKPD which is a
LKPD in Government of Hulu Sungai
regelatan Rgency
e@). Not further detailing the law yet

Difficulties
data,

in finding supporting
because generally the the

Financial cause and obtacle need to be faced apdpresentation always in the form of
Report) not explaining in detail for each value for 1 (one) year realization of
components fiscal year an lack of knowledge and
understanding of the report it self
Note:
*DPPKAD: Dinas Pendapatan dan Pengelolaan KeaunganAdet Daerah (Office of Management of
Regional Revenue, Financial and Assets)

TP and TGR : Tuntutan Perbendaharaan dan Tuntwati Bugi (Inventory and Payback Demand)

4.4. The Model of Performance of Office of Manag#noé Regional Revenue, Financial and Assets iruHul
Sungai Selatan

Model of performance of Office of Management of Regl Revenue, Financial and Assets in Hulu Sungai

Selatan Regency in recent year could depictedgarEi2 below :
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Report of Budget
i Realization
1 SKPD (Satuan Kerja T~ ]
Perangkat Daerah) Financial Balance
Report
SKPKD (Satuan Kerja . .
Note on Financial
Pengelola Keuangan Daerajh)
Report
Office of Managemen
of Regional Revenue|
Financial and Assetg
PKK (Pengukurar]
RENSTRA RKT (Rencana . . .
; LAKIP [ — Kinerja Kegiatan
(Rencana Strategis) Kinerja Tahunan) Ja Keglatan)

PPS (Pengukura
Pencapaian
Sasaran)

Figure 2. Model of performance of Office of Management of Regl Revenue, Financial and Assets in
Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency

Data Source: Prepared by Researcher

Note:

SKPD : Regional Working Unit of Apparature

SKPKD : Regional Working Unit of Financial Managemépparature

RENSTRA : Strategic Planning

LAKIP : Report of Performance Accountability of Gamment Institution
RKT : Yearly Work Planning

PKK : Measurement of Performance Activity

PPS : Measurement of Target Achievement

Recommended model for performance to presentafiéteport of Performance Accountability of Governmen
Institution and Financial Report of Office of Mamagent of Regional Revenue, Financial and Assetduil
Sungai Selatan Regency are as follows : (Figure 3):

1. In preparing Strategic Planning as planning documér every 5 (five) year in Office of Managemerit
Regional Revenue, Financial and Assets in Hulu SuBglatan Regency is not only considering its fiamc
as SKPD but also considering another function, KBKD and accuracy in deciding every target indicato
and in accordancy with law in effect;

2. RKT is a yearly planning documents as disclosure Stfategic Planning and become direction in
measurement of performance of Office of ManagenoéiRegional Revenue, Financial and Assets in Hulu
Sungai Selatan Regency

3. Conducting evaluation/review to decrease and mizerimaccuracy on applicable rules.

4. The evaluation/review was conducting by other SKiRider Government of Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency
or in this case is Inspectorate of Hulu Sungait8al®egency.

5. After the evaluation, indirectly the two responkibireports become representation of performarfd@fice
of Management of Regional Revenue, Financial argkssin Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency.
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Figure 3. Reccomended Model of Performance of ofd@@ment of Regional Revenue, Financial and Assets
in Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency
Data Source: Prepared by Researcher

Note:

DPPKAD : Office of Management of Regional Reverki@ancial and Assets
ITKAB . Inspectorate of Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency

PPK : Measurement of Target Achievement

5. Conclusion

Process of presentation of LAKIP (Report of Perfance Accountability of Government Intitution) which

consisted of PKK (Measurement of Performance Asgtiyiand PPS (Measurement of Target Achievement) in

Office of Management of Regional Revenue, Finanaial Assets in Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency yead 201

2011 was based on Rule of Minister of EmpowerenfeBState Apparature and Bureacracy Reformation
Number 29 Year 2010 on Guidance of Preparing dirgetUp of Performance and Reporting of Performance

Accountability of Government Institution, didn't etewith setted deadline in which 1 (one) monthratte end

of fiscal year, Strategic Planning document of iffof Management of Regional Revenue, Financia an

Assets in Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency year 2008048 which was decided in Keputusan Kepala Dinas

(Decision of Head of Office) Number 1 Year 2009n'tdoe used fully because of inacuracy in decicimg

objectives and targets and performance indicatogeneral.

The unsupporting factor in increasing of performean€ Office of Management of Regional Revenue, famna

and Assets in Hulu Sungai Selatan Regency espedmlpresenting LAKIP (Report of Performance

Accountability of Government Intitution) are : (Dack of knowledge and undertanding of apparatun@dn
resources; (2). The task is not fully executed, KB) evaluation on Financial Report yet (4). Plagnilocument

is not used as direction in measuring the perfooman

Recommended model on two kind of responsibilityorégvas showh in Figure 3 above.
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