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FOREWORD

K

ALIMANTAN FORESTS AND CLIMATE PARTNERSHIP (KFCP) was a joint climate change initiative
implemented under partnership arrangements between the Indonesian and Australian governments.
The KFCP program aimed to trial ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation and
forest degradation (REDD+) in peat swamp forest areas in Central Kalimantan. The activities were carried
out through closure/blocking of tatas (small canals), reforestation and palisade construction among others.
In addition, KFCP developed alternative livelihoods for villagers living in the KFCP program area.
REDD+ programs can have both positive and negative impacts on the environment and the local
communities involved. Before REDD+ activities begin, the potential positive and negative impacts of
program implementation (for example, in villages) must be identified so that risks can be managed and
reduced, and the social and economic benefits to local communities can be enhanced. Safeguards are one
of the tools that can be used to manage these risks and benefits distribution.
When the KFCP program was introduced in mid-2009, national safeguards policies specific to REDD+ were
yet to be established in Indonesia. However, KFCP implemented safeguards standards through several other
instruments discussed in this paper. When specific REDD+ safeguards standards began to be designed/
trialled in Indonesia, KFCP sought to integrate these with existing program safeguards instruments. An
Operational Safeguards Framework for KFCP was developed as a single reference point for multiple
standards to ease safeguards implementation in the field.
Based on KFCP’s experience, compiling safeguard indicators that are easily understood and practised by
villagers at the activity level is a challenge. Communities that participated in KFCP were unfamiliar with
some of the safeguard principles and standards. Therefore, significant time and effort was required to
introduce these concepts. Learning from this, the implementation of REDD+ initiatives in the future should
be preceded by the trial implementation of safeguards in order to provide time for communities to learn
about safeguards and for programs to find the most appropriate ways to implement them.
This report explains the lessons learned from the practical implementation of safeguards at the activity level
by the villages and KFCP, drawing on experience in the field from mid-2011 to mid-2013, to contribute to
the development and implementation of safeguards systems for REDD+ in Indonesia.
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Adat 		

: Custom and tradition

APRF			

: Access Restriction Process Framework

Bappenas		

: Indonesian National Development Planning Agency (Badan Perencanaan dan
Pembangunan Nasional)

BeRT			

: Benefits and Risks Tool

Beje			

: Traditional fish ponds

BoP			

: Basis of Payment

BPD			

: Village Representative Council

CCB			

: Climate, Community and Biodiversity (Standard)

CCBA		

: Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance

CER			

: Certified Emissions Reductions

COP			

: Conference of the Parties

Desa			

: Village

ESMF		

: Environmental and Social Management Framework

GHG			

: Greenhouse gas

FCPF			

: Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

FPIC			

: Free, Prior and Informed Consent

FPI-Con		

: Free, Prior and Informed Consultation

Gemor		

: A type of tree, the bark from which is used to produce mosquito repellent

Ha			

: Hectare

HuMa 		

: Association for Community and Ecology-Based Law Reform (Perkumpulan untuk
Pembaharuan Hukum Berbasis Masyarakat dan Ekologis)

IAFCP		

: Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership

ICRAF		

: World Agroforestry Centre

IPP			

: Indigenous Peoples’ Plan

Jamsostek		

: Workforce Social Insurance (Jaminan Sosial Tenaga Kerja)

Kepala Keluarga

: Household Head

KFCP			

: Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership

LEI			

: Indonesian Ecolabelling Institute (Lembaga Ekolable Indonesia)

Mantir adat

: Dayak custom and tradition (adat) leader

MRP			

: Mega Rice Project

MRV			

: Measurement, Reporting and Verification

MusDes		

: Village Deliberative Decision-Making Meeting (Musyawarah Desa)
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NGO			

: Non-government organisation

PADIATAPA		

: Implementation of ‘Free, Prior and Informed Consent’ in Indonesia (Pelaksanaan Prinsip
Persetujuan Atas Dasar Informasi Awal Tanpa Paksaan)

PGA			

: Participatory Governance Assessment

PLG			

: Peatland Development (Pengembangan Lahan Gambut)

PRISAI		

: Principles, Criteria and Indicators for REDD+ Safeguards in Indonesia (Prinsip, Kriteria dan
Indikator Safeguards Indonesia)

RAB			

: Budget (Rencana Anggaran Biaya)

REDD		

: Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation

REDD+		

: Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and the role of conservation,
sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing
countries

REDD+ SES		

: REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards

REDD+ SIS		

: REDD+ Safeguards Information System

REDD+ SSL		

: REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (Standar Sosial Lingungan), e.g. the Central
Kalimantan REDD+ SSL Preparation Team

RESA 		

: Regional Environmental and Social Assessment

RPJM-Des		

: Village Medium Term Development Plans (Rencana Pembangunan Jangka Menengah Desa)

Satgas 		

: REDD+ Task Force

SES			

: Social and Environmental Standards

SESA			

: Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment

SMART		

: Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Reasonable, Time-bound

SWR			

: Social Wealth Ranking

Tatas		

: Small canals (often hand-built)

TP			

: Supervisory/Monitoring Team (Tim Pengawas) in KFCP, made up of villagers

TPK			

: Activities Management Team (Tim Pengelola Kegiatan) in KFCP, made up of villagers

UNDRIP		

: United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples

UNFCCC		

: United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

UNPAR		

: Palangkaraya University (Universitas Palangkaraya)

UKL/UPL		

: Environmental Management Plan (Upaya Pengelolaan Lingkungan Hidup) and Environmental
Monitoring Plan (Upaya Pemantauan Lingkungan Hidup)

UKP4		

: Presidential Working Unit for the Monitoring and Control of Development
(Unit Kerja Presiden Bidang Pengawasan dan Pengendalian Pembangunan)

VA			

: Village Agreement

VER			

: Verified Emissions Reductions
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INTRODUCTION
IN MID-2009, THE KALIMANTAN FORESTS AND CLIMATE PARTNERSHIP (KFCP) WAS
LAUNCHED IN INDONESIA AS A REDD+ DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM with a focus on
climate change mitigation, and was the first trial program for forest and peatland areas.
KFCP was formed under a partnership arrangement between the Australian and Indonesian
governments, namely the Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership (IAFCP).

T

he main KFCP partners were the Indonesian Ministry of Forestry,
the Indonesian National Development Planning Agency (Bappenas),
the Central Kalimantan Provincial Government, the Kapuas District
Government, and the Australian Government.

The main objective of KFCP was to
trial a range of methods to reduce
emissions using the REDD+ approach.
KFCP also provided support for
improved livelihoods based on
sustainable natural resource
management principles for the
predominantly forest-dependent
communities in the working area. In
addition, KFCP helped to integrate
REDD+ into planning and governance,
particularly at the local level by
building local capacity and testing
models for REDD+ institutions and
policies.
In its efforts at safeguards
application, KFCP invested in a
variety of forms of support to ensure
the involvement of vulnerable
groups in village initiatives. These
efforts commenced before REDD+

The main objective
of KFCP was to trial
a range of methods
to reduce emissions
using the REDD+
approach.

safeguards principles were adopted
by the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) at the Cancun Conference
in November–December 2010, and
before a number of other standards
were released (see below).
In 2010, trials began for the
application of REDD+ SES (Social

and Environmental Standards)
to government-led programs in
a number of countries. While
primarily designed for national-level
application, in some large countries
like Brazil and Indonesia, REDD+
SES was also considered relevant
to the subnational level due to
its applicability for jurisdictions.
The Central Kalimantan Provincial
Government agreed in late-2010
to begin the trial of REDD+ SES;
although by mid-2012, Jarrah (2012)
notes that the process was not very
advanced in the province. A revised
version of REDD+ SES was released
in late-2012. At the time of writing
Central Kalimantan continued with
the trial. It is important to note that
REDD+ SES was not designed for
projects like KFCP, and only some
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of the criteria are relevant for both
jurisdictions and projects.
The Indonesian REDD+ Task
Force (Satgas REDD+), under
the Presidential Working Unit
for the Monitoring and Control
of Development (Unit Kerja
Presiden Bidang Pengawasan dan
Pengendalian Pembangunan, UKP4),
sought to interpret and adopt
REDD+ safeguards from the UNFCCC
Cancun Principles for the Indonesian
context. In 2011, the Indonesian
REDD+ Task Force commenced the
design of the Principles, Criteria and
Indicators for REDD+ Safeguards in
Indonesia (PRISAI). From late-2011
and throughout 2012, the REDD+
Task Force conducted consultations
on the draft PRISAI with stakeholders
at national and subnational levels.
PRISAI is relevant for safeguards
implementation at the program/
project level and may be applied by
the Indonesian REDD+ Agency1 in
future REDD+ projects. At the time
of writing, PRISAI was still being
trialled and had not been finalised as
an official safeguards framework for
REDD+ in Indonesia.
However, KFCP was designed in
2009 and commenced in early
2010 in Central Kalmantan, which
was prior to the aforementioned
developments in REDD+ safeguards
formulation for Indonesia. The
program therefore sought to draw
from various existing good practice
participatory development tools
used by CARE International and
others for its safeguards. These
included community involvement,
consultation, participatory mapping

and a variety of other assessments
and instruments. KFCP also
conducted core environmental
impact assessments, namely
Environmental Management and
Monitoring Plans (Upaya Pengelolaan
dan Pemantauan Linkungan Hidup,
UKL/UPL), as required by Indonesian
law. In addition, over 18 months
in 2011–2012, KFCP conducted a
Regional Environmental and Social
Assessment (RESA) to ensure World
Bank standards were applied across
eight different instruments. The RESA
incorporated the principle of Free,
Prior and Informed Consultation (FPICon)2.
In 2012, alongside national
safeguards developments, KFCP
wanted to trial the emerging draft
safeguards specifically designed for
REDD+. However, given the time and
resources already needed for the
application of existing development
and environmental approaches and
standards, and the overlap among
the different existing and emerging
standards (albeit each with some
gaps), there was a risk of inefficient
resource use and a potential added
burden for communities. KFCP
therefore developed its integrated
‘Operational Safeguards Framework’,
as part of its efforts to incorporate
and test the safeguards principles
specific to REDD+ listed in the Cancun
agreements, relevant REDD+ SES
criteria, the PRISAI draft criteria, with
the RESA and existing approaches in
KFCP village-level activities.
Based on the experience of KFCP,
implementing safeguards in the field
is more difficult in practice than it

KFCP therefore
developed its
integrated ‘Operational
Safeguards Framework’,
as part of its efforts to
incorporate and test the
safeguards principles
specific to REDD+.
is in theory. KFCP had to construct
indicators that were relevant to
the village level and could be easily
understood and operationalised
by villages. These indicators had
to be trialled and refined several
times, incorporating feedback from
villagers. There were different
conditions in each village and, as
such, the ways in which safeguards
principles needed to be applied in
each place were different. Despite
these challenges, as a REDD+
demonstration program, KFCP sought
to test the implementation and
verification of safeguards.
This report aims to explain the
lessons learned from the application
of REDD+ safeguards by villages and
KFCP. KFCP designed the safeguards
to be implemented and monitored
independently by villages, with
technical assistance and capacity
building provided by program staff.
This report is divided into four
sections. The first section explains
the background to, and development
of, safeguards systems and standards.
The second section summarises
KFCP’s preparatory efforts for the

Early funding for the Indonesian REDD+ Agency is likely to be derived from Norwegian funding provided under the ‘Letter of Intent’ between the
Indonesian and Norwegian governments.
1

FPI-Con refers to meaningful and good faith consultations and informed participation during the preparation and implementation of a project. FPICon seeks broad community support for the project. For more on FPI-Con see the World Bank operational guidelines for the Indigenous Peoples’ Plan
at www.worldbank.org.
2
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application of safeguards standards
and the design of the Operational
Safeguards Framework. Section 3,
outlines the methods used by villages
to verify safeguards implementation.

Finally, Section 4 summarises the
entire process of preparing and
designing safeguards and the lessons
learned during this process. The
information in this report is drawn

from external publications on REDD+
and safeguards, KFCP data and
documents, and interviews with
KFCP staff and villagers living in areas
where KFCP operated.

1.1 KFCP Background

The activities carried out by the KFCP program took place in an area of approximately 120,000 hectares (ha) of tropical
peatlands in the former Peatland Development (PLG) project in Central Kalimantan (also known as the former Mega
Rice Project, MRP). KFCP activities included farmer field schools, support for the preparation of Village Medium Term
Development Plans (RPJM-Des), small-scale reforestation and forest rehabilitation, capacity building for villages to selfmanage KFCP activities, fire management and monitoring and, inter alia, the development of alternative livelihoods.
KFCP also collected data on peatland vegetation, hydrology, and land and forest fires. The data were used for scientific
analysis as a part of KFCP’s contribution to knowledge on peatland forests and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Some
of the KFCP activities were conducted on peatlands, much of which had Protected Forest status. Other activities, such
as the development of alternative livelihoods and farmer field schools, took place on mineral soils and shallow peat,
owned by residents or the local community. The benefits from KFCP activities for villages included, inter alia, learning,
and the development of and increase in incomes that could be used by villagers for purposes outside the program.
KFCP activities were intended
as small-scale REDD+ trials for
continuous improvement of REDD+
approaches and implementation
methods. The lessons learned are
an important contribution to REDD+
development at the local, national
and international levels. They are
useful inputs for determining the
extent to which REDD+ efforts
made at a local level—involving
communities living in and around
the forest and incorporating local
knowledge and wisdom—contribute
to climate change mitigation
frameworks at a global level. The
lessons also highlight how the
approaches and methods tested in
Central Kalimantan can be further

developed or replicated in other
places, both in Indonesia and abroad.
KFCP activities covered 14
community settlements, which
formed nine village administrative
units (desa)3 located along the

KFCP activities
were intended as
small-scale REDD+
trials for continuous
improvement of
REDD+ approaches
and implementation
methods.

Kapuas River in Kapuas District.
Based on socio-economic baseline
data from 2009, 91% of the residents
inhabiting these settlements are
Dayak Ngaju. At the village level,
Dayak adat (custom and tradition)
communities have a customary
leader called a mantir adat. However,
when KFCP commenced its program
(2009–10), many of the mantir adat
had not been selected in the villages.
Residential settlements are spread
across two main former MRP
areas; part of Block E located in the
northern half of the site, and part of
Block A in the southern half. These
two areas have different ecosystems:
Block A is an area that has already

In July 2013, two hamlets formed their own villages. Initially, there were seven villages comprising the 14 settlements.

3
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lost much of its land and forest cover,
while Block E still retains much land
and forest cover. The difference
in ecosystems of these two areas
led to significantly different land
management approaches (e.g.
farming), such that when preparing
the livelihoods development strategy,
REDD+ activities had to be adapted
to suit the ecosystem in question.
Additionally, differences in the levels
of forest cover in the two blocks were
caused by drainage (in Block A there
were large canals, while Block E had
more small canals) and soil type. A
larger number of settlements were
concentrated in Block A.
During 2009–10, the KFCP activities
focussed on designing and
establishing the program with the
Indonesian Government, forming the
necessary groups and work units,
developing the procurement system
as well as program implementation
mechanisms. Significant efforts
were also made during this time to
carry out early studies and needs
assessments, for example, on
community livelihoods needs and
suitability. At the end of 2010 and in
2011, various activities were carried
out in the villages for the REDD+
trials, including planning conducted
jointly with villagers, training,
consultation, participatory social and
environmental mapping, suitability
assessments, and mapping village
facilities for preparation of the Village
Medium Term Development Plans.

During this period, KFCP
endeavoured to formulate the most
suitable method for planning and
managing activities, and for making
collective payments (block payments)
to the villages involved. Through
the REDD+ scheme, the benefits
received from participating in
initiatives to prevent GHG emissions
and rehabilitate the peatlands
were distributed collectively to
the communities. As a REDD+
trial, KFCP needed to establish a
variety of approaches to prepare
communities to receive benefits
from the program for their collective
contributions to emissions reduction
and peatland rehabilitation efforts
rather than for each individual
contribution. To complement
this approach, KFCP provided
support for the development
of alternative livelihoods. For
alternative livelihoods, the program
allocated individual benefits to
households (through the household
head). Village Agreements
(elaborated below), and ‘work
packages’ (activities) were the
main instruments used to trial the
methods and REDD+ approaches
implemented by the villages and
KFCP.
In 2010–11, KFCP piloted several
small-scale activities. These pilots
were conducted so that the
communities could learn how to
implement the activities on a small
scale before carrying them out

As a REDD+ trial,
KFCP needed to
establish a variety
of approaches to
prepare communities
to receive benefits
from the program
for their collective
contributions to
emissions reduction
and peatland
rehabilitation
efforts rather than
for each individual
contribution.
on a larger scale. Some methods
were new for both KFCP staff and
villagers. Pilot activities at this stage
included replanting in degraded
areas with peatland forest species.
The seedlings for the replanting
were provided by villages from
village nurseries established with
KFCP support. Alongside these
activities, KFCP held discussions and
consultations with villages to prepare
a collaborative agreement under
which activities would be carried out
on a larger scale. This agreement,
called the ‘Village Agreement’,
outlined the principles and
mechanisms of cooperation between
the villages and KFCP.

Village Agreements
At the beginning of 2012, KFCP entered into period of legal and formal collaborative arrangements with the
communities in the seven villages involved in the program. The Village Agreement (VA) was the first step in forming
long-term local institutions to manage REDD+, and for financing activities. In addition, the VA provided the framework
for villages to independently manage and implement REDD+ activities, with funding and capacity building support
provided by the program. This meant that KFCP staff did not directly implement a large proportion of the REDD+
activities carried out under the program.
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The VA consisted of three parts. The first part explained the aims and principles of collaboration. The second part
outlined the conditions or requirements for the management of, and payment for activities, as well as the safeguard
principles and standards to be followed. The third part explained the technical guidelines, scheduling and budgets for
REDD+ activities to be carried out by the village. The third part was flexible and enabled the addition or modification of
activities after the VA was signed, based on mutual agreement between the villages and KFCP.
Work packages under the VA comprised REDD+ activities at village-level like seedling production, reforestation
in degraded peatland forest areas, the closure/blocking of tatas (small canals constructed by local residents) to
rehabilitate the peatlands and, inter alia, livelihoods development. Alternative livelihoods development (rubber, beje/
traditional fish ponds and agroforestry) were carried out in 2013–14. By participating in work packages, villagers were
able to access financial benefits under the program. Some activities that were conducted during the early phase of
implementation, such as preparation of the Village Medium Term Development Plans and farmer field schools (part of
alternative livelihoods), were not conducted under VA work package arrangements. This was because this phase of the
program focused on capacity building and planning, which ran alongside negotiations for preparation of the VA.
VAs were formulated to align with the RPJM-Des so that KFCP activities were in line with the community needs.
The agreements were developed through a process of communication, consultation and discussion with villagers,
the majority of which were carried out in 2011. Consultation processes were not only carried out for VAs but also
during the preparation of each work package. Every work package was discussed and planned together with villagers,
modified to accommodate input from the villagers, and then discussed and finalised at the Village Deliberative
Decision-making Meeting (MusDes). The MusDes is the forum where the main decisions are made by the village.
The first VA was effective from January 2012 to June 2013. In the case of some villages, the parties agreed to extend
the implementation of parts of the KFCP program until June 2014. For the extension of the VA, it was necessary
for KFCP to conduct another series of community consultations, with VA discussions focussed on completing the
alternative livelihoods program.

Activities Management through ‘Work Packages’
The implementation of the work
packages and the distribution of
associated benefits in the villages
were managed by the Activities
Management Teams (TPK) and
monitored by the Supervisory/
Monitoring Teams (TP), with
assistance and support provided
by KFCP. These two teams were
made up of villagers chosen by the
community. This strategy was applied
to facilitate the villages to learn to
self-manage the implementation of
REDD+ activities (including those
that were to contribute to avoided
emissions and/or increased forest
and land cover). This was also part
of the participatory approach used
by KFCP to demonstrate REDD+ and
facilitate village ownership of the
program. To achieve this objective,

KFCP staff did not implement the
activities directly. Instead, villagers
carried out the implementation; in
some cases the same activities were
implemented two or three times or
in stages. This approach was used
to ensure that they developed a
good understanding of the process.
As part of the learning process, if
errors were identified and challenges
encountered during the first round of
the activity trials they were rectified
and given greater attention in the
next iteration.
The work packages managed by
villages consisted of different types
of activities and related budgets,
including funds for necessary
purchases or the procurement of
materials, transportation and, among

others, labour inputs. The funds
were used to deliver the agreed
outputs in each work package. The
work packages constituted a form
of village business that provided
environmental services, which should
not be confused with payments
for labour. Community members
participated in almost every stage
of the program, from the initial
surveys and assessments, through
activity planning, implementation,
managing meetings, facilitating
information dissemination, to
reporting back on implementation
to the wider community. They were
also involved through providing
materials, producing seedlings,
preparing the planting areas, carrying
out planting, and fire monitoring
and reporting. This process of work
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While KFCP funded
the activities
implemented by
villages, it did not
become the owner
of the outputs from
the activities. These
were instead entirely
managed and owned
by villages.

package implementation under VAs
was a part of KFCP’s efforts to assist
villages in preparation for receiving
and managing REDD+ benefits under
performance-based systems.

14

The work packages also included
a 5% contingency budget. If all of
the work performance targets were
met (and the contingency budget
remained unspent), the village could
retain this funding to be used for
village development priorities as set
out in the RPJM-Des. In addition,
the allocation of this contingency
funding constituted a trial of a REDD+
performance-based payment.
Payments to villages for work
packages were made in several
tranches. The village TP together
with KFCP staff conducted regular
monitoring and verification processes
before tranche payments were made.
Through the verification process,
villages learned how to monitor
activities and determine if agreed
performance standards had been

KFCP | Application and verification of social safeguards in village-level activities

met. The monitoring and verification
process also allowed for various
governance and social safeguards
indicators relevant for field-level
activities to be trialled. Activities
progress was monitored and verified
based on standards agreed in the
VA and work packages, using proxy
indicators of performance. It was
hoped that in receiving payments
for environmental activities using
these proxy indicators, communities
would be prepared for performancebased payments systems under
REDD+ payment schemes in future.
While KFCP funded the activities
implemented by villages, it did not
become the owner of the outputs
from the activities. These were
instead entirely managed and owned
by villages.

Conditions Shaping
the Development of KFCP
Safeguards
REDD+ PROGRAMS CAN INCUR RISKS OR HAVE NEGATIVE IMPACTS ON
COMMUNITIES AND THE ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH PROGRAMS ARE CARRIED
OUT. Thus, the implementation of REDD+ programs must be accompanied by
application of a safeguards system to circumvent these potential risks and impacts
(WRI 2012).

S

afeguards are implemented
early in the program planning
phase to operationalise
monitoring and evaluation
systems that minimise or reduce
negative impacts (Murphy 2011).
The negative effects that might be
incurred by REDD+ activities include
the following (Moss et al. 2010):

• Conversion of natural forests
to plantations and other land
uses of low biodiversity value
and low resilience, leading to
damage to ecosystems and loss
of biodiversity.

• Loss of traditional territories
resulting in displacement and
relocation of forest-dependent
communities.

• Erosion or loss of rights with
exclusion from lands, territories
and resources.

• Loss of ecological knowledge.
• Disruption and loss of traditional

• Creation of contradictory or
competing national policy
frameworks.

• Discrimination in the delivery of
benefits.

An appropriately
designed safeguard
system can also
identity and maximise
the positive benefits
of REDD+ activities
beyond emissions
reductions. These
benefits can
support sustainable
development, poverty
reduction and
benefits to enhance
biodiversity (Murphy
2011; UNREDD 2013)

and rural livelihoods.

• Social exclusion and elite capture
in the distribution of benefits
from REDD+.

• Trading off of other forest
benefits at the expense of
maximising the carbon benefits.

• Leakage and lack of permanence
in emissions reductions and
sinks.
An appropriately designed safeguard
system can also identity and
maximise the positive benefits of
REDD+ activities beyond emissions
reductions. These benefits can
support sustainable development,
poverty reduction and benefits
to enhance biodiversity (Murphy
2011; UNREDD 2013). However, the
extent to which REDD+ safeguards
should be used to minimise risks
versus maximise benefits continues
to be debated by policy-makers
as it depends on the national
policy approach or the resourcing
decisions of REDD+ policy-makers
and developers. In Indonesia’s draft
REDD+ Strategy, it is clear that the
approach used by Indonesia is aimed
at maximising REDD+ benefits (see
Box 1).
REDD+ program implementation
may also encounter issues related
to the complexity of land rights,
the scale and design of programs,
community education levels, lack of
available informational processes
and technologies, existing decision-
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making mechanisms in communities,
and the resources available for
appropriate program management.

Consequently, these issues can
generate tensions between access
to resources for GHG reduction, land

rights certainty and carbon storage,
all of which must be managed
(Anderson 2011).

Box 1: Indonesia’s REDD+ Minimum Safeguards Framework
Minimal framework for environmental safeguards criteria and indicators:
1.

Acknowledgement and protection of the basic rights of indigenous peoples and local communities to: (i) state
their opinions about whether they approve REDD+ activities in the areas in which they live; (ii) participate; (iii)
get information; (iv) object to or criticise public decisions relating to REDD+ projects; (v) have full rights to natural
resources, not only on the basis of documents, but based on historical use; and (vi) an equitable level of benefits.

2.

Assurance of gender equality and the right of vulnerable groups to participate equally in REDD+ implementation.

3.

Guaranteeing the fulfilment of the principles of good governance and administrative functions that accommodate
transparency and accountability to the public.

4.

Guaranteeing that the application of the REDD+ scheme does not run counter to efforts to preserve biodiversity
and ensure sustainable natural environment standards.

5.

Assurance that rehabilitation is undertaken in the case of violation of sustainable environmental standards.

6.

Ensuring that conflict resolution mechanisms are in place should disputes arise in the future.

The REDD+ National Strategy also includes stipulations on:
1.

The formulation of evaluation procedures and implementation of safeguards on the basis of local values through,
among others, FPIC [Free, Prior and Informed Consent] procedures and systems along with a safeguards framework
that ensures public access.

2.

The inclusion of safeguard framework indicators into MRV (Measurement, Reporting and Verification) instruments
for periodic review.

3.

The development of an Information System for REDD+ Safeguards Implementation (REDD+ SIS) as is a mandate of
COP-16 UNFCCC.

Strategies for the fair distribution of benefits are based on:
1.

All parties with rights over the area of the REDD+ program/project/activity location have the right to payment.

2.

Services/remuneration/benefits provided to individuals other than workers will be distributed by the implementers
of REDD+ activities. The provision of these ‘service-based’ benefits is collective when services are provided
collectively.

3.

Communities contributing to the achievement of Verified Emissions Reductions (VER) or Certified Emissions
Reductions (CER) in cases where land ownership and forest preservation is collective are not remunerated as
individuals as would be the case with workers.

4.

Systems and mechanisms for benefit sharing must be transparent and accountable to prevent misallocation of
benefits.

*Source: drawn from Indonesian REDD+ Taskforce official English translation of the Indonesian REDD+ National Strategy
(June 2012)
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2.1 Changing Parameters

Indonesia’s REDD+ safeguards framework began to be developed after KFCP was established. Even so, since the
commencement of the program, several principles included in the REDD+ safeguards are also development principles
that were incorporated in the KFCP program design, the VA and in the implementation of field-based activities.
REDD+ safeguards principles that
began to be developed and trialled
after the Cancun Agreements were
signed in 2010 comprised definitions,
scope and methodologies for
measurement and/or monitoring.
The safeguards standards in question
included the UN-REDD Social and
Environmental Principles and Criteria,

REDD+ SES, the World Bank’s Social
and Environmental Safeguards,
several others, as well as the
principle of Free, Prior and Informed
Consent (FPIC)4 from the United
Nations Declaration on the Rights
of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP)
that focuses on the inclusion of
Indigenous communities.

Some debate what has been agreed
for FPIC, and whether the Cancun
Agreements explicitly apply FPIC, as
well as how to operationalise the
principle in practice. See Box 2 below
for some of the safeguards that may
be relevant for application in REDD+
programs, projects and initiatives.

Box 2: Different International Safeguards Standards
Applicable to REDD+
•

Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) and Environmental and Social Management Framework
(ESMF) developed by the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF), which includes an inspection mechanism.

•

Regional Environmental and Social Assessment (RESA) developed by the World Bank for projects impacting
communities and the environment which can be applied to REDD+ projects while SESA and ESMF are developed.

•

The REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (REDD+ SES) developed by the Climate, Community and
Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) and CARE International, including indicators and a ten-step process for implementation
of a SIS.

•

UN-REDD program’s Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria developed to mirror safeguards principles in
the Cancun Agreements, and to enhance the potential for delivering social benefits. These will apply to countries
receiving financial support for REDD+ but there is no specific reference to issues such as land tenure nor an
accountability mechanism as yet. These include Participatory Governance Assessments (PGA) and program Benefits
and Risks Tool (BeRT).

•

The Climate, Community and Biodiversity (CCB) Standard for voluntary market projects.

International and nationallevel discussions on REDD+ SES
triggered the development of
PRISAI (Principles, Criteria and
Indicators for REDD+ Safeguards
in Indonesia) in Indonesia. During
the time when the National REDD+
Strategy and PRISAI consultations

were underway with stakeholders,
KFCP developed a safeguards
framework that integrated several
relevant safeguards standards,
some of which it had previously
used such as the RESA and UKL/
UPL, with the draft PRISAI draft
and others. The integration of

these various safeguards into a
single framework was necessary to
facilitate the ease of implementation
and monitoring, even though
some of these safeguards were
still under development. The
safeguards in development, along
with lessons learned by KFCP in the

Implementation of the principle of Free, Prior and Informed Consent (Pelaksanaan Prinsip Persetujuan Atas Dasar Informasi Awal Tanpa Paksaan,
PADIATAPA); see the REDD+ National Strategy (Indonesian REDD+ Taskforce 2012).

4
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field, influenced the development,
adaption and modification of the
safeguards applied by KFCP in the
implementation of the REDD+
demonstrations. However, from

the commencement of program
implementation, KFCP did trial
various approaches and methods to
apply FPI-Con from the RESA.

The various safeguards frameworks
mentioned above will be explained in
the following section.

2.2. Safeguards Standards and Principles at
International and National Levels
The safeguards principles and
standards developed at international
and Indonesian national levels
include the Cancun Agreements,
REDD+ SES and PRISAI. These
safeguards principles and standards
were formulated and further
developed from 2011 to the

present. Not all are suitable for
application at the project level or
in field activities; some are more
suitable for government jurisdictions.
Since it was established, KFCP
endeavoured to accommodate and
integrate safeguards relevant for
programs or projects into program

planning and implementation, and
continuously adapted its processes
to accommodate the safeguards
standards under development. The
safeguards in question are described
in brief here.

UNFCCC/Cancun Agreements
In 2009, the final declaration of the Indigenous Peoples’ Global Summit on Climate Change, called upon the UNFCCC
decision-making bodies to establish formal structures and mechanisms for the full and effective participation of
Indigenous peoples. Following this, the UNFCCC Conference of the Parties (COP) held at Mexico in 2010 recommended
the adoption of safeguards to ‘ensure the full and effective participation of Indigenous peoples and local communities
in program and project development and implementation’ (Jarrah 2012).
The UNFCCC safeguards are non-binding principles. However, these safeguards are the point of reference for the
development of REDD+ safeguards as the UNFCCC is the institution that conceptualised the principles and will
likely determine the requirements for their operationalisation. These rules will apply to Parties to the Convention,
such as national governments (Jarrah 2012).5 When the framework is finally agreed for the international reporting
requirements on safeguards, the Indonesian government will likely need to collect and aggregate data from individual
projects, districts and provinces to provide a comprehensive account of safeguards application. The UNFCCC principles
define the scope of some safeguards implemented and reported at project level. As high-level principles, they have
greatest relevance at the national level for those countries that have agreed to adopt them. They cover governance,
social and environmental considerations as explained in Box 3.

The definitive UNFCCC statement on safeguards is found in Appendix 1 to the Cancun Agreements, FCCC/CP/2010/7/Add.1, see http://unfccc.int/
resource/docs/2010/cop16/eng/07a01.pdf#page=2.
5
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Box 3: UNFCCC-Safeguards for REDD+ based on the
Cancun Agreements – Attachment 1
When undertaking the activities referred to in paragraph 70 of this decision [REDD+ activities], the following safeguards
should be promoted and supported:
a.

That actions complement or are consistent with the objectives of national forest programmes and relevant
international conventions and agreements;

b.

Transparent and effective national forest governance structures, taking into account national legislation and
sovereignty;

c.

Respect for the knowledge and rights of indigenous peoples and members of local communities, by taking into
account relevant international obligations, national circumstances and laws, and noting that the United Nations
General Assembly has adopted the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples;

d.

The full and effective participation of relevant stakeholders, in particular indigenous peoples and local communities,
in the actions referred to in paragraphs 70 and 72 of this decision;

e.

That actions are consistent with the conservation of natural forests and biological diversity, ensuring that the
actions referred to in paragraph 70 of this decision are not used for the conversion of natural forests, but are
instead used to incentivize the protection and conservation of natural forests and their ecosystem services, and to
enhance other social and environmental benefits;

f.

Actions to address the risks of reversals;

g.

Actions to reduce displacement of emissions.

Environmental Management and Monitoring Plans (UKL/UPL)
UKL/UPL are the environmental management and monitoring plans that focus on the environmental safeguards
required by law by the Indonesian Government. They fulfil the role of an environmental impact assessment normally
required by the World Bank.

The World Bank’s Environmental and Social Safeguards and the RESA
World Bank safeguards are not specific to REDD+. They are a risk management tool designed to minimise social and
economic risks, often related to infrastructure projects. The World Bank safeguards include RESA and several other
documents such as the Indigenous Peoples’ Plan (IPP) and the Access Restriction Process Framework (APRF), which
are related to social components of programs (Jarrah 2012). Several World Bank Safeguards overlap with other REDD+
safeguards, with a difference in emphasis. Furthermore, these safeguards are generally applied at the design stage of a
project, with only some providing guidelines for implementation.
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REDD+ Social and Environmental Safeguards (REDD+ SES)

REDD+ SES provides
guidance to
participating countries
to respect Indigenous
and local peoples’
rights, and on providing
significant social and
environmental benefits
(REDD+ SES 2010).

REDD+ SES was not designed for project-level application, but rather for
jurisdictions. These standards are the result of a multi-stakeholder initiative
to operationalise and go beyond the UNFCCC safeguards. They have been
trialled in several countries at the national and subnational levels, including
Ecuador, Brazil, Tanzania, Nepal and Indonesia (in Central Kalimantan
Province)6 (Jarrah 2012).
The REDD+ SES initiative was developed through an inclusive process that
involved governments, non-government organisations (NGOs) and other civil
society organisations, Indigenous peoples organisations, international policy
and research agencies, as well as private parties. It aims to build support
for government-led REDD+ programs that make a significant contribution to
human rights, poverty alleviation and biodiversity conservation. REDD+ SES
provides guidance to participating countries to respect Indigenous and local
peoples’ rights, and on providing significant social and environmental benefits
(REDD+ SES 2010).

Participating countries will benefit by gaining greater recognition for the
high social and environmental performance that they achieve, both within
their countries and from the international community. More broadly, at the global level, these standards aim to build
support for a more effective, equitable and sustainable approach to REDD+ (REDD+ SES 2010).
REDD+ SES consists of principles, criteria and indicators that are designed for the REDD+ programs carried out at the
national/provincial level, for all forms of donor fund-based or market-based financing.7 REDD+ SES also provides a
comprehensive framework to assist countries to design, implement and assess the social and environmental aspects of
the REDD+ program, as well as supporting and complementing the requirements of safeguards (REDD+ SES 2010).
In short, some REDD+ SES criteria, while important, are less relevant at the project level because the framework is
aimed at formal jurisdictions.

Principles, Criteria and Indicators for REDD+ Safeguards in Indonesia (PRISAI)
PRISAI is an Indonesian initiative8 to develop safeguards standards for REDD+ projects, with the support of the Ministry
of Forestry and the REDD+ Task Force in UKP4. It draws heavily from the work of REDD+ SES. At the time of writing,
REDD+ SES had eight principles and PRISAI had ten. PRISAI aims to eventually become the lens through which all
Indonesian REDD+ projects are analysed, approved, registered, and potentially funded, likely through the $1 billion in
funding provided by the Government of Norway to Indonesia. PRISAI standards were still being refined at the time of
writing, with several criteria yet to be finalised. However, it is probable that the final version of PRISAI will be similar to
the draft version circulated and discussed, in content if not in form (Jarrah 2012).
KFCP sought to apply the PRISAI draft framework to village activities. This required creating indicators that could be
monitored and understood by villagers. Several lessons learned from this application will be discussed in more depth
later in this paper.

In Indonesia this initiative is facilitated by the Climate Initiative: Clinton Foundation, CCI Forestry National Coordinator.

6

REDD+ SES has been revised twice. A final version with minor revisions to the principles is anticipated imminently.

7

A multi-stakeholder process led by HuMa (Association for Community and Ecology-Based Law Reform, Perkumpulan untuk Pembaharuan Hukum
Berbasis Masyarakat dan Ekologis).
8
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2.3. KFCP Safeguards in Village Agreements
KFCP undertook various initiatives and held discussions with a number of parties (government, NGOs, international
agencies)—both at the national and subnational levels—to integrate safeguards in program preparation and planning.
KFCP then endeavoured to trial safeguards application in village activities. KFCP also sought to introduce safeguards to
village communities in an effort to prepare them for involvement in future REDD+ initiatives.
For village activities, safeguards were introduced via the performance standards that were required to be fulfilled by
villages. These safeguards were incorporated into VAs. Many of these standards were also relevant to the RESA, UKL/
UPL, PRISAI; especially those principles specific to village-level activities that had been agreed between the villages and
KFCP. KFCP also endeavoured to apply other safeguards principles aside from those to be applied by villages.
The standards used for application and verification under VAs consisted of three categories, namely:

•

Technical standards (e.g. seedling age, seedling height). These standards were more related to the quality of
performance that needed to be achieved in the implementation of activities rather than safeguards.

•

Governance (safeguards specific to activities conducted and managed by the village).

•

Social (safeguards specific to activities conducted and managed by the village).

In building its Operational Safeguards Framework for activities, KFCP engaged an expert consultant to survey and
analyse various safeguards frameworks that already existed or were under development. Based on this analysis, the
consultant recommended the safeguards principles for application in KFCP and these were compared with the PRISAI,
RESA and REDD+ SES safeguards standards.

Table 1. KFCP principles against the PRISAI, RESA and REDD+ SES standards

Suggested KFCP principles

Current PRISAI
principle

Implied by RESA and
related documents

Indicated by REDD+SES
Version 2

Governance
1.

Land rights

√

√

2.

Effective participation

√

3.

Grievance resolution

√*

4.

Financial management

√

√

√

5.

Equitable benefit sharing

√

√

√

6.

Livelihoods improvement

√

√

7.

Gender equality

√
√

√
√

(under 2 above)

Social

√

√

√
(cross-cutting)

Environmental
8.

Environment

9.

Biodiversity

√
√

√

√

Source: Jarrah (2012: 11).
* ‘Grievance resolution’ was not initially identified as a PRISAI principle in Jarrah’s suggested framework. It has been included here as it is contained
in the criteria of more recent PRISAI drafts.
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Table 1 shows that the principles
recommended by the expert
consultant to KFCP accommodated
both existing safeguards frameworks
and those in development. All of
the governance principles and the
majority of the social safeguards

principles corresponded with the
PRISAI because it is aimed at projector program-level safeguards, and
could be developed for activitieslevel safeguards.

From the review and analyses of
the safeguards explained above,
the consultant then organised the
principles in an integrated KFCP
Operational Safeguards Framework
for application in KFCP activities.

Table 2. Principles for the integrated KFCP Operational Safeguards Framework

Governance
1.

Land Rights: Rights to
lands, territories and
resources in the project
area are recognised and
respected.

2.

Participation:
All sections of
the community
participate fully
and effectively in
decisions that affect
them.

3.

Grievances: Grievances
related to the
implementation of
KFCP are addressed in a
timely and just fashion.

7.

Gender: Actions
promoted by KFCP
are gender-sensitive
practices and empower
women in communities.

4.

Integrity: All finances
made possible through
the project are
managed with integrity
and transparency.

Social
5.

Equity: The benefits
6.
arising from the KFCP
program are shared
equitably among all
relevant rights holders and
stakeholders.

Livelihoods: KFCP
activities improve
the long-term
livelihood security
of men, women and
children in affected
communities.

Environmental
8.

Environment: The local
environment is not
degraded as a result of
practices arising from
KFCP’s activities.

9.

Biodiversity: KFCP
maintains and
enhances local
biodiversity.

Source: Jarrah (2012: 14–15)

Based on the principles outlined
in Table 2, KFCP staff prepared
safeguards indicators for village
activities (see Annex 1). Villages,
through the village TPK, endeavoured
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to apply these safeguards principles
and indicators in the implementation
of KFCP activities. Safeguards
verification and reporting was
conducted periodically by the village
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TP. More details on the application
and verification of safeguards are
described further in Section 4.

KFCP Safeguards Design
and Instruments

SAFEGUARDS APPLICATION IN PROGRAMS MUST BE INTEGRATED WITH
SAFEGUARDS APPLICATION AT THE ACTIVITIES LEVEL. Various indicators
of safeguards fulfilment at the activities level provide inputs into program-level
assessments of safeguards principles application. This section explains the design
process and instruments used by KFCP to integrate safeguards into the program,
including various assessments, analyses, discussions and program planning processes.

T

his section also outlines
the safeguards preparation
undertaken at the activities
level in the villages. KFCP
was designed in 2009, using the
safeguards policy instruments that
existed at that time. The initial
instruments and processes used
by KFCP were developed by CARE

International, GRM International
and the World Agroforestry
Centre (ICRAF) and were drawn
from development program good
practices, such as community
involvement, consultation,
participatory mapping and so on.
The discussion below highlights
the efforts undertaken by KFCP to

apply safeguards from the onset of
the program through collaboration
and consultation with various
organisations, in particular with
communities through participatory
approaches. The design process
and safeguards instruments for
KFCP program are outlined in later
sections.

3.1 Initial Program Phase

Prior to and at the onset of the
program (2009–10), KFCP—
through CARE International, GRM
International and ICRAF—conducted
various assessments, analyses and
discussions on the socioeconomic
conditions of regions identified as
potential areas for KFCP activities

to be carried out.9 These included
visits to villages, workshops
with experts, assessments on
REDD+ institutions and payments
mechanisms, a socioeconomic
baseline survey, livelihood studies,
participatory mapping and the
formulation of the UPL/UKL. These

steps, including the initial studies
and consultation at various levels,
in themselves constituted a part of
the safeguards in terms of ensuring
a good understanding of the area
related to the program and involving
the community in decision-making
processes.

See CARE (2009a; 2009b), GRM (2010a; 2010b; 2010c), Susanto et al. (2009) and Sakuntaladewi et al. (2009).

9
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Village Visits and Workshops
Village visits and workshops with experts were carried out in parallel. The results from the visits to villages
were presented and discussed with experts from Palangkaraya University (UNPAR), NGOs, regional government
(at the provincial, district, sub-district and village levels), adat (custom and tradition) organisations, as well
as other community organisations. These visits provided a picture, inter alia, of: (1) land ownership/transfer
systems, (2) community social groups, (3) accessibility, land and land use, and (4) conflict resolution methods.10

Institutions and Payment Distribution Mechanisms Assessments
KFCP gained an overview of the existing programs relating to REDD+ and forest management in and around
KFCP working area through mapping REDD+ institutions to determine the program mechanisms and
approaches that had been used. Important recommendations were raised during the consultations for this
mapping, including the need to form appropriate institutions to manage REDD+ implementation and finance
in Central Kalimantan (channelled through payments mechanisms), as well the implementation of equality and
efficiency measures.11

Socioeconomic Baseline Survey
This survey provided information about the socioeconomic status and conditions of residents in the program
area before the program began. In essence, this survey was intended as a point of reference against which
program implementation and achievements could be measured. It provided important information for the
development of safeguards, including but not limited to land use, women’s involvement in economic activities,
and types of local livelihoods and resource management.12

Livelihoods Studies
To support the development of alternative livelihoods (as part of the benefits distribution mechanism), KFCP
conducted various studies on the potential for livelihoods improvements for residents in the KFCP working
area. Basic information on socioeconomic conditions provided by the baseline survey was then expanded
through several studies, including: (1) local livelihoods analysis, (2) commodity status reports for rubber and
gemor (bark produced from the gemor tree used to make mosquito repellent), and (3) analysis of livelihoods
opportunities and needs.13 Workshops with market agents and discussions with villagers were also held to gain
their views and inputs to the strategy for developing livelihoods.

Participatory Mapping and Planning
In 2010, KFCP conducted participatory mapping with technical support from CARE. The mapping was used as
a reference for integrating KFCP activities planning with the Village Medium Term Development Plans. This
mapping covered several themes, namely:

•

Common agricultural practices that could increase incomes and simultaneously reduce emissions.

•

Sustainable rehabilitation initiatives that would be financially effective.

•

Community involvement in small canal and tatas (small, often hand-built canals) closures.

•

Effective, efficient and sustainable ways to avoid fires.

KFCP then supported village development planning.

See CARE (2009b).

10

See Sakuntaladewi et al. (2009).

11

See CARE (2009a).

12

See GRM (2010a; 2010b; 2010c).

13
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Mapping Community Groups
In 2011, as a first step to developing VAs, KFCP mapped the village formal and informal groups through which
villagers usually gathered and held discussions, as well as a variety of other interest groups in the village. This
mapping process provided an opportunity for KFCP to disseminate information to as many people as possible
and to gain their inputs. The number and types of groups in each village varied. However, in general, the formal
groups identified included: the various sections of village government, the Village Representative Council
(Badan Perwakilan Desa, BPD) and adat groups. Informal groups included, among others, savings and loans
groups, groups that regularly gathered to watch something (e.g. football matches) and those who usually
gathered at local eateries.

UKL/UPL
As explained above, through the UKL/UPL, KFCP sought to comply with environmental safeguards. The UKL/
UPL preparation process began in 2010. The report provided information on the possible impacts of activities
on communities and the environment in the program’s operational area. It also outlined a management plan
for protecting the environment and the community. Further, this report identified some potential impacts
on communities from various activities, among others, the competition and social implications arising from:
community perceptions relating to involving local labour in activities, and the amount of funds flowing to the
community from program outputs and performance schemes (URS 2012a). These two issues were identified
as having potential to create social discord if resources were not handled and distributed fairly and equitably
among the community.
Findings from the UKL/UPL fed into program planning, especially for the involvement of women, livelihoods
improvements for communities in KFCP’s working area, land administration, transparency, efficiency, benefits
distribution, and environmental impact management. These are also safeguards principles that KFCP sought
to study and analyse and use as a basis for program planning. The aforementioned efforts illustrate that the
involvement of local communities began at the preparation and planning stages of the program as outlined in
REDD+ safeguards like REDD+ SES and the draft PRISAI.

3.2 Village Agreement Formulation Phase
There are two key points to highlight
from the phase in which VAs were
formulated: the preparation of the

VA (which involved consultation and
negotiations with various village
groups) and the Social Wealth

Ranking (SWR). These are explained
below.

Village Agreements
KFCP village-level activities were managed by villages (as explained in the section ‘KFCP background’).
Collaboration between KFCP and the villages to implement these activities were described in the VA. The village
formed a TPK that was tasked with managing and organising all of KFCP activities in the village, and a TP that
was tasked with monitoring activities management by the TPK. These two teams were made up of villagers and
selected by villagers.
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Safeguards14 were incorporated in several VA clauses as one measure undertaken to ensure the application of
safeguards by the village. Several safeguards principles covered by VAs were (Jarrah 2012):

•

KFCP will never change the legal status or rights of Indigenous communities to land and natural
resources.

•

KFCP respects and recognises customary law including that related to natural resources.

•

Benefits from KFCP activities will be divided fairly among the stakeholders, including women and
vulnerable groups.

•

KFCP activities supporting sustainable livelihoods will be in line with village development planning.

•

All villagers have full and effective rights to participate in the program.

•

Villagers have the right to obtain accurate information about KFCP activities in order to ensure good
program management.

•

Program implementation must be in line with local and national policies and laws (including customary
laws), and with international conventions.

Social Wealth Ranking (SWR)
At the end of 2011, before the signing of VAs (January 2012), KFCP undertook participatory mapping of SWR.
This activity was conducted together with villagers so that they could identify various types of vulnerability and
monitor the participation of various groups in program activities, as well as to ensure that various methods
were used to involve vulnerable groups. Involving villagers in the practice of mapping the whole village before
activities were implemented helped to identify groups who did not tend to be or were not yet involved (e.g.
not invited to meetings), as well as to create a basis on which to observe the changes that occurred throughout
program implementation. The mapping aimed to produce a list of households based on their level of welfare
that would aid the implementation of safeguards by involving as many vulnerable groups as possible in
decision-making processes, and assist in the even distribution of benefits.
A key lesson from this process was that significant resources were required to involve community members in
participatory mapping, and for data entry, data cleaning and synthesis with other datasets in order to ensure
that the data obtained could be applied and used correctly.

Regional Environmental and Social Assessment (RESA)
Throughout 2011, KFCP also conducted an environmental and social assessment, namely the RESA (URS
2012b). The RESA was intended to complement the UKL/UPL (URS 2012a), with the UKL/UPL ultimately
constituting one of the RESA instruments. The assessment was conducted and drafts of the RESA documents
were produced in late-2011 before the VA was signed to ensure that the approach used for VAs was in line with
RESA standards. In mid-2012, the RESA was re-assessed to include relevant findings on the first few months of
the VA implementation, and the results distributed to villagers through meetings and consultations. The RESA
evaluated KFCP approaches and planning. A summary report and seven additional instruments were produced
by the consultants involved, namely:

•

RESA

•

Social Assessment

The safeguards in the VAs were specific to the activity level of implementation and were drawn from a number of tools and policies available at the
time, such as development principles (e.g. gender inclusion and full and effective participation), early drafts of REDD+ SES criteria (some of which
could be relevant for projects), and other international development organisation policies. They also include specific principles requested by villagers
(e.g. that KFCP will never change land status).
14
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•

Indigenous Peoples Plan

•

Access Restriction Process Framework

•

Physical Cultural Resources Assessment

•

Environmental Code of Practice for Canal Closure

•

Environmental Code of Practice for Reforestation

•

UKL/UPL.

Taking both the environmental impacts and the social impacts on communities into account, the RESA
identified that KFCP would have a net positive impact. This impact would be derived from various activities, in
particular in the provision of livelihoods and the consultation processes used. In addition, the RESA identified
that KFCP had already fulfilled the FPI-Con principles, KFCP activities would constitute a minimal risk of limits to
access, and KFCP would not attempt to change land status (URS 2012b).
The RESA recommended that KFCP needed to improve its documentation of activities so that the program
could provide evidence to outside parties, and could be used for evaluation processes. It also recommended an
evaluation of complaints mechanisms outlined in the VA in order to ensure that the mechanisms in question
were used. Follow up studies and continued efforts to develop complaints mechanisms were also suggested in
order to ensure that the mechanisms remained relevant, particularly for continued women’s empowerment.
Furthermore, the recommendations identified the need for an Operational Safeguards Framework that
accommodated village-level activities monitoring and integrated the safeguards specific to REDD+ that were
under development (URS 2012b). The KFCP Operational Safeguards Framework outlined in section 2 (and Table
2) was developed based on these recommendations.

3.3. Development of Safeguards after
the Village Agreement
Gender and Complaints Handling Assessment
KFCP engaged consultants in mid-2012 to re-examine the existing KFCP safeguards and to provide
recommendations. This was in response to the RESA recommendations and an assessment by CARE
International, and so that KFCP could more effectively implement safeguards that were integrated with
emerging REDD+ safeguards (national and international). One of the consultants was also engaged to make
recommendations on a more effective system for handling complaints and suggestions made by village
communities.
The gender participation and complaints handling assessment that resulted was a part of program efforts to
improve and response to the recommendations of prior assessments. Key findings from this study were used to
assist villages to apply the complaints mechanism. The findings also aided the program in developing databases
to monitor complaints handling and related instruments. Further, based on the results of this study, new
measures were introduced to further improve women’s access in fields in which they did not often participate
more generally in the region, like in decision-making processes or through holding public leadership positions.
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Key lessons learned from the assessments and program implementation include:

•

Ensuring villages have several media for communication. Examples include complaints boxes, SMS, email
and access to village facilitators. Through these media, villagers can give suggestions, request assistance,
communicate their complaints and find more information related to the program’s activities in the village.

•

Ensuring training is provided for village TPK and TP in handling complaints when villages self-manage
activities.

•

Building complaints mechanisms into the VA framework and connecting these to other mechanisms for
handling program-related issues that emerge from outside villages.

•

The importance of regular visits to villages from senior KFCP staff from across the program (every three
months), to hold discussions with villagers, disseminate information, solve problems and, among others,
address misunderstandings.

•

Creating a multi-stakeholder forum to improve communications with observers and external critics, in
particular with parties that disagree with REDD+ approaches.

•

Holding discussions with small groups in villages before the MusDes so that people who do not normally
attend, like women, have access to information and opportunities to participate in decision-making.

•

Providing time for villages to learn to apply indicators (and improve them based on input from
communities) and independently monitor the program.

•

Providing the opportunity for villages to address issues raised through activities monitoring and
verification (performance, quality, financial management mechanisms and safeguards), through reporting
the results to villagers in the MusDes and other forums before the process is finalised.

•

Avoiding the application of sanctions for sub-standard village performance on governance and social
indicators when villages are still in the learning phase, as they require time to adapt.

•

Providing wider training and other capacity building for safeguards and complaints management.

3.4 Activity Implementation Phase
Another key lesson from safeguards
application is that they need to
be developed at the onset of the
program, and that they need to be
applied and refined at the activities
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level (with assessments undertaken
during the activities-level planning
and implementation phases). It
is essential that guidelines and
monitoring tools are made available.

To promote safeguards application
in activities, the KFCP sought to
develop various protocols and
implementation guides for program
implementation. For example:

•

For community involvement in VA discussions, KFCP prepared implementation guidelines for VA consultation,
which was conducted by villages together with program staff.

•

To assist villages in forming the TPK, KFCP prepared implementation guidelines for forming the TPK/TP, who
were chosen from and by villagers through a village forum.

•

For activities implementation, KFCP prepared technical protocols for peatland forest rehabilitation, such as canal
closure, planting, seedling production and livelihoods development. These protocols explained the activities
implementation techniques and Occupational Health and Safety.
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Protocols and guidelines were assessed before being routinely used, and were a tool for villages to help them apply
appropriate techniques to meet the activities performance indicators. These tools also helped villages carry out the
peatland forest rehabilitation activities using methods that would not cause significant environmental damage. These
efforts contributed to environmental safeguards application, for which the results are measurable over the longer
term.

Key Lessons:
1.

Assessments of the social and environmental conditions in program areas should be conducted
before safeguards are implemented in work packages. These studies should also be conducted to
obtain information about the impact that may arise from activity implementation. Information about
social and environmental conditions, as well as the possible impacts, should be a reference point for
determining the baseline for the fulfilment of safeguards principles.

2.

Planning and mapping should be carried out in a participatory manner that involves the program’s
target villages. This is done not only to better identify and meet the needs of communities, but also as a
part of the process of community involvement to comply with safeguards.

3.

In the absence of a formal standard safeguards working framework for REDD+, assessments of available
safeguards standards (either those not specific to REDD+, or drafts in development for REDD+) should be
conducted to develop to safeguards principles to be trialled in a program.

4.

Safeguards should be incorporated in partnership/collaborative agreements between programs and
those implementing the activities so that safeguards are a formal requirement to be met by both
parties.

5.

Safeguards need to be developed at the program planning stage, and then later filtered through the
planning and implementation of activities. This process will provide opportunities for the program to
continuously adapt its processes to incorporate emerging safeguards policies.

6.

Villages require training and other capacity building activities related to safeguards.

7.

Special efforts to involve women and vulnerable groups should ongoing, and will require group-specific
information, which may be obtained from participatory mapping with villagers.

8.

Guidelines and verification tools can help villages learn to conduct quality activities implementation and
verification, so that in future the village can independently monitor their activities.

9.

Constructing a database that tracks villager participation and has baseline information (e.g.
socioeconomic status, gender, location) will assist the program to target and inform strategies that
enhance participation, particularly for vulnerable groups.
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Framework and Methods
for Village Activities
Safeguards Verification
under Village Agreements

FOLLOWING PROGRAM PLANNING, KFCP began to trial the application of safeguards
in village-level activities for the activities carried out under VAs.

K

FCP sought to develop
methods for safeguards
verification, which was
conducted by the villages
through the TP, as part of the
activities implementation by the
village. KFCP undertook this process
to help villagers manage safeguards
in preparation for the time when
villages might manage all activities
independently, and to gain lessons on
how to prepare safeguards indicators
that could be easily understood and
practised by villagers.

Based on the experience of KFCP,
preparing safeguards indicators
cannot be undertaken within
a short timeframe. From the
principles recommended by the
KFCP consultant (see section 2),
KFCP prepared safeguards indicators
to be applied by the village in the
management and implementation
of activities in the village. To convert
safeguards principles into indicators
for easy, practical application
by villages required continuous
refinement. Some principles covered

in the safeguards were new concepts
for villages—such as, in the case
of governance safeguards, the
involvement of women in activities
and their administration. People
learned about the benefits accruing
to the community (rather than to
KFCP alone) during the application
of these principles and indicators.
Building this level of understanding,
together with new concepts/
approaches/methods, required
significant time and resources.

4.1. Preparation of Safeguards Indicators
for Village Activities
Activities-level safeguards were
based on the safeguards designed
by KFCP for the program (see
section 2). After that, KFCP prepared
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safeguards indicators for village-level
application in the management of
activities by villages under the VA.
The preparation of the indicators
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was conducted through various
initiatives, including:

Assessments and Workshops
Program planning was based on assessments, studies, mapping and discussions (see section 3 on KFCP safeguards
design and instruments). This was carried out in 2011 through discussions, both in workshops and in groups with a
range of parties, such as CARE International, the Central Kalimantan REDD+ SSL (Social and Environmental Standards,
Standar Sosial Lingungan) Preparation Team, the Clinton Foundation, the Indonesian Ecolabelling Institute (Lembaga
Ekolable Indonesia, LEI), UNPAR, the provincial government and other community organisations. In the workshops,
KFCP obtained inputs on the safeguard principles to be applied at activities level. It should be noted that during this
period the safeguards principles and standards for REDD+ had just begun to be developed after the signing of the
Cancun Agreements at the end of 2010. The indicators from safeguards principles were refined again following the
development of the PRISAI draft, which was also outlined in the workshops along with the integrated safeguards
framework for the program.

Preparing Indicators
Based on the principles obtained from the aforementioned processes, KFCP endeavoured to prepare safeguards
indicators that could be easily understood and practised by the villagers.

Trials and Evaluation
Trials of the indicators that were easiest for villages to apply were conducted, such as financial management.
Financial management is a safeguard for transparency and openness. This safeguard, along with technical verification,
influenced the Basis of Payments for receiving funding.
The trial results were then evaluated to determine the extent to which safeguards indicators were able to be applied
by the villages. After conducting this evaluation, the KFCP sought to simplify the indicators. The processes of trial and
evaluation were repeated until indicators were developed that were easily understood and practised by villages.

Preparation of Guidelines, and the Verification and Reporting Systems
While the trials were running, KFCP also endeavoured to prepare safeguards verification methods, guidelines and
reporting systems.

4.2. Development of Safeguards Indicators
Preparation for Village Activities
KFCP first applied safeguards to village activities around August 2011 when the first larger trial activities were
conducted. Safeguards application continued (as at the time this report was compiled) with refinements to indicators
and approaches in line with the results of field lessons, and in line with the development of safeguards principles
and standards both at national and international levels. Several changes and improvements were made by KFCP so
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that safeguards not only accommodated REDD+ safeguards development, but also that the indicators were easily
understood and practised by the villagers. For more details, the development of safeguards at activities level is
described below.

First Round: Mid-2011–Late-2011
Safeguards Principles
Prior to the commencement of
trialling the application of safeguards
principles, at the beginning of 2011,
KFCP held workshops and other
meetings with various parties related
to the development of safeguards
in Central Kalimantan, such as
the Central Kalimantan REDD+
SSL Preparation Team and CARE
International. The references used
in these discussions and meetings
consisted of, among others, the
Cancun Agreements, REDD+ SES,
the program management principles

listed in the KFCP design document,
and the results of KFCP assessment/
analyses (e.g. the socioeconomic
baseline survey).15 As a result of
these discussions, it was decided that
several safeguards principles would
be trialled in the activities managed
by villages.
In August 2011, a subset of indicators
was introduced to the villages, and
trialled in the first round of seedling
production activities. From this
trial, KFCP sought to obtain lessons

about the capacity of the village
in applying safeguards standards.
These safeguards consisted of
socioeconomic safeguards and
safeguards relating to payments and
governance entailed in the principles
listed in Box 4. The principles
outlined in Box 4 were converted into
the indicators to be trialled by the
villages in managing activities. From
this trial, KFCP sought to ascertain
how well villages followed these
indicators.

Box 4: Safeguards principles – first round

Socioeconomic safeguards:

Payments and governance safeguards:

1. Representation of groups (including poor,
women, people with physical disabilities) in
activities

1. Pro- vulnerable groups (poorer groups, women, people with physical
disabilities). Involvement of vulnerable groups and the distribution of
benefits/payments equitably to vulnerable groups

2. Impact of activities on price increases in the
village

2. Participation

3. Strengthening adat (role of mantir).

4. Gender equality

4. Guarantee of sustainability

3. Transparency/openness
5. Fairness
6. Discipline
7. Orderly administration

Source: KFCP (2011b)

Interview with KFCP staff, Kapuas, 2013.
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Mechanisms
The safeguards were prepared for
application by villages. The TPK, as
the team that worked on behalf
of the village, was responsible
for following the safeguards
both in planning and in activities
implementation.16 The monitoring
of safeguards application, otherwise
known as safeguards verification, was
conducted by the KFCP. 17
During this round, safeguards were
a condition of payment in the Basis

of Payment (BoP) in work packages.
The BoP is the basis on which funding
is channelled by KFCP to fund the
village TPK/TP for their operational
costs (through what was known
as the ‘basic payment’) and to the
villages for activities implementation
(specific work packages). The
fulfilment of safeguards influenced
the size of both these sets of
payments and when they were
made. However, KFCP did not want
to penalise villages that were still

learning. Thus, part of the verification
process included village meetings
(MusDes) to report back the results
of verification so that various issues
could be identified, discussed and a
follow-up plan developed. The size
of the payments distributed was
based on the follow-up plan, and a
small part of the funds were withheld
in order to ensure that the plan
was followed. This was monitored
during the subsequent process of
verification.

groups: the TPK, the TP, the village
government, the mantir adat and
villagers involved in KFCP activities.
In these discussions, KFCP staff
also provided a questionnaire that
asked whether or not safeguards
indicators had been implemented.
Participants could answer ‘yes’
or ‘no’, and had the option to
provide additional comments. In
future REDD+ programs, a ‘partly’
option should be added to such a
questionnaire. Further investigation
was then carried out to find the

reasons behind the answers given, as
well as to gather further input from
participants (KFCP 2011a). Following
this, KFCP staff compiled the results
of the verification in a safeguards
report. This report outlined the
conclusions drawn on safeguards
fulfilment, made recommendations
and identified constraints. The results
of safeguards verification were then
discussed in the MusDes so that the
villagers knew the outcome, could
approve or refute the conclusions,
and provide inputs for the next round
of safeguards application.18

KFCP activities affected general price
increases (e.g. goods and services)
in villages would be more effective
if analysed at the program level
(across multiple activities rather
than for specific activities). It was
also identified that several principles
on governance intersected with the
socioeconomic safeguards principles,
and would be more effective if they
were integrated.

The verification process was
conducted in all seven villages
within a short timeframe. This was
considered as less than effective
because it required significant time
and energy. In several cases for one
or two indicators, the results of
verification were not completed on
time. Revisions to several safeguards
indicators and to verification
processes were made on the basis of
these findings.

Verification
Verification refers to the checks
on safeguards fulfilment, both for
socioeconomic safeguards and
payments mechanisms. Verification
was carried out for every work
package that was managed by the
village. If, during a specific period,
villages implemented more than one
package, verification activities for
each package were carried out at
close intervals.
During this phase, KFCP staff
conducted verification by holding
focus group discussions with five

Evaluation
The results of safeguards verification
were first evaluated by KFCP,
and then discussed with CARE
International and the Central
Kalimantan REDD+ SSL Preparation
Team for further feedback. The
KFCP evaluation highlighted that the
safeguards indicators were not well
measured and were still too wide in
scope. Moreover, it was established
that that verification measures for
determining the extent to which

Ibid

16

Ibid

17

Ibid

18
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Second Round: End-2011–Early-2012
Based on the results of evaluations and discussions with CARE International and the Central Kalimantan REDD+ SSL
Preparation Team, KFCP needed to revise the safeguards indicators to make them clearer and more suitable for
villages. At the same time, the PRISAI draft was being disseminated and discussed at the national level. During this
round, KFCP made efforts to both accommodate the results of the safeguards evaluation from the first round, and to
integrate the PRISAI into the safeguards trials in village activities. This new round was quite short; however, it provided
important lessons on the VA and the large-scale implementation of activities. Prior to the VA, activities were only
conducted on a small scale.

Safeguards Standards/Principles
In line with the evaluation results and
discussions, ‘the impact of activities
on price increases’ was no longer
included as an indicator measured at
the activities-level. ‘Socioeconomic
safeguards’ were revised to become

‘social safeguards’. For ease of use,
payments and governance safeguards
were renamed ‘good governance’
safeguards. The majority of principles
and indicators remained the same.
There were minor changes in the

language used to describe several
principles, with reference to the
developments that had taken place
for PRISAI and REDD+ SES.19

Box 5: Safeguards principles –
second round
Social safeguards principle
1.

A balance in the number of men and women involved in activities, including the involvement of
vulnerable groups as a part of adat/local communities.

2.

Access to information and decision-making processes (increase in the number of women and vulnerable
groups participating).

3.

Equal distribution of benefits, and the understanding of risks.

4.

Accountability and transparency.

5.

Complaints handling mechanisms that are agreed at village level, as well as access for the community to
provide feedback.

6.

Social protection.

Governance safeguards principles
The governance safeguards principles remained the same as the prior trial. Several principles such as provulnerable groups and gender equality were integrated into the social safeguards.

When compared with the first round
of safeguards implementation, KFCP
sought to include more safeguards
principles in this second round, partly

to adopt and trial the safeguards
standards emerging at the national
and international levels, and also to
accommodate contributions from

the various parties which had been
consulted on the evaluation results
mentioned above.

Implementation and Verification
There were no changes to the mechanism for safeguards application and verification for this round of implementation
compared with the previous round as this round of improvements focussed on refining the indicators. Other evaluation
recommendations were instead taken up in the subsequent phase of implementation.
Interview with KFCP staff, Kapuas, 2013.
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Evaluation
The results of safeguards trials during this second round provided several lessons, requiring further changes and
refinements to both indicators and the safeguards verification and implementation mechanisms. Findings from the
evaluation include:20
Some similarities in the indicators for social and governance safeguards principles remained. For example, both the
social and governance safeguards included participation and transparency.

From the application of safeguards in the two rounds, KFCP identified that villages could learn more about safeguards
application, namely through more direct involvement in safeguards verification. Consequently, it was proposed that
safeguards verification be carried out independently by villages.

Several indicators were not yet in operation. For example, the indicator for the principle of ‘equal distribution and
understanding risks’ was defined as: ‘there is an effort to communicate the risks and benefits of the program’. This
indicator was intended to aid in the assessment of efforts made by villages to explain the benefits and risks of the
activities. However, the indicator was insufficient to measure people’s understanding of risks and benefits. Therefore,
an alternative indicator was required for application at the program level aimed at measuring the extent of village
efforts in applying safeguards.

Implementation results would be better captured—once the program had been running for a significant period of time
(over a year)—if assessment covered multiple activities, and if verification was conducted at less frequent intervals
(depending on the indicator), rather than at frequent intervals (e.g. every two months).

Safeguards were used as a trigger for the disbursement of payments, and several villages demonstrated difficulties
in achieving the compliance requirements. Villagers perceived meeting safeguards requirements as difficult, and
requested more time to learn about them. Work package implementation was often hampered as the funds needed to
continue the activities could not be disbursed until villages had redressed non-compliance issues.
From these findings, KFCP made further refinements both to the indicators and verification process, resulting in a third
set of refinements to safeguards principles and indicators.

Third Round: Mid-2012–August 2012
Safeguards Principles
During this period, KFCP
endeavoured to trial some of the
REDD+ SES and PRISAI principles
under development. At the same
time, these principles were being

integrated with the safeguards
already being applied by KFCP
(during the second round). In order
to identify the extent to which
these principles were understood

and practised by villagers, KFCP first
tested the three most straightforward
principles, namely:

Ibid.
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1. Rights to land and natural resources are acknowledged by REDD+ demonstration programs.
2. Benefits and risks of REDD+ trial programs are distributed fairly among all parties.
3. All relevant parties have the right to fully and effective participation in REDD+ demonstration programs.
These three principles and many others in the REDD+ SES and PRISAI were similar to those trialled by KFCP during the
first and second rounds, such as ‘the fair distribution of benefits and understanding of risks’ (see Box 5).

Mechanisms
Based on inputs from the second
round evaluation of safeguards,
it was determined that many of
the safeguards would take villages
significant time and learning to
adopt, particularly those social
safeguards that involved changes
to social norms. KFCP responded
by decoupling safeguards from BoP
conditions for funds disbursement to
villages for activities implementation
(e.g. seedling production) under
work packages. Safeguards remained
a condition in the BoP for payments
to the TPK/TP in the ‘basic package’
administered under VAs. This
approach aligned with advice from
the consultants who evaluated the
management of village activities.
The TPK and TP were the two teams
responsible for facilitating and
organising actions by villages to meet

safeguards in activities management,
and for monitoring their application.
To receive payments, both teams
had to demonstrate the efforts
undertaken to meet safeguards
and verify the application, with
technical support provided by the
program. The TPK, through the
basic package, was required to meet
many of the fiduciary safeguards
(such as the orderly and transparent
administration of finances), and
ensure that steps were undertaken to
satisfy social and other governance
safeguards. Furthermore, verification
at this point began to be directly
managed and conducted by the TP
as a part of their learning process.
All safeguards were included in
verification by the TP. KFCP provided
oversight, assistance and guidance
so that villages could receive
feedback and improve safeguards

application over time. Meanwhile,
the small, regular tranche payments
that villages needed to continue
work package activities were tied to
technical performance requirements
rather than safeguards application.

remained the same as for the
second round. Following the conduct
of multiple verifications, KFCP
envisaged that the TP would develop

the knowledge and skills needed to
conduct verifications independently
(i.e. without KFCP technical support).

KFCP prepared several tools to
assist the TP with safeguards
verification, such as a verification
sheet, a verification procedure and
a questionnaire. The ‘verification
sheet’ comprised the indicators for
the fulfilment of safeguards. The
‘verification procedure’ explained
the steps needed to conduct
verification. The ‘questionnaire’
comprised questions for the TPK/
TP and community groups to
garner information on safeguards
application. These questions were
prepared to guide these users, and
could be adapted to suit specific field
conditions.

Verification
During this round, the TP began to
learn to conduct verification with
technical assistance from KFCP. The
verification methods otherwise

Evaluation
Evaluation results from the third round showed that:
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The principles could be applied in general; however, further refinements were needed for clear, measurable indicators.
In a number of villages, TPKs were still confused about several indicators, e.g. ‘Maps and information about REDD+
trial activity locations are easily understood by villagers’. A map for each activity location had been produced, some of
which were displayed in public spaces so that villagers could see them. In many cases, however, the maps were small
and location descriptions were not readily understood by villagers. Confusion of this nature occurred in relation to
several indicators.

The MusDes was one of the instruments for verifying information gathered on safeguards application, and many were
also held for other purposes like discussing work packages, budgets and technical matters for the village. Hosting
multiple MusDes required significant resources, in terms of time, energy and funds, and became burdensome for
villages. It was therefore recommended that an alternative verification mechanism be found for safeguards verification
at mid-points during the implementation of an activity.

Fourth Round: September 2012–June 2013
From September 2012, KFCP continued to improve its safeguards-related activities based on evaluation results from
the second round, input from further studies by external consultants, and the RESA recommendations. Consultants
conducted several assessments, including a village activities management assessment, and a rapid assessment of
gender mainstreaming and complaints handling mechanisms (on the latter, see section 3). A revised draft of the RESA
had been disseminated and discussed within KFCP just prior to the fourth round, and consultants had prepared an
integrated Operational Safeguards Framework for KFCP activities. The principles, criteria and indicators for safeguards
used for village activities in this fourth round can be seen in Annex 1.

Safeguards Principles
During this round, an Operational
Safeguards Framework for KFCP
activities was prepared (see Table 2)
that integrated several principles and

standards for safeguards, notably the
World Bank’s RESA and the PRISAI
and REDD+ SES under trial and
development (see Table 1). From the

principles listed in this framework,
the KFCP prepared indicators for
application by villages in activities
management.

Mechanism
The mechanism for safeguards implementation during this round remained the same as in the third round, but the
verification mechanism was modified.

Verification
Verification continued to be
conducted by the village TP.
In response to the safeguards
evaluation during round three, the
MusDes was no longer used as a
verification mechanism for tranche
payments. The TP was charged with

conducting verification through
holding meetings with different
parties to triangulate information
and views. First, the TP conducted
technical checks on activities,
followed by interviews with the
TPK on its efforts to ensure both

social and governance safeguards
criteria were fulfilled. The results of
these technical checks and related
information gathering were crosschecked through interviews with
vulnerable groups and women’s
groups.
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Verification results were discussed in
a village meeting involving the TPK,
TP, village government, mantir adat
and KFCP staff. These discussions
with villages (including feedback on
opportunities for improvement) were
a part of the program’s continuous
improvement efforts. A verification
report was subsequently submitted
to the village head. While safeguards
were no longer tied to the BoP for
work packages, villages attempted

to follow the safeguards as much as
possible through the oversight of
the TPK. TPK payments through the
basic package continued to be tied to
safeguards. Their views on safeguards
implementation were tempered by
triangulation of verification results
across different village groups.
In general, the TPK provided truthful
information and endeavoured to
apply the safeguards principles as

the TPK members knew that the
TP would verify the results with
villagers. Furthermore, small-group
discussions enabled vulnerable
groups to be more open in sharing
their opinions compared to in larger
forums like the MusDes, where they
were less willing to express their
views.

Key Lessons:
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1.

In REDD+ trials, changes and improvements to safeguards should be incorporated in processes to
establish a safeguards framework that is appropriate for the working area in question.

2.

Safeguards implementation will have a more significant impact if their fulfilment is one of the
requirements for receiving program benefits. However, it is necessary to identify key issues that might
constrain or enhance implementation (e.g. social norms) and to assess the capacity of villages to
implement safeguards. During the learning phase, difficulties may arise if safeguards application is a
requirement for payments to villages for activities (work packages) to proceed. Fulfilment of safeguards
by villages requires a significant timeframe and as such meeting safeguards may not be possible for
all principles immediately. After safeguards are better understood, they can be made a requirement
for receiving future benefits/payments. Safeguards may be tied to the payments for activities
management, with the relevant teams required to demonstrate the efforts undertaken.

3.

Preparation of principles, criteria and indicators for safeguards must reflect the SMART concept
(Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Reasonable, Time-bound). This must be translated into a
language accessible to the target villagers so that the contents of the safeguards framework and its
implementation may be understood.

4.

To ensure village understanding of safeguards, verification must be conducted by the village through
the TP in community-led activities. Verification by the village can also act a tool to motivate the TPK to
undertake steps for safeguards fulfilment in the knowledge that the villagers themselves will assess TPK
performance.

5.

The MusDes is a useful mechanism to communicate verification results, identify problems and prepare
follow-up plans. It also provides an opportunity for villages to improve their activities management
performance, and to efficiently resolve issues that may inhibit payments. However, MusDes can become
cumbersome, resource and time intensive for villages when scaling up implementation. Programs
should use alternative, streamlined verification processess in the case of these more advanced villages,
such as triangulating views through small meetings.
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Application and
Verification
‘To date, the Activities Management Teams and Monitoring Teams continue to apply
safeguards in the implementation of KFCP activities. While their main motivation may
derive from the program [rules], and not yet be entirely based on their awareness of a
need to adhere to safeguards principles, this is part of the learning process for people
in understanding safeguards.’
Interview with KFCP staff member, Kapuas, 2013.

T

his section explains the
efforts undertaken by
villages to follow the
safeguards indicators in
the management of village activities
and overviews some of the results

from verification. Information
underpinning the discussion is
drawn from several field reports on
safeguards verification from mid2011 to mid-2013. Other information
is drawn from interviews with

KFCP staff and villagers, as well
as the TPK/TP. The discussion of
village-level verification results is
structured according to the seven
principles listed in the activities-level
safeguards framework (see Annex 1).

1. Rights to Land and Natural Resources
Process
Consultation with communities was
necessary to determine the status
and location of land involved in
several activities, such as planting
and tatas closure. This was carried

out in an effort to ensure that there
were no land ownership conflicts and
that the location of activities was
known and agreed to by villagers, the
village government and adat groups

(including the mantir adat). In order
to be certain, the village TPK, assisted
by KFCP, undertook various efforts,
namely:

• Broad Consultation
Before commencing KFCP activities in a particular village, the TPK held consultations with the village to fulfil this
safeguards principle. The first consultation was usually held with the village government and the mantir adat, as well
as with other village community leaders. In general, these were the parties with the knowledge of village boundaries
according to government administrative records and adat.
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After conducting these initial discussions, the TPK continued to consult with villagers. For safeguards implementation
in 2011–2012, consultations were held through the MusDes. KFCP also convened informal meetings, such as
discussions in eateries and through home visits, in order to obtain inputs from any groups of villagers who remained
doubtful about KFCP. Information on different interest groups in the village was obtained through group mapping
(see section 3 on mapping community groups). However, the aforementioned process did not gain full inputs from
vulnerable groups and women as they tended to remain silent at the MusDes. In response, the TPK held small special
group discussions with vulnerable groups and women’s groups commencing in 2013 with assistance from KFCP. Data
on vulnerable groups was obtained through the participatory SWR process (see section 3). The MusDes was used to
verify the results of consultations with women’s groups. This informal approach continued to be used for people who
remained uncertain about KFCP activities.

• Location Survey
The TPK and KFCP conducted a location survey after obtaining input from the village government, the mantir adat,
and various other groups. Typically, the mantir adat, the village government and representatives of villagers assisted
with the implementation of this survey. For example, tatas owners were involved in the survey of tatas locations. This
process was carried out from the onset of the program, and for various activities under VAs.

• Objection Period
Consultation results were shown on a map displayed in public spaces, such as in eateries and on noticeboards, by the
TPK for a period 15–30 days (as agreed with villages) to obtain inputs and/or objections from villagers. In the case of
receiving objections, discussions were held to find an alternative solution.

Verification Results
KFCP encouraged the TPK to
actively facilitate consultations
with villagers up until mid-2012.
At that time, it became clear that
consultation processes needed more
independence due to the extent of
TPK involvement in the management
of activities.
The program continued to
develop ways of using maps as an

effective form of visual media for
disseminating information about
the location of activities. In mid2012, based on verification results,
it was evident that villagers found
the size, colours and format of the
maps displayed in public places to be
insufficiently informative and difficult
to understand. The amount of time
the maps were displayed was also

found to be inadequate. However,
the verification highlighted that
villagers agreed with the consultation
process and the objection period
applied. In response, the maps
were made more informative and
the schedule for their display was
revised.

2. Participation in Decision-making Processes
The MusDes usually makes decisions about activities, funds and budgets for
work packages. Not everyone can attend, some say it’s because they’re busy
working to earn money. So now we hold [prior] group meetings with lots of
people so that later they don’t say they weren’t informed, and those can’t
attend [the MusDes] also know [what’s going on].
Interview with TPK member, Village E, Kapuas, 2013.
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Process
According to interviews with KFCP
staff, decision-making processes
involved a series of consultations and
discussions with various community
groups. Aside from conducting
wider consultation and negotiation
processes for the formulation of
VAs,21 KFCP sought consensus
among villagers to conduct the

specific activities that the villages
self-managed and implemented
under VAs. KFCP also provided
technical assistance and capacity
building. For activities under the VA,
decision-making generally entailed
seeking agreement about the
implementation of activities. The
process was conducted by applying

the safeguards principles through a
process of wide consultation with
sufficient time provided for villagers
to object. However, it remained
necessary that villagers attended
the MusDes, so KFCP undertook
efforts to increase the attendance
of vulnerable groups and women,
including through:22

•

Making home visits the morning before the MusDes to encourage the attendance of vulnerable groups and
women.

•

Displaying information in public places where people gathered (such as at eateries) and on noticeboards about
the MusDes schedule, which explained that every person in the village was welcome to attend.

Verification Results
As per the principle Rights to Land and Natural Resources, it was a challenge initially to get people to attend large
meetings (e.g. MusDes) for several reasons noted by villagers, including (KFCP 2011b):

•

Villagers did not have time to attend because they had other tasks to attend to (e.g. rubber tapping, fishing,
looking after children).

•

Villagers were not convinced that their voices would be heard.

•

Villagers did not know that they were allowed to attend.

The TPK and KFCP responded by
holding special group discussions
so as to involve more villagers,
especially those from vulnerable
groups. The results of these
discussions were conveyed at the
MusDes and the outcomes were

subsequently fed back to these
groups. Based on the experience of
KFCP, vulnerable groups were better
able to put forward their opinions in
special group discussions compared
with the MusDes meeting.

The verification teams found that
attendance of vulnerable groups and
women tended to be higher if the
meeting was held exclusively for that
group, and that they were more likely
to voice their opinions.

Before, when there was assistance available from other parties, there
was no MusDes, and only a few people knew [what was going on]. Now
with KFCP, a MusDes is held. I prefer it now, because everything is clear.
The amount of funding, its allocation, and so on is clear...
Interview with Neighbourhood leader, Village E, 2013

See related IAFCP reports in-press, notably ‘The village consultation process review’ and ‘From global policy to local practice: Lessons from using
Village Agreements for a community-managed REDD+ pilot’.

21

Interview with KFCP staff, Kapuas, 2013.

22
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3. Complaints Handling
In late-2011, KFCP began to develop
a complaints handling mechanism
for the VAs (see section 3) in
consultation with villages. Through
this mechanism, opportunities were
created for villagers to provide

feedback to the TPK/TP either in
writing or verbally. The instruments
for channelling complaints and
making suggestions comprised SMS,
written and verbal complaints made
directly to the TP, and a comments

box. This feedback was registered by
the TP and directed to the relevant
parties. Complaints mechanisms
outlined in the VA were progressively
refined.

Process
Complaints mechanisms were developed through discussions in workshops or other meetings with villagers. Based on
their agreement and an ongoing process of refinement, the mechanisms used to communicate complaints comprised:

•

Verbal complaints to the TP.

•

A comments box placed in an easily accessible location for villagers, such as near eateries or in front of a TP
member’s home.

•

Through SMS. The telephone number for SMS complaints and suggestions was displayed on the walls of eateries
and on village noticeboards. In several villages, signs were used to encourage villagers to provide feedback or
lodge complaints so that their suggested ideas and/or objections could be raised and any potential tensions
avoided.

Verification Results
Before these complaints mechanisms
were applied, most villagers
asked the TPK directly about
matters relating to KFCP activities

management, and this approach
persisted in the early stages of
introducing the mechanisms. These
villagers tended to anticipate an

immediate response from this verbal
approach. For example:

In the past, there weren’t many people who asked questions. Now, perhaps because
people have frequently joined activities and there are lots of meetings, many people
ask questions. Usually women ask the most questions; about when they will be paid
and when the activities will be conducted. Many of them ask the TPK directly...
Interview with TP member, Village E, 2013
By 2013, a significant proportion of
complaints and suggestions were
communicated in writing, and the
total number of submissions in both
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verbal and written formats increased,
indicating that villagers were using
the mechanism. The TP registered
and categorised all submitted

received. The most common
categories of submissions pertained
to (KFCP 2013):

•

Activities payment schedules—several villagers asked for information on the dates when activities funds would be
disbursed, notably for livelihoods activities.

•

Activities schedule—some villagers were concerned about the activities schedule and if it would run beyond the
normal time of the planting season.

•

Requests for advice and input from the TPK, TP and village government.
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4. Equitable Distribution of Benefits
At first, women were often involved in light work, such as seedlings production,
that could be carried out near their homes. They were rarely seen doing heavier
work, like building palisades. Apparently this is because they didn’t know that
women were allowed to be involved in this kind of work. After the TPK/TP and KFCP
explained that they were allowed to be involved, they began to participate in it.
Interview with KFCP staff, Kapuas, 2013.

Process
Village representatives and the TPK/
TP and KFCP staff endeavoured
to disseminate information about
KFCP activities to villagers in order
to ensure their involvement.
This occurred not only through
the MusDes and signage on
noticeboards, but also through
informal meetings with various
groups and home visits. SWR data
and group mapping assisted in
ensuring that different groups
received information about activities.

KFCP also encouraged the equitable
provision of benefits for all villagers,
including vulnerable groups and
women.
Aside from village-level verification
processes, KFCP used monitoring and
evaluation databases for tracking
and analysing participation and other
information associated with program
planning, targeting and verification.
Further, the livelihoods program
sought to support every household
in the KFCP area in order to ensure

that program benefits were widely
distributed.
KFCP factored in ways to encourage
participation and allocate benefits
for each specific activity to create
opportunities for maximising
community involvement.
Overall, participation rates and
benefits distribution are best
measured over a longer time period
and at the program level for several
reasons:

•

Differences in activity preferences between women and men. Only measuring participation for distinct activities
disguises the efforts undertaken overall to achieve community participation and equitable benefits distribution.

•

Significant time is required to achieve participation, conduct outreach and distribute benefits. Different methods
to apply the safeguard also require different time scales. Assessments over a longer timeframe are more likely
to capture the suite of efforts made by villages and KFCP, together with the behavioural changes that may result.

Verification Results
The majority of people in all villages
stated that the benefits had reached
vulnerable groups and women, and
that they had obtained the same
payments as other groups23.
In the initial year of on-ground
implementation (2011), KFCP

explained to villagers that the
activities would not necessarily be
easy to undertake. In several villages,
however, those people who worked
outside the village were not always
present when this information was
shared. Moreover in 2011, special
meetings with vulnerable groups and

women were yet to be held and KFCP
and the village used the MusDes and
noticeboards as the main medium
for disseminating information. This
was found to be insufficient for wide
reach. At that time, KFCP and the
village had only implemented small-

Extracted from internal KFCP data and documents and, among others, reports on social and governance safeguards verification for the periods of
March 2012, May 2012 and July–August 2012.

23
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scale trial activities, and continued to
collect data on women, vulnerable
groups and informal groups in the
village.

As an increasing number of activities
were implemented under village selfmanagement arrangements, more

people also heard about the KFCP
activities through word of mouth.

With KFCP, everyone gets something without differentiating between people.
All villagers receive assistance. Before KFCP, not everyone benefited; only a
few. It is better now, everyone gets something and no one is jealous. In my
opinion, yes, this is fair...
Interview with a female villager, Village C, 2013

5. Financial Management
It’s the reporting that is most difficult; so much has to be prepared. Reports on finances,
activities, attendance, minutes, notes, receipts and so on. Sometimes I have to do this on
my own because my team members haven’t done it. But, it’s called learning, and that is
sure to be difficult in the beginning; in the long run it will become normal for us.
Interview with TPK, Village E, 2013.
Transparency and accountability were emphasised in the financial management processes. The implementation
process is explained below:24

Process
•

For 2011–2012, KFCP and the
TPK prepared a draft budget
(Rencana Anggaran Biaya,
RAB) for each work package
for discussion with the village
government, community and
adat leaders. This was then
discussed at the MusDes for
agreement with village residents.
In 2012–2013, more of the
budget formulation process took
place during the MusDes itself.
KFCP only defined the size of
the budget through discussions
with villagers, and the TPK/
TP and village government
worked out the details in the
MusDes. This process was used

•

Procurement of services and
materials for the work packages
was conducted via tender
processes, particularly when the
services and materials required
were substantial. For smaller
amounts, specific villagers
led the process (e.g. for tatas

Wawancara dengan staf KFCP, 2013, Kapuas.
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closures, the tatas owners
conducted the tender process).
In general, information and the
outcome of the tender were
provided through postings on
noticeboards or at eateries for a
period of 30–60 days. During this
period, villagers were welcome
to object or provide other inputs.

so that villages initially learned
how to formulate budgets
from observing KFCP and the
TPK. When villages were more
familiar with the format for
budget preparation, KFCP agreed
that they should have greater
scope to prepare the budget
themselves.
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•

Village governments signed off
on budget expenditure reports
produced by the TPK, which had
already been conveyed to adat
leaders and other community
figures.

•

In 2011–2012, village
governments announced

and explained the budget
expenditure reports for the
verification steps in each
work package at the MusDes.
However, this placed too much

demand on the MusDes in
terms of time, energy and funds.
Subsequently, expenditure
reports for mid-stream payments
were displayed on noticeboards

or in eateries with around 30
days for lodging any objections.
The MusDes was convened to
discuss final expenditure reports
once activities were completed.

Verification Results
In 2011, many TPK expenditure
reports contained incomplete
receipts/documentation for the
financial transactions undertaken,
and financial reporting back to
villagers was rarely made on time.
Alongside safeguards that were
applied from mid-2012 to 2013,
financial reporting and performance

improved and the public
announcements of budget allocation
and expenditure to villagers were
increasingly made on time.
Village groups, especially vulnerable
groups and women, stated that they
had obtained information about
the amount of funds available for
activities through the TP. Small-

group discussions in later years of
the program were credited with
improving understanding of the total
amount of funds and the process
of allocation. Villagers maintained
that small-group discussions and/or
home visits assisted them in gaining
information when they were unable
to attend the MusDes.

A person came to the house, and we talked about the activities. I was
told how much funding was available and what it was for. So, because
I rarely attend the MusDes as I’m busy, if someone comes and tells me
what’s going on I do not miss out on any information.
Interview with a female head of household, Village C, 2013.

6. Long-term Livelihoods Security
Process
KFCP applied several methods to
guarantee livelihoods security.
One approach was by providing
occupational safety and life
insurance for all people involved
in work packages.25 Initially, KFCP
facilitated the registration of
villagers involved in the work with

Jamsostek (Jaminan Sosial Tenaga
Kerja, Workforce Social Insurance)
Insurance. The TPK observed and
learned about the process. For the
subsequent work packages, the TPK
was able to independently organise
the registration of workers with
Jamsostek.

Further, verbal instructions to not
involve children (under 18 years)
in the work were provided through
group discussions and at the MusDes,
and in a pamphlet.26

Verification Results
Verification reports stated that each person involved in the work for an activity had obtained occupational safety
insurance. People involved in safeguards verification also stated that they had received Jamsostek insurance.
Appeals and announcements had been made to villagers with regard to the involvement of children in work activities.

Interview with KFCP staff, Kapuas, 2013.

25

Ibid.

26
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Signs were displayed near the location of activities, that it was prohibited
to bring children to the workplace. But I also saw children helping out;
usually children just helping their parents clear grass from the land, not
heavy work. They usually came after school.
Interview with TPK in Village E, 2013, Kapuas.

7. Empowerment of Women
KFCP endeavoured from the outset
to ensure open access to women to
participate in village-based activities.
Various strategies and creative
efforts were made to increase their
involvement, both in decision-making

and in the distribution of benefits.
These efforts were undertaken
because women generally had little
involvement in village decisionmaking within the KFCP working
area. KFCP used a step-by-step

process to encourage and enable
women to take up leadership
positions, both in the TPK/TP and in
village work groups.

Process
The process of involving women in decision-making processes and activities for receiving benefits was explained earlier
in the second and fourth principles. To ensure that women could take up leadership positions, KFCP also encouraged
the TPK to:

•

Introduce a quota reserving around 30% of work group leadership positions for village women.

•

Use informal approaches, together with the TP and usually through female TPK/TP members, to encourage other
women to join in activities and become work group leaders.

Verification Results
It was evident from the verification
results that women were involved as
work group leaders, in particular, in
the seedling activities and palisade
construction. Few women were
group leaders during the initial
seedlings trials and prior to the

introduction of the 30% quota. After
the quota was in place, meetings
were held with women’s groups and
they were encouraged to get more
involved in activities. This resulted in
several women becoming work group
leaders for seedlings production and

palisade construction. However, it
should be noted that it was not easy
to involve women in activities and
leadership positions in areas where
women were not usually leaders or
active in those activities.

Dayak women are typically responsible for domestic tasks and childcare…
Husbands have decision-making power over which types of livelihoods women are engaged
in, and will typically not allow women to participate in activities that are “too strenuous” or
require travel without the accompaniment of the husband or another trusted male relative.
Gender stereotypes also shape women’s own perceptions about what is suitable work for
women, and tend to believe that they are not physically capable of performing “strenuous
work”. Furthermore, women’s lack of experience and self-esteem will prevent women from
participating in atypical activities for women, such as holding public positions.
(Solvang 2012)
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Data from KFCP monitoring and evaluation databases also indicate that involvement of women in meetings, forums
and training significantly increased over time:

Table 3. Participation levels of women in meetings, forums and training

Year

Meetings/Focus
Group Discussions

MusDes

Socialisation

Training

2011

31%

28%

27%

39%

2012

38%

40%

37%

51%

Source: Diprose (2013)

Table 3 shows that women’s
participation in meetings, forums and
training in the village grew over time.
This was likely the result of both
villages’ significant efforts to include
more women in group meetings

and in informal discussions, and the
application of the quota. In addition,
as the numbers of in activities
implemented in the village increased,
the women could also see that
KFCP wanted them to be involved

in activities. See Figure 1 for a
comparison of women’s involvement
in different communication forums
compared with men.

Figure 1. Women’s involvement in meetings and other forums

The following quote highlights how safeguards indirectly became a means of promoting the more active involvement
of women in the program. Women were interested in joining the decision-making process after realising that they
were needed in, and important to, this process.

In one village, there was a woman who saw the word “women” in an invitation
to the MusDes for “seedlings production” posted on the noticeboard. Seeing
that word, she was curious and asked the TPK/TP about the information on
the noticeboard. After they explained the invitation, she knew that women
needed to attend the MusDes. Since then, she frequently attends the MusDes.
Previously, she did not realise that she was allowed to attend the MusDes.
Interview with KFCP staff, 2013.
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While the two-monthly verification
results did not show any significant
change in the fulfilment of the
safeguards principle, improvements
could be observed over a six-month

period. This is because changing the
views and customs in the village was
difficult to achieve in the short term
due to the village norms explained
above. The lesson learned was

that not all safeguards principles
should be verified within the same
timeframes. Some were more suited
to verification over a longer period
of time.

UPL were outside the scope of an
individual village, which meant that
not all safeguards principles were
appropriate at the activities level.
Several environmental safeguards
principles were better suited to
be applied at the program level,
and others to jurisdictions. Before

developing a safeguards framework
for application at the activities level,
an assessment should be conducted
to determine the suitability of
particular safeguards to different
levels and types of programs.

these reasons, planning and applying
safeguards requires significant
time, energy, funds and efforts to
communicate and engage effectively
with a variety of village and supravillage stakeholders.

refinements to approaches and
monitoring and evaluation, ways
were found to increase the active
participation of different groups.

Other safeguards
The environmental safeguards were
monitored annually as outlined
in the UPL/UKL. Environmental
safeguards cut across more than
one activity and are suitable for
application to a specific geographic
area. The application of several
environmental safeguards in the UKL/

Summary
This section has demonstrated
that operationalising safeguards is
not easy. Several principles, such
as the involvement of women, the
involvement of vulnerable groups
and transparency are not usual
practices in some villages. Villageled implementation is difficult
to achieve, while also seeking
consensus with external observers
who may hold different views
and have different interests and
objectives. This is especially so in
the absence of implementation
blueprints, and when a program
is seeking to demonstrate a new
approach and when mechanisms are
still being debated and trialled. For

KFCP has modified the safeguards
framework several times in order
to make it easier to understand
and apply, and its application more
readily monitored and evaluated.
When safeguards were initially
introduced to the program, the
application of several principles—
such as increasing the involvement
of women and vulnerable groups
in decision-making—was difficult
to achieve. However, with ongoing

This was also the case for
administration and financial
management carried out by
the TPK, where demonstrable
improvements were achieved over
time. Consequently, it was found
that over the long term, safeguards
can increase the capacity of
communities to financially manage
REDD+ activities in ways that are
more effective and efficient. As
management capacity grows,
program funding is used more
effectively.

Key Lessons:
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1.

Applying safeguards principles requires significant time, funds and effort; for preparation, training,
employing and assigning staff, organising and hosting meetings, field monitoring and so on. This is
especially true when REDD+ and some of the safeguards principles are new concepts for villages.
However, these investments will result in future performance improvements in the management of
village activities.

2.

Safeguards need to be understood and operationalised by villages. Village inputs should also be
accommodated in safeguards frameworks. If safeguards are not understood, fulfilment of the principles
will not be maximised. Assisting villagers to understand and practise safeguards also requires significant
time, energy and funds.
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3.

The potential for behavioural change, particularly for safeguards, will be captured through verification
and other processes when assessed over a longer time horizon. For example, annual measures better
demonstrated the equitable distribution of benefits and the empowerment of women. It was also
found that not all of the safeguards principles and indicators are measurable over the same time
period. The impact of safeguards can be measured more accurately after they have been applied for a
significant period of time.

4.

Not all safeguards principles can be applied at the activities level. some safeguards are better suited
to program-level application, and others to jurisdictions. Therefore, when developing safeguards
frameworks, programs must assess each safeguards principle to determine the suitable level of
application.

5.

Safeguards should not be used as a condition of payment at the onset. Based on the experience of
KFCP, villagers need time to learn about safeguards, as several safeguards principles will likely be new
to villagers. It is inappropriate to apply sanctions for poor performance on safeguards while villagers
are undergoing a learning process.

6.

Safeguards implementation can be affected by various factors, including the social norms of the
communities involved, and the capacity of communities to apply new information/learning. KFCP
found, for example, that increasing the involvement of vulnerable groups in active decision-making
was highly influenced by the political norms of the village. These factors should be assessed at the
onset to determine the extent to which safeguards can be applied by villages.

7.

Errors, shortcomings and deviations from the expected implementation steps are likely to occur while
villagers learn to understand both safeguards and program activities. Supporting this ‘learning by
doing’ process enables villages adopt safeguards as a part of standard processes, and builds their
capacity to manage and monitor safeguards independently in the future.

8.

Attendance numbers or the participation of women in specific activities only reflects the entry point
for women to be involved in activities implementation. The next step involves supporting women’s
capacity development by creating opportunities for women to lead the management of activities.
However, this is not easy to achieve, as local social norms can be a barrier for women’s involvement in
decision-making processes. This is a challenge that must be addressed by REDD+ practitioners.

9.

Data collected on households from household registration lists tended to disguise women’s
participation. Data collected on beneficiaries was based on the registration of households for
activities, often made in the name of the Household Head (Kepala Keluarga). In many villages, social
norms dictate that the majority of Household Heads are men. The specific number of women recorded
as receiving KFCP benefits (often female headed households) tended to be lower than in reality.
Meeting attendance records provided a more accurate representation of women’s participation
in meetings, training, MusDes and other forums. Observations and field monitoring were able to
capture the improvements in women’s participation in field activities, as well as to obtain data on the
participants’ individual achievements, in addition to the data collected on households.

10. Adhering to program rules on safeguards requirements to access funds is likely to be the primary
motivator for some villages to undertake efforts meet safeguards in the early phases of programs.
For a number of villagers, the thinking behind the safeguards principles was easier to understand if it
pertained to financial management, including accountability and transparency, as this was clearly tied
to funds access. For other principles, such as gender and vulnerable group inclusion, there was less
of an obvious link to funding and some villagers took time to understand why such safeguards were
important.
Overall, operationalising safeguards principles was not easy, as a number of villages had not been
required to apply these principles in previous programs prior to KFCP.
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Conclusion and
Summary of Lessons

EFFORTS TO APPLY SAFEGUARDS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF REDD+
INITIATIVES ARE NECESSARY TO REDUCE NEGATIVE IMPACTS, if any, of the
activities and to increase their positive impact. KFCP trials endeavoured to assist
villagers to apply safeguards in village-level activities, in particular those conducted
under VAs. The lessons garnered from this process were also an important
contribution of the demonstration program.

D

uring implementation,
KFCP and various external
parties such as CARE
International and the
Central Kalimantan REDD+ SSL
Preparation Team sought to adopt
safeguards principles specific to
REDD+ in line with the development

of national REDD+ safeguards. KFCP
endeavoured to translate these
principles into indicators that could
be easily understood and practised
by villagers, and prepared an
Operational Safeguards Framework
that could be used by the program
and villages. Several of the emerging

REDD+ safeguards principles were
used as a reference and integrated
into the aforementioned framework.
The lessons learned from the
implementation and verification of
safeguards conducted by villages and
the KFCP program are summarised
below.

Initial assessments and studies provide benchmarks for safeguards application.
Initial assessments and studies are important for identifying various potential social and environmental impacts on
villages from program activities. Safeguards should be built into program plans and must be continuously improved
during implementation through a process of learning-by-doing, in order to develop a clearer policy framework.

Certain safeguards are better suited to application at different levels and to different
activities.
Not all safeguards can be applied to every type of REDD+ activity/intervention. For example, livelihoods activities
conducted on villager-owned land (e.g. agroforestry) that do not restrict wider public access may not need the same
consultation and mapping processes as activities involving concessions and access restrictions.
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Participatory approaches should be adopted for planning, mapping and assessment
processes.
Villagers need to be involved in planning, mapping and assessments, so that their needs are better understood and
met. This is part of the inclusive process outlined in safeguards principles.

Safeguards should be developed from the outset of program planning.
Safeguards should be developed at the program planning stage, and then filtered through the activities planning and
implementation stages. This process will provide opportunities for the program to be continuously adapted to meet
emerging safeguards requirements.

Safeguards should be incorporated in collaborative/partnership agreements.
Collaborative/partnership agreements between two or more parties should include the obligation to meet safeguards
standards so that efforts to meet such safeguards are undertaken by all parties to the agreement.

The preparation and application of safeguards is costly, but has the potential to offer
efficiency savings in the long term.
Preparation of a safeguards framework should be conducted through various assessments, studies and consultations
with a range of parties. In KFCP, the application of the safeguards framework at the activities level was carried out
through several trials conducted together with villages, which saw refinements and subsequent improvements.
Support and capacity building was necessary so that the villagers could understand and practise safeguards. However,
the process of planning, implementation and verification of safeguards involved significant funds. It is necessary to
make this level of investment, so that villages become accustomed to safeguards and can independently apply and
monitor them in the future. The application of safeguards by villages with assistance from KFCP saw meaningful
performance improvements in village activities management, resulting in the more efficient and effective use of
allocated funds.

Incentives rather than sanctions are preferable for safeguards-related payments at
program and village-level.
Incentives should be provided and training conducted to encourage the application of the safeguards framework, and
to facilitate village learning and understanding of safeguards. This is preferable to the use of sanctions.

Triangulate information sources in the process of safeguards verification.
Safeguards that are decoupled from the Basis of Payment for activities implementation (e.g. seedling production)
but remain tied to the Basis of Payments for activities management (e.g. organising activities, meetings, budgets)
sends a signal to villages that meeting safeguards requirements is a good faith arrangement between programs
and communities, and that it is the responsibility of activity managers to facilitate their application. It is therefore
important to triangulate sources of information to verify if efforts have indeed been undertaken by activities managers
and communities to apply safeguards rather than to rely on single sources of information during verification (i.e.
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from the activities managers only). KFCP conducted safeguards verifications by triangulating sources of information.
Information was obtained from the TPK and villagers (as beneficiaries) for comparison. KFCP also provided training to
the TPK/TP and several village representatives to strengthen their understanding of safeguards.

Safeguards can be a mechanism for promoting behavioural change.
The application of safeguards principles is also mechanism that can promote behavioural change among the
communities in REDD+ activities management. By way of example, one of the factors driving the increase in women’s
participation in KFCP meetings, forums and training was the application of the social safeguards principle that required
the involvement and empowerment of women in the management of KFCP activities.

Timelines need to be flexible to support learning and the practical application of
safeguards at the village level.
Villagers are unlikely to be familiar with some safeguards principles. They need significant time and energy to apply
safeguards. Creative and strategic efforts need to be continuously undertaken to facilitate villager understanding and
safeguards application. For Indonesia, further challenges are presented by the absence of an agreed national standard
for REDD+ safeguards like the PRISAI to inform program delivery.

Verification periods need to be relevant to each safeguard, such that not all safeguards
should be verified within the same timeframes.
Some safeguards principles and standards require different timeframes for verification compared with others. For
example, a two-monthly verification will not reveal increases in the standard of women’s involvement. A verification
period of six months would be more suitable in this case. However, the appropriate timeframe for verifying safeguards
to determine if standards have been met (or if changes have occurred) will depend on the level of understanding of
the community concerned and the prevailing social norms with regards to each principle.

Empower women and involve vulnerable groups.
It is possible that communities may not normally involve women and vulnerable groups in public decision-making
processes and activities. Consequently, programs should use creative methods to encourage women and vulnerable
groups to become actively involved in program activities. One way to begin this process is for programs to hold
small meetings with women and vulnerable groups prior to larger decision-making forums in order to disseminate
information, answer questions and obtain feedback.

Design databases to track participation.
Appropriate database design and management can help track people’s participation in programs, including vulnerable
groups and women. Data should be obtained through participatory processes involving the community, for example,
through SWR exercises that provide information on vulnerable groups in the village. Regular checks and verification of
data should be conducted to keep data up-to-date and in line with program/activity targets.
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Encourage learning-by-doing.
Field challenges and mistakes are part of the learning process for villagers to understand safeguards and the program.
Villagers should be actively encouraged to learn from challenging experiences and from their mistakes in their ongoing
efforts to become familiar with safeguards and confident with independently managing and monitoring safeguards
application.

Community norms influence the development of safeguards application in the village.
Based on the experience of KFCP, the safeguards implementation is influenced by various factors, including community
norms, as well as the capacity of the community to apply new information/learning. For example, increasing the
involvement of vulnerable groups in active decision-making was highly influenced by the political norms of the village.
These factors should be assessed at the onset to determine the extent to which safeguards can be applied by villages
and to identify appropriate methods for villagers to learn, understand and practise safeguards.
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ANNEXES
Annex 1. KFCP Safeguards Framework (version 4)
Note: This framework has been used for KFCP village-level activities since mid-2012.
Principle 1: Rights to land and natural resources1 are acknowledged2 by the KFCP program.
1
2

includes environmental services provided by these natural resources.
does not weaken or discriminate against certain rights based on prejudice.

Criteria 1.1
The KFCP program recognises land rights, in accordance with both
government law and customs.3

Indicator 1.1.1
Maps that are easily understood by villagers about the location of
the KFCP program activities have been displayed.

3

individual or collective rights in accordance with Governor’s Regulation No 4/2012 (which replaced Governor’s Regulation No 13/2009).

4

Criteria 1.2
The KFCP program obtains consent without force from villagers
for activities that impact upon people’s rights to land and natural
resources.

Indicator 1.2.1
Minutes of the MusDes state that there is agreement from villagers
to KFCP program activities conducted on their land.

Criteria 1.3
Residents have long-term guaranteed land ownership.

Indicator 1.3.1
There is legal documentation to protect villagers’ land ownership.

written information/announcements are displayed in places where
interest groups gather, in eateries, on KFCP noticeboards and in other
places.

Indicator 1.2.2
There is written agreement from land owners whose land is used for
KFCP program activities.

Principle 2: All residents participate fully and effectively5 in decision-making that affects them.
Full and effective participation means that all relevant rights holders and stakeholders who want to be involved in this process have meaningful influence and guarantees that they have adequate access to information.
5

Criteria 2.1
Sufficient information about the KFCP program is publicly available in
an easily obtainable format.

Indicator 2.1.1
Information about the KFCP program is displayed in a prominent
place.
Indicator 2.1.2
Minutes of the MusDes include: (a) benefits and risks, (b) feedback
from residents, and (c) agreement from residents, in particular from
vulnerable and marginalised groups, for KFCP activities implementation.
Indicator 2.1.3
The percentage of Household Heads6 that attend the MusDes to
discuss the work packages.
Indicator 2.1.4
Written announcements about key information are easily understood and obtained.
: The term Household Head has a tendency towards gender bias, so
it should be ensured that female Household Heads and housewives
whose husbands are outside the village are counted as Household
Heads.
6

Criteria 2.2
Decision-making structures are clearly defined, open and accountable.

Indicator 2.2.1
The TPK and TP selection process is free and fair.

Criteria 2.3
Representatives of villagers ensure the decision-making process is
open and effective communications are used, from and to other
residents who are represented.

Indicator 2.3.1
Women choose their representatives to attend the MusDes and
other decision-making processes.
Indicator 2.3.2
Feedback is obtained from women who are not involved in the MusDes or other meetings.
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Principle 3: Complaints are handled relating to KFCP program implementation.
Criteria 3.1
Villagers register and resolve their complaints related to KFCP program implementation.

Indicator 3.1.1
There is a complaints register.
Indicator 3.1.2
The number of complaints registered.

Criteria 3.2
There is an alternative channel for complaints, both from inside and
outside the village.
Criteria 3.3
Complaints are regularly monitored and the results are used to improve the implementation process for KFCP program activities.

Indicator 3.3.1
The time required to provide the initial response to complaints.
Indicator 3.3.2
The number of unresolved complaints.

Principle 4: Honest and open financial management.
Criteria 4.1
Records of income and expenditure for all community activities are
publicly available in a format that is easy to understand.

Indicator 4.1.1
Financial reports are complete, are accountable, and have supporting evidence.

Criteria 4.2
Mechanisms for monitoring and preventing the misappropriation
of funds are implemented, including taking action against those
responsible.
Criteria 4.3
Procurement processes are transparent.

Indicator 4.3.1
A procurement process is publicly available in a form that is easy to
obtain and understand.

Principle 5: KFCP program benefits are divided fairly amongst all rights owners and relevant stakeholders.
Criteria 5.1
Transparent mechanisms for the fair division of benefits.

Indicator 5.1.1
Written announcements by the village are easily understood and
obtained by residents about the income-generating benefits from
KFCP program activities.

Criteria 5.2
KFCP program activities provide benefits for vulnerable and marginalised groups of people.

Indicator 5.2.1
The amount of payments to women.
Indicator 5.2.2
The amount of payments to the poor, or to vulnerable and marginalised groups.

Principle 6: KFCP activities improve long-term livelihoods security for men, women and children affected by the activities.
Criteria 6.1
The KFCP program prioritises improvements in long-term livelihood
security, in particular for women and vulnerable or marginalised
groups.
Criteria 6.2
KFCP program activities avoid or reduce negative effects on villagers’
livelihoods.

Indicator 6.2.1
The TPK/TP makes announcements that children may not be
involved in KFCP activities that require heavy work, long hours or
absenteeism from school.

Principle 7: KFCP promotes gender-sensitive practices and empowers women.
Criteria 7.1
Work packages are designed to maximise the opening up of job opportunities and leadership opportunities for women.

Indicator 7.1.1
The number of women who become leaders.

Criteria 7.2
Women as a group are effectively represented in decision-making
structures and processes.

Indicator 7.1.1
The percentage and age of women who participate in the MusDes.

Indicator 7.1.2
The percentage of women who are involved in the work packages/
activities.

Foto, gambar, dan desain: IAFCP.
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