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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background
The Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP) was established by the Indonesian and Australian
governments and managed under the Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership (IAFCP). The program
was designed in 2009, and following endorsement from the provincial government, field activities ran for
more than four years in Central Kalimantan until the program ended in June 2014. One of the objectives of
KFCP was to trial methods to rehabilitate degraded peatlands in the Ex-Mega Rice Project (EMRP) area for
Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+) i.
The bulk of village-level activities funded by the program were carried out in partnership with local,
predominantly Ngaju Dayak communities under Village Agreements (VAs). To trial ways to encourage
emissions-avoiding behaviours for REDD+ at the village level, through VAs, KFCP sought to combine various
aspects of Payments for Environmental Services (PES) with a number of development approaches. The
formal mechanisms for making payments and managing activities under VAs were similar to those applied
for grants. However, the goals were more complex because disbursement of tranches of activity funding to
communities were tied to performance. In line with PES principles, the approach sought to incentivise
communities to provide environment-enhancing services. Funds and technical support were also provided to
communities to self-manage the implementation of activities and the distribution of benefits. This support
was aimed at strengthening village-level institutional capacity (a REDD+ co-benefit ii) for communities to
manage REDD+ initiatives in future if they so desire. Other REDD+ co-benefits such as support for alternative
livelihoods were also delivered through VAs.
As the VA was the central mechanism to govern the relationship between KFCP (the global REDD+
proponent) and the villages (made up of local, predominantly subsistence communities in Central
Kalimantan), it constituted a meeting point for the two parties with their respective goals. The Ngaju Dayak
and other local community members aimed to improve their wellbeing and that of their children. KFCP
sought to trial methods to contribute to a global program of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that
emanate from deforestation and forest degradation, while providing income-generating opportunities and
development co-benefits for communities.
This paper discusses the lessons learned from trialling the VA to encompass both the development and
REDD+ readiness aspects of KFCP, from design to operationalisation. In so doing, it seeks to highlight the
challenges, opportunities and lessons garnered from trialling aspects of a global policy at the local level. This
includes discussion on what worked and what required refinements or alternative approaches. The VA
model, while not without its implementation challenges, presents an adaptable and scalable model for
future REDD+ interventions managed by communities.
Agreement design and implementation
In late 2010, KFCP developed the draft VA framework for working with participating communities on
reforestation, fire control, re-wetting of the peatlands, and other GHG abatement activities. The
participating communities initially consisted of seven villages spread over two sub-districts in Kapuas District.
(During the course of the project in July 2013, two new villages were declared and recognised by the
Government of Indonesia (GOI) bringing the total to nine).
The VAs were designed to meet national and international norms and procurement guidelines and good
practices regarding agreements in order for them to have wider applicability for REDD+. They were also
designed to apply development principles such as widespread participation, transparency, and
empowerment.

i

…and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing
countries.
ii
REDD+ co-benefits include poverty reduction, protection of local livelihoods, rights and tenure, governance reforms, biodiversity
and, inter alia, enhancement of non-carbon ecosystem services.
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The VAs comprised three parts: principles, standard conditions of the agreement, and work packages. The
first part set out the joint aims and principles and the kinds of activities that could be implemented and
financed under the agreement. The second part listed the general terms and conditions for how activities
would be managed and financed along with the standards and safeguards that must be followed. The third
part was divided into discrete activities funded by KFCP. These activities were labelled ‘work packages’, not
to be confused with cash for labour only. The funds for implementing activities covered costs (e.g. materials,
transport, meeting costs, labour) and a performance incentive.
Work packages implemented under VAs can be grouped into several types: PES-like activities, livelihoods,
environmental monitoring (e.g. fire) and capacity building/institution strengthening. The latter encompassed
KFCP support for the establishment of two new institutions in each village iii on the request of villages. The
first, the village Activities Management Teams (Tim Pengelola Kegiatan - TPK), managed the activities and
disbursed payments made by KFCP to the villagers under VAs for agreed outputs. The second, the
Monitoring Teams (Tim Pengawas - TP), checked the work of the TPK in regular verification activities. The
verification process was conducted with KFCP support and was intended to enhance transparency and
minimise the possible misuse of funds.
The structure and function of the TPK and TP were modelled on a similar village activities management
teams within GOI’s PNPM Mandiri iv program and other programs, as villagers were familiar with the
structure and it was a possible model for replication in future. It was also envisaged that, if villagers were
able to gain village forest concessions (hutan desa) v for REDD+ or funding for other forest management
activities in future, then the structure and function of these village teams could be used and become
permanent institutions in the village for managing such initiatives. To contribute to the effectiveness of the
outputs delivered under VAs for REDD+ and to meet local development priorities, further training and
technical support were also provided directly by the program. This included assistance for formulating Fiveyear Village Development Plans and spatial plans for the local landscape (a process that involved
government and villages), and, inter alia, developing proposals for securing village-forest-use rights (such as
the hutan desa).
By developing the VA as a mechanism through which all field activities (especially the PES and livelihoods
activities) affecting the village needed to flow, KFCP sought to provide communities with a single reference
point, linked to a village institution, for participation in the program. There were various benefits from this
process for both parties to the VA. For communities, program activities were made more comprehensible
and accessible. For managers, it helped in coordinating a number of activities within the villages. External
stakeholders could also view the VAs and see how the program was operationalised and relationships
defined.
Through the VA, local villagers (the beneficiaries) were engaged as key partners with KFCP based on the
REDD+ platform of 3E+s: Effectiveness, Efficiency, Equity, and, Co-benefits. Aside from the short-term
additional incomes from participation in the PES trials, the co-benefits potentially gained by local
communities included:
•
•
•
•

Restoration of their traditional forests (through rehabilitation trials)
A healthier environment, due to better fire management (through strengthened local institutions and
capacity)
Alternative livelihoods support
Institutional development, governance reforms and capacity building (enhanced management capacity
at village level, well formulated village development plans), and long-term income potential from the

iii

Prior to commencing village activities, mapping of local institutions and groups were conducted. Village meetings were held to
discuss which village institutions would manage and organise activities implementation. In the meetings, villagers expressed the
preference for new institutions to be formed, with key positions to be selected by villagers in public meetings, so that the institution
would widely represent the various groups in the village.
iv
Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Mandiri, or the Independent National Community Empowerment Program. See
www.pnpm-mandiri.org/
v
As of March 2014, two villages that worked with KFCP has successfully applied for and obtained village concessions (hutan desa)
from the Ministry of Forestry for a period of five years.
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sustainable use and stewardship of forests (through understanding how PES and REDD+ may operate in
the future).
Opportunities and challenges
Time was needed for villages to reach internal consensus both among village stakeholders (with their varied
interests) on whether to partner with KFCP and on what changes they wanted to include in the draft VA
document. Villages in general tend to consist of complex spatial and social structures and customary and
government institutions in which collective agreement, or consent, is not provided by, nor vested in, a single
representative entity, but has to be garnered from multiple entities. In the KFCP area, these multiple entities
included formal village government officers, informal leadership of the village and hamlets, village
customary leaders (mantir adat), and the majority of individual households. Villagers first needed to agree
among themselves on whether to proceed, in principle, with the partnership. Then, time and the necessary
consultation processes were required to incorporate the varied inputs of these stakeholder groups into draft
VA documents. KFCP also needed time to synthesise these inputs so as to be consistent across villages to
avoid any future misperceptions about variable arrangements between villages. It then needed to
communicate back to villages how the inputs had been accommodated. The process was made more difficult
by villagers attending some meetings and not others. Consequently, the first round of VA negotiations with
the villages took nearly a year.
Communicating the REDD+ supply chain and related concepts was no easy task in that REDD+ policies and
systems, and the expectations of demonstration activities, were still being refined in Indonesia. KFCP sought
to trial a more limited sub-set of activities (not linked to market or national funding mechanisms) through
village activities under VAs. However, it was difficult for field staff to convey underlying REDD+ concepts in
light of its unknown future, particularly related to funding streams; and to explain the difference between
program activities and the wider, not yet finalised REDD+ architecture. Some villagers were also initially
distrustful of the program; their caution owing to prior adverse experiences with other projects, which
contributed to the misperception that KFCP might take their lands. For the second round of VAs negotiations
in mid-2013, VAs were able to be finalised in three months as villagers and KFCP had a clearer idea of what
villagers needed, what their skill base was, and how long activities would take to implement, and how all the
activities fitted together in annual plans that were synchronised with other village activities.
Indonesian safeguards standards specific to REDD+ had not been developed when KFCP commenced. The
program therefore drew on existing standards and development practices to protect, for example, the
interests of vulnerable groups and indigenous peoples, and sought to introduce the Indonesian and global
REDD+ standards as they emerged. It also sought to develop indicators of these safeguards that were easily
understood and could be applied by villagers, requiring iterative feedback from villagers and subsequent
refinement. While it was a challenging process in the field to develop indicators that were SMART (Specific,
Measurable, Attainable, Reasonable, Time-bound), it also proved to also be an opportunity as learning was
shared with the Central Kalimantan government to provide inputs into their wider trials of REDD+ safeguards
across the province.
Lessons learned
VAs can provide a framework at the village-level for a complex program such as REDD+ to meet multiple
requirements. These include the needs of governance and managerial systems; financial, technical, and
safeguards standards; and the delivery of emissions reductions and economic and social development
benefits. Complex programs can result in overlapping, contradictory, and unforeseen demands on
participating village communities and program staff, particularly in an evolving policy environment. KFCP
experienced these challenges, especially in the early years. However, coordinating the multiple requirements
through a single ‘user interface’ between the program and villages—the VA—helped make a complex
relationship more manageable. Over time, as staff and villagers learned to coordinate through VAs,
implementation became more efficient.
Planning documents should incorporate sufficient time for the step-by-step evolution of understanding
and actions required by parties to the VA to deliver REDD+. The original KFCP design document was
ambitious and did not sufficiently plan for the time needed in the project cycle for full understanding to be
From Global Policy to Local Practice:
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reached between KFCP and villages. Timeframes for the demonstration on the ground did not match well
the ambitious cycle of policy 'lessons' expected. Many villagers wanted early income-generating
opportunities in advance of completion of the consultation processes and full explanations of the REDD+
supply chain. However, the program conceived these consultations and understanding of REDD+ as
prerequisites for agreements to implement trial activities. Future project designs should: take into account
the building of working relationships at the outset, and as was the case in KFCP, allow villagers to opt out at
any point, begin with small, simple activities while villagers learn new systems, and build management
capacity.
Future REDD+ projects in Indonesia should incorporate a special process for gaining agreement and
consent that is locally appropriate, and acceptable to both customary and government systems. The VA
was designed as a framework document to establish an entity to allow funds to be channelled to the village
as a collective, endorsed by both village government (as were signatories to the VA on behalf of villages) and
adat leaders (as witnesses to the VA on behalf of customary communities). While onerous to develop, such
documents have been used by other development organisations and have proved valuable in establishing
the basis for relationships as well as for the delivery of outcomes with mutual accountability.
REDD+ should be able to deliver livelihood benefits and other PES benefits through a mechanism like the
VA, but additional program technical support is required at the onset. Not all activities implemented under
a VA framework will be suited for work packages. Work packages are appropriate for activities that village
communities can manage for themselves, and funding for the management and operation of these activities
can also be provided under VAs. However, additional technical assistance, monitoring, and management
coordination will require supra-village mechanisms.
Activities should be included in REDD+ programs (work packages or in other forms) to build the capacity of
the village to manage its own role in REDD+. Such activities should be aimed at supporting villages to learn
technical, financial and other management skills; to understand and implement safeguards; to begin to
model benefit sharing mechanisms from the outset; and to adapt to receiving payments for performance
according to pre-agreed indicators. KFCP aimed to support the development of institutions that were aligned
with relevant laws and customs, which villages led and owned, and which played a significant role in forest
governance and co-management, including REDD+. It was therefore effective and necessary to structure the
implementation of activities to accommodate learning processes.
Sufficient time and resources should be provided to accommodate the capacity building processes
necessary to operationalise and monitor the VA. Among others, KFCP found the performance monitoring
process was time consuming and resource heavy in terms of verifying the proxy performance indicators in
the field, particularly for PES-like activities: a cost that needs to be factored into future REDD+ designs.
Continual refinements were also necessary to build skills and ensure villages remained central in the
management of implementation so they could operate independently in the future. KFCP found that ongoing
consent processes were necessary to ensure the understanding of, and agreement with, proposed activities.
Villagers also required operational guidelines, checklists and training to be able to implement and selfmonitor their activities.
Future REDD+ projects should ensure the early, timely delivery of benefits to participating villages to
engender commitment to the initiative. Designers should plan for villagers to receive short-term financial
benefits, perhaps for low risk activities that had few implications for land tenure issues—such as training
sessions and technical support for livelihoods in small-scale enterprises—in parallel with the negotiations to
realise longer-term benefits. While KFCP sought to deliver PES and community development benefits, there
was much to be learned from the sequencing of delivery to encourage participation, collective behaviour
change, and sustainable forest management. Early delivery of livelihoods benefits alongside capacity
building and institutional development is important for gaining community trust, building skills, and
garnering commitment to initiatives that seek to change practices, behaviours and approaches. It was
intended that village communities would learn that 'collective behaviour that resulted in emissions-reducing
outcomes under REDD+ programs' would trigger payments. This was the first step in moving towards
environmental performance-based payments for avoided emissions.
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In REDD+ initiatives, mixed-packages of livelihoods improvements should be accommodated under
mechanisms like VAs to enable villages to meet short and long-term needs. The delivery of alternative
livelihoods under VAs commenced in early 2013, after conducting the relevant mapping, needs and
suitability assessments and other preparatory activities (e.g. farmer field schools) in 2010–2012. During the
time this preparatory work for livelihoods was underway, in 2011–2012 small-scale reforestation and other
activities that contributed to peatland rehabilitation were trialled. These offered short-term, incomegenerating opportunities to villages in contrast to the longer-term benefits offered by the livelihoods
program. Participating households in the livelihoods program were initially offered one choice between 1
hectare (ha) of a rubber plantation per household, or the equivalent in beje (traditional fish ponds) or
agroforestry. In the first phase of implementation, 30% of the package was provided to trial methods and
approaches. It was evident from the review of the first phase that villagers preferred to diversify their
options to, in many cases, incorporate opportunities for gaining both longer-term livelihoods benefits (e.g.
rubber trees, which would take some time to mature) and short-term (e.g. agroforestry) needs, particularly
given that most of the other short-term income generating activities in KFCP had ceased in early 2013. In the
second phase of implementation (70% of the package), KFCP therefore accommodated villager requests to
change preferences or mix packages, to a maximum equivalent to a 1 ha rubber plantation.
Relevant safeguards principles should be included directly in VAs to ensure both parties to the agreement
endeavour to meet safeguards requirements. These can be updated—through re-negotiation or in
implementation processes based on consensus between the parties to the agreement—as new or evolving
safeguards are developed. Safeguards that villagers may perceive to challenge social norms (for instance,
those regarding gender and equity) or to be socially intrusive (in that they deeply challenge social structures)
will only be successfully implemented with widespread understanding, consent, village-based
implementation, refinement to develop SMART indicators, and ongoing efforts to communicate the
importance of safeguards within a time horizon that engenders learning and acceptance.
Creative communication methods and skilled facilitators are needed to communicate unfamiliar and
complex concepts in REDD+ to lay audiences. KFCP faced challenges in communicating with village and
external stakeholders at the onset, particularly while field staff were still learning. This was made more
difficult by the desire to finalise a 'comprehensive' approach, with all questions answered on the REDD+
supply chain and its potential, but unknown future. This impacted on the time needed to finalise VAs; a time
horizon that was also constrained by seasonal weather patterns relevant for activity delivery (e.g. planting at
appropriate times in the wet season). Efforts to explain the entire carbon cycle before it is finalised (and
potential links to market-based funding mechanisms at some time in the future) to village communities
might not be necessary. In KFCP, for the most part, communities were more interested in how the specific
activities in the program would affect village life and each family's economic future.
It is apparent that while not without its challenges, having a single portal for engagement between the
villages and KFCP eventually proved pivotal in establishing good working relationships, meeting the collective
needs of villagers, coordinating multiple activities and ensuring the equitable distribution of benefits. This
was especially the case in later stages of the program when knowledge had been garnered. The VA
permitted: multiple requirements to be met in line with GOI governance structures, underpinned the
collective PES-like payments, and launched the funding of co-benefits.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP) was established by the Indonesian and Australian
governments and managed under the Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership (IAFCP). The program
was designed in 2009, and following endorsement from the provincial government, field activities ran for
more than four years in Central Kalimantan until the program ended in June 2014. 1 It was conceived as a
learning project to contribute to increased knowledge about and readiness for, Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+) 2. Alongside contributing to peat and fire science to better
understand greenhouse gas emissions from peatlands, one of the main objectives of KFCP was to work with
local, predominantly Ngaju Dayak communities to trial new methods and improve existing methods to
rehabilitate degraded peatlands in the Ex-Mega Rice Project (EMRP) area in Central Kalimantan. KFCP
constituted one of the largest early REDD+ demonstration activities in Indonesia and one of the first in
tropical peatlands. The central mechanism used to govern the relationship between KFCP and the villages
was the Village Agreement (VA).
The VA design was based on a well-tested model of community-managed grants in Indonesia discussed later
in Section 3 of this paper. The grant schemes upon which the model was based were primarily for
community development, but for KFCP the purpose was adapted, or broadened, to encompass REDD+
incentive payments. KFCP entered into formal agreements with seven villages in January 2012, following
more than nine months of consultation, discussion and negotiations with villagers. 3 The VA outlined the
overarching principles of cooperation, rights and responsibilities for partnership arrangements with villages.

1

Some activities ceased in June 2013, while others were extended until June 2014.
…and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing
countries.
3
The number of villages was originally seven, but increased to nine following the subdivision of two villages (splitting) in late 2012,
however the settlements and KFCP site areas remained the same.
2
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The VA had two purposes. First, there was great interest among REDD+ developers in adapting approaches
developed for other kinds of Payments for Environmental Services (PES) for use in REDD+. One KFCP purpose
for the VA was therefore to make collective PES and trial them for REDD+. PES is what linked VAs, a model
used in other development programs in Indonesia, to REDD+.
A second purpose of the VA was to develop an overall framework not only for PES, but also for the social and
economic village development that would result from the trial implementation of REDD+ readiness and
rehabilitation activities in the peatlands. These development activities went beyond payments. Initiatives
also supported women’s empowerment, risk management through safeguards—including protection of land
rights and equity—new knowledge and technical capacity building, small business development, spatial
planning, local economic and institutional development, and other aspects of social change. VAs were
therefore not simply a payment mechanism, but a means to fund activities to raise awareness and address
questions around equity, gender, rights, transparency and good governance.
While the formal mechanisms for making payments and managing activities were similar to those of
community grants, the goals were more complex because they incorporated PES principles. The VA also
endeavoured to treat the interests of both parties—KFCP and villages—as being of equal importance and
standing.
This paper discusses the lessons learned from trialling the VA to encompass both the development and
REDD+ readiness aspects of KFCP, from design to operationalisation. In so doing, it seeks to highlight
challenges, opportunities and lessons garnered from trialling aspects of a global policy at the local level. This
includes discussion on what worked and what required refinements or alternative approaches. The VA
model, while not without its implementation challenges, presents an adaptable and scalable model for
future REDD+ interventions managed by communities. The VA can potentially be used as a framework in
situations where tenure issues are still being resolved, particularly if the activities conducted under VAs
relate to environmental service provision or avoided behaviours that have few implications for land rights.

1.1 Payment for environmental services under REDD+
Payment for environmental services (also called ‘payment for ecosystem services’), or PES, can be defined as
‘a transparent system for the additional provision of environmental services through conditional payments
to voluntary providers’ (Tacconi 2012: 35). PES schemes offer ways for resources to be mobilised and
distributed to encourage and reward forest stewardship for a variety of purposes, including nature
conservation and climate change mitigation. 4 PES schemes can also help provide new livelihood
opportunities and other benefits for the poor (ibid.), making them an attractive approach for delivering both
REDD+ co-benefits (poverty reduction and livelihoods) alongside incentives for emissions reduction (Tacconi
et al. 2010).
The services, or benefits, provided by natural ecosystems are generally grouped into four categories
(Wunder 2005): carbon sequestration and storage, biodiversity protection, watershed protection, and
landscape beauty. REDD+ deals with the first of these by offering incentives to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. These incentives can take the form of payments for
environmental services, the services in this case being ecological processes or components that conserve or
sequester forest carbon. Buyers pay the providers of the service—such as local landholders and
communities—to manage their land, water, and forests in ways that protect or enhance the desired
environmental services.
The VA framework trialled by KFCP constituted a contract enabling this scheme to work, with the project
assuming the role of an intermediary to secure the services on behalf of whatever agency would pay for then
in an actual PES scheme. ‘The core idea of PES is that external ES [Environmental Services] beneﬁciaries
make direct, contractual and conditional payments to local landholders and land users in return for adopting
practices that secure ecosystem conservation and restoration’ (ibid. 1).
4

Although, the literature generally agrees that PES is likely to be more costly and less effective than originally thought for REDD+
(Wunder 2009: 213).
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Some PES schemes make payments directly to individual farmers or other landowners. These programs
involve contracts with individuals who have clear tenure rights and, by default or design, tend to favour
landowners rather than poor, landless farmers. In other schemes, particularly where the number of
landholders or sellers is large or individual land tenure unclear (or both), there are intermediary institutions
or management units representing communities or other groups that may act on behalf of the sellers. The
VAs in KFCP were of this type in that funding was provided through the agreement to build these village
institutions and for villagers to self-manage activities.
Research in a number of countries on the applicability of PES approaches for reducing GHG emissions in the
forest sector, has begun to show that PES can be used for carbon sequestration initiatives involving local
stakeholders even where land tenure is uncertain or unclear, as is quite common in Indonesia (Angelsen et
al. 2012; Tacconi et al. 2010). In such cases, the process of developing PES initiatives tends to assume a
‘hybrid’ form (both individual and collective payments) that is less straightforward than those initiatives that
make payments to individual landowners. Such ‘hybrid’ schemes tend to be 'messy', they do ‘not operate in
clinical and uniform ways', and local context is critical to understanding individual cases (Springate-Baginski
and Wollenberg 2010: 39).
The VA framework used by KFCP is an example of such a ‘hybrid’ PES approach adapted for REDD+. As is
discussed in Section 2, the site where KFCP operated was mainly designated with Protection Forest status by
GOI (due to the deep peat in the area), with small areas allocated for other uses in and around the village
settlements. KFCP village activities were implemented in this area based on the premise that the KFCP
program had no claims to the land. The environmental services contributing or leading to reduced emissions
were paid for by KFCP (as a proxy PES ‘buyer’) through the VAs, while the development, financial,
institutional and environmental benefits discussed throughout this paper accrued to the communities. The
institutional development (through capacity building and training in managing village-level initiatives in
forest stewardship) was potentially a first step towards establishing long lasting institutions in REDD+ areas
for future village management and for funding a range of community-based activities, from livelihood
improvements to peatland rehabilitation and forest management.

1.2 REDD+ driven community development
REDD+ also presents a potential opportunity for the poor, predominantly Ngaju Dayak communities in the
KFCP area. Few economic development options exist in the region beyond industries which can have
significant negative environmental impacts, such as mining, logging and palm oil production—industries
which are growing in peatland areas and often are not concerned with questions of equity, sustainability or
social impact. As with any type of community-driven development, the understanding, participation, systems
and ownership that need to be built require a long-term investment (more than 4 years), certainly beyond
the short timeframe of KFCP.
Nonetheless, the primary strategy of KFCP was to begin this process by working with peatland communities
on the rehabilitation work, and to build capacity towards a scenario in which they would play a central,
legally protected role in the management and maintenance of the completed work in the peatlands. The
communities received PES payments and other ongoing development benefits for their role in doing so.

1.3 Scope of this paper
KFCP was conceived as a learning project and a prototype, and needs to be understood as such. The scope of
this paper is therefore to present the learning that emerged from trialling VAs as identified by the authors 5,
in the interests of sharing knowledge generated from a REDD+ demonstration. The learning is also more
widely applicable for sustainable forest management, which is a component of REDD+.
5

There may be a similar or alternative story to be told from the perspective of the local communities, particularly the Ngaju Dayak
community. Such a story has been captured through other research funded by the IAFCP, such as the Socio-economic Impact Study
(Milich et al. 2014).
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The VA—both in form and in implementation—is the point at which global and local agendas met. The
enabling environment for the trial of VAs for REDD+ was therefore underpinned by interaction between the
differing contexts of these two agendas, in particular:
•

The global policy and objectives and national/provincial priorities for peatland rehabilitation that
informed the site selection for the trial and the design of KFCP;

•

The local social structures, local historical legacy, and the geographic conditions; and,

•

Program operational mandates, governance and management structures.

Some of the learning presented in this paper relates specifically to the trials of VA for REDD+ and the
refinement of processes along the way based on iterative feedback from villagers, staff and observers. Other
lessons emanate from the observed ways in which the VA trials were affected by, or interacted with, the
enabling environment. Yet others highlight early indicators of how the process of implementing VAs—
particularly the skills and knowledge building efforts undertaken by the program directly through VAs or in
support of VA implementation—has brought about changes in the enabling environment itself. The authors
recognise that it is difficult to disaggregate each from the other, but instead highlight what are to be
considered key influences at particular points.

1.4 Structure of this paper
This paper outlines the approach used, the implementation challenges and opportunities, as well as the
lessons learned (including what worked and what modifications were needed during implementation or
might be needed in future) from applying the KFCP approach in the Central Kalimantan peatlands.
Section 2: Global policy meets the local historical and geographic context explains the local historical,
geographical, social and economic context and the background to the efforts at the global level (REDD+) to
address issues associated with climate change, specifically mitigation and abatement through protecting
remaining carbon sinks and reforestation/peatland rehabilitation.
Section 3: Lessons from the formulation of the VA describes the lessons from the VA design and
formulation process, first in its historical development and then in its structure. It details how REDD+
approaches and development principles were incorporated in the VA approach. The section also explores
how the program approach and VA formulation process evolved early on (some of the learning is highlighted
through a case study: The story of the nurseries). Since VAs were envisaged to provide the framework for
governing the relationship between the local community and the program, this section also explains the
technical support provided and institutional arrangements used for VA operationalisation so that villagers
could self-manage activities.
Section 4: Lessons from implementing the VA captures a second set of lessons, namely, those that emerged
through the actual implementation of the VAs within the enabling environment explained above. This
includes a discussion what worked and what required refinements for payments mechanisms, safeguards,
communication and consultation approaches, annual planning and, inter alia, project management
arrangements when relevant for VAs.
Section 5: Conclusions and key recommendations for REDD+ compiles the lessons drawn from Sections 3
and 4 under explanatory thematic headings and distils conclusions for future REDD+ activities.
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2 GLOBAL POLICY MEETS THE LOCAL HISTORICAL AND GEOGRAPHIC
CONTEXT
2.1 The Ex-Mega Rice Project, peatland degradation and livelihoods

In 1995, the Government of Indonesia (GOI) under President Suharto launched the Central Kalimantan Mega
Rice Project (now called the Ex-Mega Rice Project—EMRP). 6 The project aimed to develop an area of 1
million hectares (ha)—much of which was peat swamp forest—for irrigated rice production using water from
the Kahayan, Kapuas and Barito rivers. The Central Kalimantan Master Plan—developed a decade after the
program halted in 1998—surveyed the EMRP area to be 1.4 million hectares in extent (Euroconsult Mott
MacDonald and Deltares 2008).
The project was also ‘designed and promoted at a time prior to Indonesia’s transition to democracy and,
despite local protests and warnings from experts, was taken forwards and implemented without adequate
planning and knowledge of the system’ (Euroconsult Mott MacDonald and Delft Hydraulics 2007). Under the
EMRP, peatlands and upland forest areas were also converted for plantation crops such as pulpwood and oil
palm. While it was clear that peat soils covered approximately 70% of the EMRP area, there was little
scientific knowledge on the hydrology of peatlands or the characteristics of the peat.
The EMRP was halted in 1998 in the midst of financial collapse, and subsequently the area was blackened by
rampant wildfires in the drained peatlands, partly because of the worst drought to hit the region in a century.
The Master Plan to revitalise the EMRP outlines the adverse social, economic and environmental impacts of
the EMRP:
‘The project involved extensive construction of thousands of kilometers of canals and has led to
serious degradation and deforestation of the area as a result of drainage and wildfires. The land
proved largely unsuitable for rice cultivation and roughly half of the 15 594 transmigrant families
6

Refer to Presidential Decree No. 82/1995.
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moved to the area have now left. Local residents have suffered through damage to the area’s natural
resources and the hydrological impacts of the project.’ (Euroconsult Mott MacDonald and Deltares |
Delft Hydraulics 2008: 4).
Local people living in the area—both long-term residents and migrant families—have faced hardship and
poverty because of: the damage to the ecosystem, the challenges of farming the land, and the limited
livelihood opportunities in the area (ibid.). While some 25% of the original EMRP area remains forested
(mainly in relatively remote areas to the north), it contains the largest area of degraded peatland in
Indonesia. The EMRP represents 10% of the area of Central Kalimantan province, and contains 23% of the
provincial population (based on 2006 census data). The EMRP area contains a high proportion of Dayak
people, particularly in the remote areas, and they were the most affected by the activities.
The EMRP did not altogether eliminate the natural resources in the area, but it did vastly diminish the area
of intact, productive peat swamp forest available to local communities, particularly those in and around
Block A of the EMRP area (one of two blocks where KFCP operates; discussed below). Consequently, by 2009
when KFCP conducted its socio-economic baseline survey, sources of household income and subsistence
were distinctly different in Block A (heavily deforested) and Block E (also where KFCP operated) where the
remaining, intact peat swamp forest was more extensive. Villages in the northern part of the area, in Block E,
depended far more on forest and riverine resources, as documented by Lubis (2013), whereas those in the
southern part of the area, in Block A, depended more on agriculture and off-farm wage labour.
On the other hand, the EMRP opened up access for humans to the deep peat, stimulating new livelihoods
that in some cases harm the environment and contribute to emissions. Small hand-built canals (tatas)
provide access to deeper parts of the forest to access forest products. This led to an increased incidence of
fire from cigarettes or poorly tended campfires. Users pay a fee to ‘owners’ (who have user rights and built
the tatas) to access the forest; the fee usually being 10% of the recovered forest products during the trip
(CARE 2009a; CARE 2009b). 7
At the time the KFCP design was finalised in 2009, the rehabilitation of the EMRP area was a national priority,
as outlined in Presidential Instruction No. 2/2007 (INPRES 2/2007). The Instruction called for relevant
government departments to undertake a five-year program with a strong focus on the rehabilitation,
conservation and sustainable development of the area. The Governor of Central Kalimantan was appointed
as the person responsible for the implementation of this Presidential Instruction.

2.2 Global and local goals: KFCP background and location
2.2.1 The goals
Tropical peatlands and the swamp forests that cover their surface are extremely dense high carbon storage
ecosystems, primarily due to the thick layers of peat below the ground (up to 15m in depth). The forest
provides an environmental buffer for the peat, maintaining high humidity, while the roots of the trees hold
the peat in place (Applegate et al. 2012; Graham et al. 2013). Peatlands that have been degraded by forest
clearing and drainage, such as the EMRP, are susceptible to much higher rates of oxidation from microbial
activity and fire than intact peat swamp forest, causing large amounts of GHG emissions. Deforestation leads
to loss of carbon from the ecosystem due to tree removal, as in other ecosystems:
‘The removal of the trees … exposes the peat, allowing oxidization to occur and the release of carbon
… Exposed dry peat burns readily, especially as local land use often relies on fire as a land-clearing tool.
Furthermore, due to the high-water level ‘swampy’ conditions of natural peatlands, large canals are
often established to lower the water level for the purpose of land-conversion, making the area even
drier and more susceptible to oxidation and burning’ (Graham et al. 2013). 8

7

The blocking of these tatas, to re-wet the peat, is an example of an environmental service paid to tatas owners (and to
communities to support the process of building the tatas blocks) through the VA system.
8
See also Page, et.al (2002) and Page et al. (2009).
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The tropical peatlands in Central Kalimantan not only contained a large carbon sink that was being depleted
by actions taken under the EMRP, but local, national international stakeholders alike were concerned with
how to rehabilitate the degraded parts of the area. Previous efforts to trial ways to re-flood degraded areas
to improve land cover and the environment had not been fully successful.
Rehabilitating and protecting forests and peatlands (and protecting the carbon contained therein) was a
priority of the national GOI and the Government of Australia (GOA), and would contribute to avoided
emissions and be of benefit to the global commons. However, avoiding emissions and carbon
sequestration—the global goal—may not have been a Dayak priority, in the way that cash, forests, and clean
air might be.
Minimising the risk and impact of fire and sustainable forest use, did however, form an important
intersection between the global, national, sub-national and local needs, as it is generally understood at the
village level that fire (a significant problem in the drained and degraded peatlands) not only causes harm to
health and livelihoods options but also releases carbon (as smoke) into the atmosphere. Villages in the area
had also felt the affects of deforestation and forest degradation through changes to their livelihoods options
as described above.
KFCP was therefore designed with the goal of demonstrating a credible, equitable and effective approach to
reducing GHG emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, particularly from the degradation of the
peatlands. Viewed from different perspectives, the motivating force behind the KFCP design from an
abatement perspective can be considered as global and national; whereas the peatland rehabilitation aims
were national, and sub-national. Conversely, sustainable livelihoods and protection from fire were potential
motivating forces for local communities to participate.
KFCP began with the aim of trialling ways to rehabilitate forest ecosystems (the degraded peatlands) to
contribute to emissions reduction (carbon sequestration). With their agreement, it was conceived that
communities could be best involved, and accrue the greatest benefits, through a participatory development
approach in which the bulk of activities were directly managed and implemented by communities
themselves (discussed further in Section 2.4 and 3.6). In a way, it acted like a natural resource management
project, but with a goal of rehabilitation and protection rather than extraction.
2.2.2 The site
The activities carried out under KFCP took place in an area of approximately 120,000 ha of the tropical
peatlands in Central Kalimantan province, much of which was degraded peatlands. The site was once
covered by peat swamp forest, but is now bisected by a major canal built under the EMRP (Figure 1). The site
contains parts of Block A and parts of Block E of the EMRP; the two sections of land differ in terms of level of
disturbance and forest quality (Applegate et al. 2012; Graham et al. 2013 cf. Page et al. 2002 and Page et al.
2009).
Block E has one 12 km long canal running North-South impacting on its hydrology, and has been subjected to
concession logging (1980s-1998), illegal logging, and numerous tatas (Graham et al. 2013). However, relative
to the extensive canal establishment in Block A, large sections of the Block E forest remain relatively
undisturbed.
Block A is crisscrossed by a network of canals 6-10 m wide and two large 30 m wide canals. Block A was
subject to major land clearing under the EMRP, and almost all of the block, apart from about 5000 ha, has
been deforested or badly degraded, which has depleted forest products available for communities and
reduced livelihoods options.
The different ecologies of the two areas generated significant differences in agricultural practices and
livelihood strategies described above, for which different REDD+ activities were suited. In the KFCP design,
the program of peatland rehabilitation aimed to counter the degradation by re-wetting areas of degraded
peat through hydrological works. Among the many trial rehabilitation activities KFCP carried out
predominantly through VAs, fire management and monitoring, and alternative livelihoods activities that
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might avoid the further destruction of the peat or increase the risk of fire were included, given the unique
environmental conditions of the peatlands described above.

2.3 Local people and their attachment to rivers, land and forests in the KFCP area

Fourteen community settlements are located in along the Kapuas River in the area where KFCP operated.
These settlements initially formed seven village administrative units (desa) spread over two sub-districts
(kecamatan) within the Kapuas District (kabupaten). In July 2013, two hamlets were granted village status
bringing the total number of villages to nine, although the settlement areas remained the same. According
to the socio-economic baseline, 91% of the population in 2009 were Ngaju Dayak, many of whom to lived
according to Ngaju adat (custom and tradition). In some villages, village-level adat leaders (mantir) were not
appointed until after the commencement of the program in the field. 9
Under the Indonesian-Australian bilateral partnership arrangements, KFCP was authorised to operate in the
area as a development project. There were two general land tenure systems operating in the site. The first
was adat, or customary ownership and usage rights. The second was formal legal title, under the laws of the
Republic of Indonesia. The Ngaju Dayak had, and continue to have, a connection to the area under their
traditional, historical connection to that land. Legally, however, the bulk of the area outside the adaptive
management zone (comprising village land and farmlands in and around village settlements near the river)
was designated as Protection Forest 10; land which was managed by GOI and administered by the Ministry of
9

Appointments were made in 2009–2010.
While the area was once designated with a legal basis of production forest (supported by the Forest Land Use Agreement, 1982),
the provincial land use plan in Provincial Government Regulation 8/2003 categorised the region as mainly deep peatland and
hydrology conservation areas with various other small land use allocations such as for flora & fauna (wildlife areas, black water
ecosystem, production forest, production area, and settlement areas) (URS 2012). Intentions to allocate the region mainly as
protection forest/area (with small allocations for other land uses) were outlined in various proposals and plans such as Presidential
Instruction 2/2007, Forestry Master Plan (Permenhut No.55, 2008) for the EMRP area, and the Ministry of Forestry Decree No.292,
2011 (ibid.). Ministry of Forestry Decree No. 529, 2012 clarified the status of the area as Protection Forest.

10
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Forestry (MOFor). This may change in the future following the recent decision of the Constitutional Court to
give customary land rights equal status to state-managed land. 11
At the time of writing, the area where KFCP operated had Protection Forest status because of the
hydrological sensitivity of the deep peat deposits, which was state-administered as part of the national
forest estate (kawasan hutan negara). In line with the Master Plan for EMRP (Euroconsult Mott MacDonald
and Deltares 2008), KFCP proposed that limited, environmentally sensitive economic development be
planned in a so-called ‘adaptive management zone’ that is, the area from the river to approximately 5 km
inland. It is this area where village settlements, some villager owned-land and associated farmlands, and
rubber/agroforestry smallholdings are located. The remaining part of the 120,000 ha site, which was wholly
within the Protection Forest area, consists predominantly of deep peat (generally considered to be greater
than 3m deep).
Village administrative boundaries span the site. This does not mean villages have full control over all the
areas within their boundaries as the national or district government can issue concession licences for
particular areas depending on the status of the area. Again, this situation may change in light of a 2013
Constitutional Court ruling mentioned above that recognises the forest tenure rights of customary
communities that do not necessarily correspond to village administrative areas. In future, customary rights
may, under certain circumstances, trump the jurisdictional authority of the state within the kawasan hutan.
The basis for establishing such claims however is not entirely clear. Lubis (2013: 4) states:
‘… In places where tenure is unclear, such as Central Kalimantan, confusion about who actually
governs the use of land and who has the right to regulate the use of land influences the impact of
government policy (Galudra et al. 2009). The present tenure insecurity is a legacy of contestation
between regulations and institutions dating back to the colonial era.’
In practice, although the area has mainly been state-controlled, local communities, including adat
communities, have had de facto user and access rights to particular areas, especially in and around their
settlements and agricultural land close to the rivers.
Like most Dayak people—the indigenous peoples of the Kalimantan interior—the Ngaju Dayak living in the
KFCP area have oriented their lives and livelihoods primarily towards waterways (Lubis 2012). Settlements
and farmlands have been established along the banks of rivers, streams or canals, often at the confluence of
a larger river and a tributary. Rivers form the major transportation corridors and represent a source of
identity, whereby many Dayak groups have taken their names from rivers. The word dayak or a cognate
form in many of the several dozen languages spoken in Kalimantan means ‘upstream’ or ‘upriver’, thus the
Dayak collectively are ‘upriver people’, distinguished in their geographical origins and orientation from
peoples historically confined mainly to coastal and downriver areas. 12 Settlements in the area date from at
least a century ago, though their composition is fluid as people move in and out of the villages, and even
within a single settlement inhabitants may have heterogeneous origins (ibid.).
This is not an atypical situation. Miles (1976) found a similar flux of people in and out of Ngaju settlements
along the upper Mentaya River in another part of Central Kalimantan. The primary attachment of families
was to their land, with use rights established by the first person to clear primary forest and cultivate the plot.
Land tenure in the area where KFCP operated follows a similar pattern (Lubis 2012). In general, access rights
are established by making improvements to land or investing labour, such as by opening small hand dug
canals (tatas) through the forest to harvest forest products or constructing more substantial waterways
11

On March 26, 2012, the registrar of the Constitutional Court received a petition from AMAN, the Alliance of Indigenous Peoples of
Indonesian Archipelago, seeking an amendment to the forestry law to recognise the land rights of custom-based communities
located in forest areas. Article 1, Clause (6), of the 1999 Law on Forestry stated ‘Customary forests are state forests located in the
areas of custom-based communities’. On May 16, 2013, the Constitutional Court announced the wording invalid. In a 188-page
verdict, the court rewrote Article 1(6) to read: ‘Customary forests are forests located in the areas of custom-based communities’. The
result is that customary forests are no longer a part of state forests.
12
In Central Kalimantan the largest such group is comprised of Banjarese Malays. Prior to the mid-20th century, few Banjar or other
non-Dayak lived in upriver areas, but the situation has changed through migration and ethnic conversion (Chalmers 2006; van
Klinken 2004).
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(handil) to reach farmland some distance from the river. The fluidity of residence and therefore of village
composition poses interesting challenges to establishing long-term agreements with communities, as
discussed in later sections of this paper.
As a REDD+ demonstration activity—unlike some other REDD+ initiatives that aimed to establish forest
concessions for the trade of carbon credits—KFCP did not seek concession rights for its activities. It did
encourage and assist local communities and its government partners when requested to protect the area
from outside commercial exploitation that would have been incompatible with REDD+. With concessions,
one of the great concerns from stakeholders is what kind of access restrictions to the land a proposed
concession or intervention might entail. Indeed, as international debates became increasingly polarised
around carbon concessions and rights, KFCP attracted more attention. Assumptions were made—as might
be the case for an extraction project—that KFCP would take land and threaten rights, although this was not
the case. KFCP site area was in state-managed Protection Forest; it was not a concession with carbon rights
that KFCP sought to own.
As a REDD+ demonstration
activity—unlike some other
REDD+ initiatives that aimed
to
establish
forest
concessions for the trade of
carbon credits—KFCP did
not seek concession rights
for its activities. It did
encourage and assist local
communities
and
its
government partners when
requested to protect the
area
from
outside
commercial exploitation that
would
have
been
incompatible with REDD+.

13

The only activities KFCP intended to implement—with agreement from
communities under VAs— that might have had implications for villager
access was peatland hydrological rehabilitation. However, this was
planned for the re-wetting of the deep peat, many kilometres from
settlements, which assessments found very few households sought to
access. This planned—but not implemented—activity would have
involved blocking canals established through the EMRP that had drained
and degraded the peat. Blocking the SPU7 13 canal in Block E, would
protect the heavily forested Block E in the north of the site from further
degradation, and rehabilitate parts of Block A, again far from villages.
The re-wetting would allow vegetation to regrow in this heavily logged
area. Early environmental and social assessments (URS 2012) found that
this activity represented a net positive gain for villages and the
environment, especially when taken together with the livelihoods
program (discussed in later sections), and the impact for villagers on
access would have been minimal. Indeed the final KFCP socio-economic
impact study detailed the various socio-economic and other benefits
received by villages from the program (Milich et al. 2014).

This is the name of a canal running north-south in the middle of the southern part of Block E.
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Figure 1: Map of the KFCP site 14

14

Source: KFCP GIS data.
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2.4 REDD+ global policy, the 3E+ (Effectiveness, Efficiency, Equity and Co-benefits)
and benefits under KFCP
Underpinning the convergence of global and local priorities in REDD+ is the concept of benefits sharing.
REDD+ benefit sharing refers to the distribution of monetary and non-monetary benefits related to the
implementation of REDD+ initiatives (Pham et al. 2013) that contribute to emissions reductions. Net benefits
refers to the benefits accrued after costs are deducted. Costs include transaction (making payments) and
implementation (carrying out REDD+ activities for payment) costs for REDD+ initiatives, and opportunity
costs associated with any unrealised alternative forest and land uses. REDD+ co-benefits refer to other
additional benefits of REDD+ including poverty reduction, protection of local livelihoods, rights and tenure,
governance reforms, biodiversity and inter alia enhancement of non-carbon ecosystem services. REDD+ aims
to distribute costs and benefits of emissions reductions initiatives between rights holders equitably.
However, who should receive benefits (how rights holders are determined) and on what basis benefits
accrue, continues to be debated among policy makers in Indonesia and abroad (ibid.).
KFCP defined its funding mechanism (through VAs) to cover implementation costs incurred by villagers and
that all benefits would accrue to villagers. The program also covered transaction costs. For REDD+
demonstrations—operating on relatively short time horizons to trial activities that do not involve
concessions or restricted land uses for communities—the opportunity costs are likely to be few, particularly
in areas where other income-generating opportunities for communities are limited. Nonetheless, KFCP
funded a livelihoods program to provide villages with an added longer-term revenue stream beyond the life
of the program as a part of an appropriate exit strategy consistent with good development principles. 15
Through the livelihoods program, KFCP intended that communities would have access to long-term income
sources from livelihoods (REDD+ co-benefits) that were compatible with the sustainable land use practices
required to protect carbon stocks in the event that a REDD+ system with a variety of funding sources was
developed.
In
examining
the
REDD+
demonstration activities and
associated policy initiatives, a
common framework employed by
analysts 16 is to assess the
contribution of REDD+ activities
to achieving outcomes in terms of
effectiveness (the key drivers of
deforestation
and
forest
degradation are targeted to
achieve emissions reductions),
efficiency (the extent of the
transaction costs for delivering
emissions reductions), and equity
(the sharing of REDD+ financial
flows and rents between rights
holders, i.e. REDD+ benefits
sharing). The initial concept of these aforementioned 3Es was expanded to introduce co-benefits as an
additional criterion that is now expected in REDD+ initiatives (Anglesen et al. 2012). This additional criterion
is the adjunct benefit that accrues to local communities and is intended to: reduce the likelihood and or
attractiveness of activities that deplete forest carbon sinks, enhance livelihoods opportunities beyond those
likely to have other deleterious effects on the environment, and thereby play a role in rebalancing the
benefits of REDD+ from global to local. This allows not just abatement and avoidance to be valid measures
for benefits-sharing but permits the rewarding of other behaviour changes at the community level that
15

Even if REDD+ did not progress as a global strategy, communities participating even in trials should still be left in an enhanced
position.
16
See for example Angelsen (2009), Angelsen et al. (2012), Blom et al. (2010), and inter alia, Meridien Institute (2009).
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enhance the potential for sustained carbon sequestration, all the while improving the socio-economic
conditions for the local community. Likewise, institutional strengthening, mapping, and other support for
governance reform and clarifying and strengthening rights—including that which takes place at the village
level—are REDD+ co-benefits. These REDD+ co-benefits are also important for REDD+ readiness and
safeguards application.
KFCP sought to build these co-benefits into its design and delivery of VAs, with particular attention to
supporting village-level self-management of activities, village-level landscape spatial planning (conducted
with communities and government), and other participatory mapping. KFCP also drew on the experience of
another project being conducted by the NGO, WARSI, in Jambi (southern Sumatra). WARSI has helped
villagers to secure management concession rights to delineated parts of the forest, known as village forests
(hutan desa). Learning from this experience, which focused on village rights, KFCP helped villagers submit
proposals to the Ministry of Forestry (MOFor) for delineated areas in the peatlands to be declared village
forests. KFCP also helped adat communities to map customary rights and usage areas, as well as their asset
bases and the various land areas in the village. The hutan desa concessions gave the villages management
rights and responsibilities under a lease. At the date of writing, two claims for hutan desa were successful
with hutan desa use rights being granted by MOFor in March 2014. 17
Both benefits from PES-like activities and alternative livelihoods co-benefits were delivered under VAs. The
former provided short-term income generating opportunities for communities. Examples of PES-like
activities included: small-scale reforestation and peatland rehabilitation activities, fire management and
monitoring, and, inter alia data collection on peatland vegetation and hydrology. 18 Long-term income
generating opportunities were created through the alternative livelihoods. Other co-benefits in addition to
those listed above, which sought to complement and strengthen the activities conducted under VAs
included: assistance to communities to formulate Five-year Village Development Plans, farmer field schools,
and, among others, technical support for village-level capacity building to self-manage and implement
activities.
All of these activities (benefits and co-benefits) sought to contribute to the rehabilitation of degraded
peatlands, protection of intact peat swamp forest, and improvements to the quality and security of local
livelihoods in ways that reduced pressures on forest and peatlands. Security of local livelihoods not only
included assistance with developing more sustainable alternative livelihoods (diversification), but also
included land and tenure mapping as mentioned above.
KFCP’s experience with VAs, elaborated in Sections 3 and 4, reflect the larger challenges inherent in the
sequencing and design of REDD+ and other sustainable forest management initiatives to meet the 3E+
objectives. The challenge for KFCP was to find the middle ground between these different imperatives:
meeting villager needs and alleviating poverty, distributing benefits to as many people as possible, which
had cost implications, and, trialling ways to reducing emissions so as that environmental and financial
benefits were maximised.
Of significant influence on the program were uncertainties about the future of REDD+ as a strategy both
within forums in Indonesia and internationally. REDD+ was a new concept and dependent on the existence
of international aid, development and other funds, and potentially on revenue streams from carbon markets.
It was also dependent on international measurement mechanisms, national management mechanisms,
institutions, structures and policies, all of which were not fully formed and some of which were subject to
much scepticism. Shifts in the international and domestic political economy have, to date, continued to draw
attention to projects like KFCP for these reasons.

17

Although concerns remain over the five-year leases conferred with no long-term rights to the Dayak and local communities, this
may change as the new Constitutional Court ruling comes into play and adat communities may have clearer rights. See the earlier
footnote on the Constitutional Court ruling on adat land rights.
18
To contribute to the science on understanding peat swamp forests and GHG emissions.
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3 LESSONS FROM THE FORMULATION OF THE VILLAGE AGREEMENT
3.1 The approach: preparing communities for REDD+

The VAs outlined the principles of collaboration and provided a framework for KFCP to provide technical and
financial assistance for activities managed and implemented by local communities. KFCP’s approach to
supporting communities to be prepared for REDD+ involved three stages of REDD+ readiness related to
providing financial incentives to communities to encourage emissions reduction, namely, inputs-based
payments, performance-based payments, and outcomes-based payments (KFCP Project Design Document
2009). Using a hybrid PES approach, the program was able to trial the first step—inputs- based payments—
using proxy indicators of performance so that, in the event that financial incentives might be provided to
communities for performance, they would have an indication of what this might entail (see Section 4 on
payments).
•

Input-based: immediate remuneration or other direct benefits linked to adopting and implementing
interventions, such as building dams, planting trees, supplying dam-building and tree-planting services,
or eliminating fire use on peat soils (with special emphasis on strengthening activities managed by
women), using proxy indicators of performance.

•

Performance-based: annual payments for sustaining interventions initiated with input-based payments
so as to achieve the desired results, such as maintaining dams to keep water levels high, protecting
forest from encroachment, or reducing the incidence and extent of fire.

•

Outcome-based: payments commensurate with GHG emissions reductions, initially as a proxy for
tradeable credits, but later might be part of a forest carbon market (KFCP 2009: 21). 19

19

KFCP Design Document, p21.
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Each of these types of payments was increasingly linked to environmental performance and collective
responsibility for avoided emissions that might underpin REDD+ payments to Indonesia in the future. The
mechanism itself is explained further below in Section 4.1.

3.2 Inception
Following multiple rounds of meetings it was decided that the village Activities Management Teams (Tim
Pengelola Kegiatan – TPK) and village Monitoring Teams (Tim Pengawas – TP) would be formed (discussed in
Section 3.6). As reported by CARE:
‘Communities made a choice to use new institutions, such as the TPK/TP and village meetings, as the
appropriate decision-making institution as opposed to existing decision making bodies. The decline in
confidence in the existing institutions, including the adat, can mainly be attributed to conflicts within
the community between elites, such as [in the] village head election.’ 20
The smallest administrative unit of governance in Indonesia is the village and, for activities to be undertaken,
the village head—as the elected representative of the village—had to be the final signatory on the VAs. As an
‘off-budget off-treasury’ donor activity, KFCP could not make payments to a government agency so an
alternative arrangement was needed to make payments to villages; thus, payments were made to the TPK.
3.2.1 The story of the nurseries
As REDD+ was a new arrangement, KFCP saw as desirable a mutual ownership of goals with communities.
The program also desired open dialogue, information sharing and the recognition that a trial process such as
this, both sides would face challenges (potentially framed as mistakes by critics) but that there should be
best efforts towards continuous improvement by both parties. A level of flexibility was needed in the design
of the wider KFCP program and VAs to be able to modify activities to respond to changes in context, and/or
social and environmental needs. Box 1, below, provides one such example that enabled small ‘kick-off’
village-level activities that were implemented prior to a formal VA being finalised and provided benefits for
the villagers while they remained engaged with KFCP and the VA consultation process. It illustrates that
throughout the start-up stage of KFCP, especially during the VA deliberation process, lessons were learned
that prompted modifications in the modalities for engagement.
The draft VA framework was developed in late 2010 for working with participating communities on
reforestation, fire control, re-wetting of the peatlands, and other GHG abatement activities, under the rubric
of REDD+. The process of developing the agreements began with a draft design and then trial consultations
and negotiations in two villages in order to document the process, refine the design based on the pilot, and
adapt the approach to the local context and village needs. The next step was to extend the process and offer
to enter into agreements with the seven villages in the KFCP area, again following a period of consultation
and negotiation. The program anticipated the process of developing the agreements would take six to nine
months, but every stage of the process from design to pilot to consultation took longer than expected, due
to a range of local and institutional factors.

20

CARE. 2011. ‘Piloting Input-Based REDD Payment to Communities for Peatland Rehabilitation’, Completion Report, October 2011.
Mimeo. IAFCP, Jakarta, p.10.
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Box 1: The story of the nurseries
The story of one village-level activity, that of tree seedling production in village nurseries described here, shows
how people in the villages adapted the program activity to suit their needs and ways of working and how, in
turn, organisations, institutions, and their representatives in the field—the project managers—adjusted to the
new approach. It illustrates the importance of being open to change and to the learning that is necessary for
REDD+. It also sheds light on the social organisation of the communities in the KFCP area.
By mid-2011, KFCP came under increased pressure from many villagers to move beyond consultation and
planning, and to begin implementation (CARE 2011). KFCP interpreted this pressure as frustration with the
extensive consultation processes that took up villagers’ time, but provided them no immediately tangible
benefits (which many villagers conveyed was the case to program staff). Numerous villagers explained to staff
that they wanted to see concrete examples of what KFCP planned to do, not just abstract descriptions which
were difficult to assess, and potentially misleading. There are few blueprints for implementation of a new
global initiative at the local level, so villagers found explanations of imagined scenarios to be abstract, whether
for REDD+, or for the smaller components of REDD+ that KFCP was trialling.
By July 2011, program staff were anxious to begin the reforestation activity because of the need to grow peat
swamp tree seedlings six months prior to planting, which had to take place before the end of the wet season –
around April or May of the following year. In 2010–2011, two small areas totalling 50 ha had been planted with
seedlings from commercial nurseries as a pilot during the preceding wet season. However in 2011–2012, the
plan was for villages to organise and carry out the work themselves; to grow the seedlings and to plant 1000
ha. Establishing and managing the seedling nurseries was to be the first activity to be carried out under the
VAs, but the lengthy consultation process meant that participatory reforestation activities the following year
might not get off the ground in time for the planting season without the production of seedlings.
The program proposed therefore to start the nurseries under temporary ‘technical’ agreements that would
precede the VAs. The reasoning was that seedling production in village nurseries would produce financial
benefits for villagers and posed little or no risk of negative impacts that might be posed by a full REDD+
program such as restricting people’s access to forests or forest resources. Furthermore, project managers
judged that villagers already possessed most of the technical skills needed to grow tree seedlings given their
experience with rubber and other perennial crops. Both staff and villagers agreed this would be a positive
outcome no matter how the VA consultation turned out and would mean, in the event an agreement was
reached, that planting activities could proceed the following year.
The first step in these initial seedling production trials was to provide funds and technical advice to the villages
to build nurseries in which seedlings would be grown from seeds collected in nearby forests. Program staff
believed the quality and efficiency of seedlings would be best if they were produced in large, centralised
nurseries, one in each of the seven villages. This would simplify supervision and transport, and reduce costs.
Keeping costs low for villagers in activities that contribute to avoided emissions is key for REDD+ as efficient
delivery increases the financial benefits that can be distributed, nationally, sub-nationally, and locally to
communities for their efforts. Given the agreements were negotiated at the village level, the reforestation
managers assumed that each village or settlement would establish a central nursery. Technical specifications
and budgets were developed and the funds to build nurseries disbursed to the villages.
Within days the villagers embraced the activity, breaking down what had been conceived of as a dozen or so
village and hamlet nurseries into 35-odd neighbourhood enterprises-not including the additional small subunits of these nurseries established throughout a number of villages as a part of these
enterprises-corresponding to local geographic clusters of households and family-level settlement
arrangements. At first KFCP was concerned about this change. Would the scattering of plots lead to lower
quality because of weaker supervision and control? Would more seedlings be lost or damaged in transit? What
would be the cost and time implications, and how would they affect the efficiency of seedling production,
compared to other forestry operations? What did this say about KFCP’s ability to work with villages and vice
versa? Given the VAs constituted partnership arrangements between KFCP and villages, and that KFCP was a
demonstration activity aiming to trial ways to implement emissions reduction initiatives that local people could
manage, the program was willing to explore the best ways to do this with villages to accommodate local needs,
approaches and wisdom. It was felt the likelihood of sustainability was greater and that community-led
approaches were more likely to gain acceptance and local ownership.
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The village solution to managing seedling nurseries worked well in allowing women, whose work typically took
place near the house, to play a role in seedling production, thus providing for gender equity in the distribution
of work. Some women had told staff they found it difficult to participate in the tree-planting and tatas-blocking
activities in areas away from their homes due to social norms and other reasons, but that they could participate
in seedling production. This proximity to the household made ongoing supervision challenging for KFCP
technical support teams given the number of nurseries, but it made it easier for villagers.
The risk to quality was two-fold: the difficulties of supervision rendered errors more likely and the transport of
seedlings from village to field had the potential to damage the seedlings—as opposed to the original plan to
have nurseries in the field near to where the seedlings were needed. However, overall accommodating villager
preferences proved fruitful. The KFCP technical teams identified the nursery units and the neighbourhood
groups of men and women in the community who produced the best quality seedlings and encouraged their
neighbours to adopt their practices. Distribution of funds for labour and the quality assurance of work within
the village became simpler to understand and administer for both the village Activities Management Team
(made up of villagers tasked to manage the activities), and the neighbourhood groups. Individuals and small
family groups could be held accountable for particular results on an output basis, and manage and control their
own work. This mirrored the way payments were made for other agricultural activities in the area.
This story encapsulates many of the tensions, seeming contradictions, and resolutions KFCP encountered in the
program, as well as the seeds of some solutions. Three main themes emerged:
• Separate interests: The very different agendas of global and local actors. KFCP was designed to explore ways
to reduce GHG emissions as a part of a global initiative through peatland rehabilitation trials; albeit with a
convergence of corresponding priorities at the national and sub-national level. Villagers might have had less
interest in testing REDD+ approaches compared with their daily well-being and that of their children. Any
Agreement that attempts to converge global and local agendas through commitments between programs and
villagers needs to recognise the different interests of both parties, and provide them with the means to have
those interests met in transparent, mutually agreed and mutually accountable ways.
• A learning process: REDD+ is a learning process for both villages and program staff. Program implementers
are unlikely to know how communities will respond to proposals until they put them into practice; communities
may not trust promises made in terms of abstract concepts of REDD+, or fully understand them, unless they see
what they mean in practice. Implementation processes require a structured learning process with strong,
locally based program management that is empowered to trial different approaches and integrated systems for
collecting the lessons learned. Not just the trials, but also the learning and the capacity building itself, need to
be funded by programs.
• Village governance: Many villages consist of complex spatial and social structures and customary and
government institutions in which consent to activities is not always provided by a single representative entity,
but has to be garnered from multiple entities, from the leadership of the village customary leaders (mantir
adat) and other customary leaders, and from a majority of individual families. This will pose challenges for
REDD+ endeavours that require collective consultation and consent-seeking processes. The process and what
constitutes consent needs to be clearly defined and operationalised in a legitimated governance process
adequate to the task.
These, as well as other challenges will be discussed in the body of this paper. Most of the lessons that have
emerged from the program have come from grappling with these challenges.
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3.2.2 Precedent
Various collective agreement and contract models based on flexible modified grants schemes were in use by
a number of development programs (in Indonesia and abroad) to fund public goods. These provided lessons
for KFCP. The VA design phase drew on learning from:
•

PNPM Mandiri 29, a national program that had been running for nearly two decades, initially funded by
the World Bank, which channels infrastructure investment into villages for village-identified and
managed projects in Indonesia.

•

The Aceh reconstruction project in Indonesia called LOGICA 30 (Local Governance Innovations for
Communities in Aceh), and later known as LOGICA 2, funded by Australian Aid provided infrastructure
grants to village-planned and managed improvements.

•

Lao PDR 31 Education Development Project 2, which included the community-based contracting (CBC) of
some 500 new primary schools and resulted in a national policy to use CBC for primary school
construction.

•

The East Timor EDRP (Emergency Schools Readiness Project), which used community-based contracting
to allow 650 school communities to refurbish and refurnish their schools ready for recommencement of
instruction, all completed within eight months.

LOGICA2 32 supported communities and governments to facilitate sustainable infrastructure and governance
outcomes. This was similar to the step conducted prior to formulating VAs in KFCP in which the program
helped villagers to develop Five-year Village Development Plans so that activities could be aligned with
village needs. LOGICA2 made advance payments to communities for activities under this arrangement, with
a small portion of funds retained and payable based on the final result, linking delivery to performance. A
analogous logic was used to develop VAs.
Similar to LOGICA, PNPM made advance payments to communities for activities under this arrangement,
with a small portion retained and payable based on the final result. Again, KFCP drew on this learning for the
design of the payments mechanism and also supported the development of village Activities Management
Teams that were made up of villagers and whose members were selected by villagers (see Section 3.6.1).
These programs demonstrated the scalability of such approaches, with PNPM expanding from small pilot
projects in select areas to become a nation-wide GOI program, and LOGICA and LOGICA2 from trials to
become a province-wide project. KFCP sought to draw on learning from these programs with future
scalability in mind.
Among the schemes using community grants and payments mentioned above, the design and planning
process for funding village activities varied with each organisation. In some of the schemes, programs
initially designed activity plans while in others the community designed and planned activities at the outset.
KFCP drew on the following design elements from these programs in its own design to allow for:
•

Flexible design, so that additional activities could be delivered as new priorities emerged or existing
priorities and associated village needs evolved.

•

Communities to self-manage activities through local teams and with support provided by program
facilitators in villages.

•

Development plans to be formulated and activities aligned to meet both village needs and the aims of
trialling REDD+.

29

Previously the Kecamatan Development Program. See www.pnpm-mandiri.org.
See: www.logica.or.id/
31
People’s Democratic Republic.
32
LOGICA also supported 19 local micro-finance groups to develop livelihoods and small business initiatives, particularly for women
and other marginalised groups.
30
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•

Funds to be delivered to a collective entity at the village level for agreed outputs, with tranche
payments made up-front so that villagers were not out of pocket, and a small fund could be retained for
results, which would be necessary for meeting REDD+ performance-based needs.

•

Agreements that included verification mechanisms prior to payments (to encourage performance-based
behaviour change as a first step in preparing villagers for REDD+ payments in future that would be
based on outcomes rather than inputs).

•

Options in meeting international procurement guidelines while delivering community-level activities.

Drawing on the experience of other programs, it was decided that a VA approach would be used as the
overarching framework to deliver what was essentially a hybrid form of a system for PES. Future payments
for reduced emissions under a fully developed REDD+ system would likely be made to specific stakeholders
or collectivities of stakeholders (groups of people or institutions and organisations representing more than
one person/entity) at the national, and potentially sub-national and local levels. KFCP needed to trial a way
to make collective payments that were transparent and linked to performance, as eventually it was
envisioned that REDD+ payments (or non-financial benefits) would be based on the outcomes of reduced
emissions. To support the process of learning about incentive-based payments for the services provided by
forest-dependent communities, KFCP provided field-based technical assistance for the development of draft
VAs for discussion with villages. These VAs would be used by the KFCP pilot to guide village engagement in
REDD+ activities and the payments of REDD+ incentives to local villages.
In line with the approach demonstrated by the programs from which KFCP drew lessons, KFCP undertook
initial assessments of feasibility of various livelihoods options, local social dynamics and institutions, and
baseline assessments and mapping. KFCP used approaches such as participatory mapping, meetings with
stakeholders (local government, academia, civil society in the province and district, and with villagers) before
commencing the program.
The VA provided a means to reach collective agreements with communities on activity plans, and to
determine the roles, responsibilities, and guiding principles for actions undertaken by each party. The VA
introduced a mechanism to support the villages through the transfer of funds in a way that was transparent,
efficient and equitable. It also introduced the link between VA and advance payments for PES at the village
collective level. The VA was not new; it had been trialled in other development programs and found to be a
flexible way to deliver a program to meet procurement standards under arrangements where villages selfmanaged activities implementation.
By developing the VA as a portal through which all field activities (especially the PES and livelihoods
activities) affecting the village must flow, KFCP provided communities with a single reference point, linked to
a village institution, for participation in the project. This had benefits for the communities, in making project
activities more comprehensible and accessible; for managers, in coordinating with the villages across
multiple activities; and for external stakeholders, through providing them with a mechanism to see how the
project was to be operationalised in communities. However, reaching agreement with a single village
institution was not easy in light of the multiple interests within villages.
Lesson 3.1: A complex program such as REDD+ needs to meet multiple requirements, including the
needs of governance and managerial systems; financial, technical, and safeguards standards; and the
delivery of emissions reductions and economic and social development benefits. This can result in
overlapping, contradictory, and unforeseen demands on participating village communities and
program staff. Coordinating all of these through a single ‘user interface’ between a project and a
village, such as the Village Agreement, helps make a complex relationship more manageable.
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3.3 Conceptual basis
VAs were initially designed to meet international norms regarding agreements in order for them to have
wider applicability for REDD+ and to meet international procurement guidelines. They were also designed to
meet the development principles outlined below and the principle of Free Prior and Informed Consultation
(FPI-Con) applied by the World Bank, and among others, to adhere to Australia and Indonesia’s positions as
signatories to the 2010 Cancun Agreements from the Conference of the Parties for the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). The second round of VA negotiation sought to better
incorporate the Free Prior and Informed Consent principle as defined by GOI in the National REDD+ Strategy
released in mid-2012.
3.3.1 International norms regarding agreements
Through the internationalisation of European law, certain conditions have been generally accepted as
necessary for an agreement to be valid. These are:
•
•
•
•
•

Offer: In this case the offer of KFCP to the local communities to assist them with funds, training and
Technical Assistance (TA) to restore their forest environment, among others.
Acceptance: That the other party, in this case the predominantly Ngaju Dayak local community, freely
and knowingly accept the offer.
Consideration: That each party provides something of value to the other.
Mutuality of obligation: That both parties have obligations to the other.
Competency and capacity: That both parties are able to do what they have agreed to do. 33

Agreements need not be in writing, but putting them in writing is usually considered sound practice.
Furthermore, it is also considered sound practice, within any project, to have just one agreement, rather
than many, in order to ensure consistency, and to facilitate the implementation of the agreement. The
agreements were also based on the premise that activities would not proceed without the agreement of
communities as is discussed further below (see Section 4.3 on safeguards).
3.3.2 International development norms
The following principles of development were integrated into the development of the VAs, as important to
the program, but not encompassed in the general contractual norms discussed above:
•
•
•
•
•

Equity: The Agreement should provide for all sectors and members of the community to benefit
equitably, especially women and vulnerable members. This is a development norm and a requirement
of REDD+.
No Harm: The Agreement should not put the community in such a position that it is worse off than if
the development had not taken place, minimising and managing the tensions it inevitably generates
with the introduction of activities. 34
Participation: The Agreement should allow for participation of the community in defining, and
participating in, the development.
Capacity development and empowerment: The Agreement should allow the community increasing
control and autonomy over the development work, and build the village capacity to manage and do this
work.
Safeguards: The Agreement should include safeguards standards to ensure that any negative impacts
might be identified and controlled.

3.3.3 Specifics of the program
The following specific design requirements were also identified (Week 2011a) as inputs into the underlying
design of the draft VAs:
33

http://contracts.uslegal.com/elements-of-a-contract/#sthash.05m2jLvE.dpuf
For more discussion on how development activities inevitably introduce tensions and the importance of managing these tensions
see Barron, Diprose and Woolcock (2011).
34
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A long-term partnership: The Agreement needed to provide a framework for a long-term agreement, even
though actual agreements made would be limited by the ‘life time’ of the program.
Delivering REDD+ demonstration activities requires a long sequence of stages well beyond the timescale of
KFCP. A robust, long-term framework would allow one stage to transition smoothly into the next, with
minimal change and disruption. A framework developed in consideration of the short-term would require
the development of entirely new frameworks at each stage. The main detriment associated with a series of
short-term frameworks was considered to be that the process of understanding between the local
communities and REDD+ developers would have to be recommenced at each stage.
Two different parties: The Agreement needed to reflect a set of objectives that align the goals of each of the
two parties to the Agreement. The program was interested in trialling ways to contribute to GHG mitigation
and to deliver development co-benefits to communities from REDD+. Villagers were interested in the
improvement of their way of life, as they conceive of those improvements, not as conceived by external
parties.
Though the hope was that these
two agendas could be aligned
through the VA, the alignment
was not natural or automatic as
each party needed to adapt to
the needs of the other. KFCP was
able to modify program activities
based on the needs of, and
iterative feedback from villages.
Overtime, villagers began to see
the links between current
practices, such as the use of fire
and land clearing, and the risks
to forests and gradually saw the
relevance and benefits of KFCP
approaches used in the activities
implemented under VAs.
Clarifying the intent of the program: Each of the parties to the Agreement needed to understand the
intentions and objectives of the other. The objectives of KFCP needed to be explained in clear and simple
ways.
KFCP faced challenges in meeting this objective in the early days of the program as it was difficult for field
staff to explain global REDD+ concepts to villagers in ways that could be understood (see further discussion
below). Many of these explanations were focused on the wider aims of REDD+ and its unknown future,
creating confusion in relation to the more limited goals of the program at the village level (trial activities in
peatland rehabilitation, payments for trials with proxy indicators of performance, REDD+ readiness and
capacity building, and other development activities). As a REDD+ demonstration KFCP nonetheless had to
attempt to explain the potential future of REDD+ for transparency (see further discussion in Section 3.5). The
challenges in KFCP delivering these explanations of REDD+ led to speculation and suggestions (some
emanating from critics of the REDD+ agenda) that KFCP was deliberately concealing its ‘real’ aims, in some
cases supposed to be commercially or politically motivated that would be detrimental to local communities.
Dealing with impact: The Agreement needed to deal with possible impacts on village communities, some of
which are common to development programs, such as:
•
•

Altering of village society by injecting new resources into the village economy relative to local incomes
Tensions created or resulting from changes triggered by the program, and the possibility of perceived or
actual awarding of benefits differentially between men and women, or between different groups within
the village depending on how participation was encouraged and rewards for performance were
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distributed
Interference with local transport, by closing off canals out in the deep peat (even with the agreement of
communities)
• The withdrawal of land from food or cash-crop production as villagers shifted to alternative livelihoods.
KFCP recognised that the new processes introduced through VAs might have an impact on village social
dynamics. KFCP therefore worked with the village to identify, understand, and minimise these potential
adverse impacts, by:
•

•
•
•
•

Developing and helping villagers to implement alternative forms of livelihood to replace any that may
be affected.
Working with communities to spread the benefits throughout each village by identifying vulnerable
groups and providing as many avenues as possible for them to not only be aware of opportunities, but
to also participate in the program to receive benefits.
Endeavouring to implement the program in such a way as to minimise any conflict within the village;
and,
Committing not to undertake actions when the community was not agreeable to such actions.

Natural monopoly: The community in the area where KFCP operated enjoyed a natural monopoly, in that
they alone legitimately occupied the land. Like other indigenous communities in Central Kalimantan and
elsewhere, they have historically demonstrated their self-awareness of this power and their commitment to
using it if they felt their long-term interests were threatened. While the local community was in a position to
say ‘no‘ to the project overall without disrupting or destroying its way of life, such a ‘no‘ would have
seriously disrupted KFCP—forcing it to seek alternative locations, or ultimately shut down. This would
especially be important to consider in light of the principle of gaining community agreement for activities in
areas where communities were present and had legal or de facto rights to the land. Such rights may be
framed as, or perceived as, rights based on their proximity to the forest and their role as forest stewards, in
areas contiguous to government managed areas (e.g. the KFCP area), or areas where other stakeholders had
management rights.
The KFCP program therefore sought to use a community-based approach that avoided going against the
dissenting wishes of community members.
Definition of the parties: KFCP was managed by a legal entity capable of entering into contracts; however,
villages were not so constituted.
The KFCP villages were complex informal social structures with multiple factions that did not necessarily
have a single unifying voice to forge collective agreements. Early-on KFCP agreed with villagers that the
village Activities Management Team chosen by the village would receive and distribute payments for the
village from the program and manage activities on behalf of the village. Further, reaching collective
agreement that accommodated different factional interests within villages also took time and was not easy
to achieve, but given that KFCP was an ‘off-budget, off treasury’ program as mentioned above, KFCP had to
enter into agreements at the village level. The alternative would have been to set up very small piecemeal
agreements with smaller groups (if established as legal entities), which in turn would have had cost
implications that could have diverted resources away from benefits for communities. Moreover, a piecemeal
approach may not have been scalable; a necessary attribute for REDD+. In one village, where factional splits
ran deep, a hamlet-level agreement might have been preferable so that different areas could participate or
not as they wished instead of not entering into the agreement at all in later phases of the program. However,
sub-village agreements were not fully in line with Indonesian governance structures geared towards the
village level, and other villages (both in and outside the program area) had demonstrated that consensus
could be achieved.
Self-management to achieve results: In order to maximise local community involvement and support longterm skills building—including villager participation as the main project beneficiaries—an approach under
which activities were self-managed by villages was preferable.
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KFCP sought to give villages the autonomy to organise their own work, to avoid an employer-employee
relationship between program staff and local communities, and to simplify and control cost structures. This
was an important capacity building exercise in establishing a relationship in which, to a high degree, the
communities were being asked to be accountable for results.
Rather than simply asking villagers to participate in activities, activities implementation was structured to
introduce the concept and mechanism of performance monitoring by proxy indicators. (Performance
monitoring of seedlings raised to trigger mid-activity payments, for example, was determined by the total
number of seedlings with a root length of 30cm). This was intended as a stepping-stone to potential later
phases of REDD+ where performance indicators would also be used. However, self-management of activities
and learning monitoring and verification processes to trigger payments took some time for villagers initially,
in some cases nearly as long as the time needed to deliver the outputs in the activity.
Lesson 3.2: While remaining cognisant of the diversity of interests, groups, and identities within a
community, REDD+ projects must also recognise the challenges in collaborating in a piecemeal way
with villagers rather than with a community as a coherent group with their own governance,
development agenda, and interests. A piecemeal approach may occur when separate agreements
(between projects and groups) for separate activities are established, in which villagers end up as
pieceworkers. Structuring the VA as a document that defined both entities’ roles and purpose helped
to establish a working relationship between KFCP and each village as a whole. This also helped KFCP
equalise the relationship between KFCP and each village partner by treating both parties as collective
entities and by iterating the interests and objectives of both parties, and setting-up the relationship
between them as equal under the VA.
The VA was designed as a framework document to establish an entity to allow funds to be introduced for
collective ownership of villagers, with some planned activities included (see discussions in the next section).
It is also acted as a contract for agreeing payments for inputs and outputs and outlined the mechanisms to
modify these after signing the agreement if agreed by the two parties. While onerous to develop, such
documents are standard development tools and critical to establishing the basis for relationships and the
delivery of outcomes with accountability by both parties to the agreement. Moreover, technical support and
skills-building activities were needed for villagers to be able to effectively lead the implementation of
activities under the VAs, which required time and resources.
Lesson 3.3: While it was effective to structure the implementation of activities under VAs to
accommodate village learning (both technical skills and in receiving payment for performance
according to pre-agreed indicators), the performance monitoring process was time consuming and
resource heavy in terms of verifying the proxy indicators in the field. This is a transaction cost that
should be factored into future REDD+ designs. However, the short-term sacrifice of efficiency for the
sake of effectiveness, transparency, equity, and co-benefits (learning and livelihoods) potentially has
long term-benefits, with savings being made on such training in future REDD+ interventions once
processes are operating effectively. This has not been possible to substantiate in the limited time
scale of the KFCP project and could be a valid point to test through incorporation into future REDD+
interventions.
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3.4 Agreement structure
The VAs had three parts, described in more detail below.
3.4.1 Part A: Principles
The first part set out the joint aims, principles of co-operation and mutual respect, and the kinds of activities
that could be implemented and financed under the VA. The purpose was to put in writing the general
framework of understanding and why the parties were coming together to work together.
3.4.2 Part B: Standard conditions of agreements
The second part listed the general terms and conditions of how the work would be managed and financed
along with the standards and safeguards that must be followed. The VA, as part of a development initiative
and subject to procurement guidelines, needed to meet good governance and development principles. Thus,
clauses were included in the VA dealing with transparency, dispute resolution, payment processes, anticorruption, quality control and, inter alia, general safeguards.
The purpose of Part B was to set out generally how activities would be managed, without the specific details
of the work packages. This aimed at providing a set of common conditions, to provide for consistency and
quality of the work—both the technical work aimed at GHG mitigation, and the social work aimed at
maintaining safeguards, and ensuring the flow of co-benefits back to the village. For instance, safeguards
regarding gender would be included here, rather than at the work package level, because gender equity
cannot be managed at the work package level—it needs to be managed for the program as a whole.
3.4.3 Part C: Work packages
The third part was divided into activities, i.e. work packages consisting of technical protocols, targets, quality
standards, schedules, and budgets for the activities to be implemented and funded, including capacity
building activities, funding for the activity implementation and monitoring teams, peatland rehabilitation,
livelihoods support, and other activities. Each package contained:
1.

Scope: This set out the activity to be undertaken

2.

Designs: Where and how the activity would be implemented

3.

Specifications: To what standard work would be done (and, in later iterations, verification that they
complied with agreed safeguards)

4.

Detailed Budget and Payment Schedule: A detailed listing of all resources required, and agreement
on the amount to be allocated to each of those resources.

5.

Special Conditions: Additions or deletions to the Standard Conditions of Agreement, relevant only to
this Package.

6.

Specific Safeguards: Specific checklists related to the type of activity being carried out. General
safeguards would appear in the General Conditions.

The third part could be modified without having to amend the agreement as a whole. This provided
flexibility to plan and manage the work.
The three-part structure allowed negotiations to proceed while details of work packages were still being
worked out, and for additional work packages to be added later (subject to mutual agreement). The details
of the VA can be found in Table 1.
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Table 1. Components of the VA
Part
A

Introduction

Part
B

General Terms of
Agreement

Part
C

Detailed scope of
work (or work
packages)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
1.

1.

2.
3.

4.

Background.
About KFCP.
Partnership principles.
Village collaboration
agreement scheme.
Definitions
Management of the VA.
a. Rights and obligations of the
first party (KFCP),
including: Agreement
Manager, technical
assistance, and village
facilitators.
Scope of work.
a. Work package.
b. Other costs and wages.
c. Total fixed costs.
d. Use of surplus.
Program schedule.
Terms of payment.
a. TPK and TP.
b. Bank account.
c. Notice board.
d. Work plan.
e. Plans for surplus.
f. Insurance.
Inspection of Progress.
a. Inspections.
b. Assessment.
c. Corrections.

6.

Role of parties.
a. First party (KFCP).
b. Second party (village).
c. The principles agreed
parties.

by

both

b. Rights and obligations of the second
party (village), including: TPK, TP,
and termination of membership of
TPK and TP.

5.
6.

7.

8.

9.

Payment.
a. Payment tranches.
b. Payment method.
Procurement.
a. TPK.
b. TP.
c. Three quotes for the procurement of
over Rp. 7 million.
d. No hidden payments.
e. Public notice board.
Safeguards
a. Complaints procedure.
b. Gender.
c. Legal timber.
Filing procedures.
a. Suspension and termination.
b. Suspension.
c. Opportunity to correct.
Signatures.

In working with villages to implement activities, there was potentially a chicken-and-egg problem of where
to start. In order to agree, the villagers had to understand, in order to understand something new, such as
REDD+, they needed to observe or to see the intended activities in concrete terms; in order to observe the
activity, the activity needed to commence; but in order for the activity to be implemented, there needed to
be an agreement. The VA structure broke this circularity starting with a general framework of cooperation
within which more detailed activity plans could be developed.
Lesson 3.4: By outlining the general agreements on VA principles for collaboration and operations in
Parts A and B of the Agreement, which did not constitute agreements to actually undertake any
activities, a framework can established that is modifiable for Part C of the VA: the work packages
(activities). This arrangement provided the flexibility to sequentially introduce packages. It started
with simpler or more basic activities and allowed villages to opt out at any time, with agreements on
specifics being developed step by step, until the understanding and competency gained through
experience—on both sides, project and village—enabled the development of larger and more
comprehensive activities.

From Global Policy to Local Practice:
Lessons from Using Village Agreements for a Community-managed REDD+ Pilot

Page 25

3.5 Evolution of the VA
3.5.1 Five-year Village Development Plans
One challenge that emerged prior to drafting VAs based on discussions with villagers was that villagers had
not identified their development priorities and needs, which would inform the way the program could
support villagers. These are usually identified in Five-year Village Development Plans (RPJMDes, also known
as Village Medium Term Development Plans). Cognisant of this gap, KFCP set about facilitating village
development planning by communities and district government officials in each of the seven villages in the
site prior to commencing VAs. This resulted in RPJMDes—from 2011–2015—as well as annual village plans
(RKD) for each village. These plans were incorporated into sub-district and district government development
plans. They outlined the aspirations of the local and indigenous communities and informed the collaboration
between KFCP and the villages. Ongoing consultation (prior to VA negotiation and during further discussions
on discrete activities) was supported by the presence of Community Engagement (CE) staff employed by
KFCP who lived in each village.
3.5.2 Consultation and negotiation on the VA
The VAs were initially developed in draft form, then negotiated, and further refined to accommodate village
inputs in each of the initial seven villages. The process of establishing the first round of VAs (January 2012–
June 2013) took well over a year from inception of the draft VA document to signing, with a good nine
months needed for discussions with villagers in 2011. Even with the nine months, more time would have
been fruitful for further discussions and clarity, but KFCP and villagers were constrained by the impending
wet season necessary for commencing many of the activities. If no agreement was reached, many activities
that had income-generating benefits for villagers (such as planting) would have had to be postponed until
the next wet season.
The consultation for VAs (first round) proceeded through, inter alia, the following steps:
•

A draft VA was developed with the assistance of a community development and agreements consultant.

•

KFCP staff consulted with community members through: village meetings, focus group discussions with
segments of the population, and meetings with formal, informal, and adat leaders in each village.
Multiple meetings and consultations were held with villagers on iterations of the draft, and
modifications made, before the agreements were signed. This included the establishment of Village
Consultation Teams (made up of villagers supported by KFCP staff) that held focus group discussions to
answer questions on the VA and map out the views of villagers, including vulnerable groups, and those
who, at the time, were supportive of the activities, were concerned about the activities, or were
ambivalent. One example of the village inputs that were accommodated in the re-drafts of the VA was
the stipulation that KFCP would not and did not intend to change land status.

•

Drafts of the VAs were shared with the Kapuas District Government and other stakeholders for
comment and input.

A number of other steps on the evolution of VAs over the life of KFCP are outlined in Table 2.
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Table 2. The Evolution of the VAs
Stage
1

Output
Initial Draft VAs

Date Finalised
27 Mar 2011

The rationale behind the VA was to provide an overarching framework to the
interaction between the program and the villages. The VAs were preceded by
two preliminary documents: an Ideas Paper (Week 2011a), and a Contract Paper
(Week 2011b).
Drafting went through several iterations following discussions with villagers, with
special steps taken to include vulnerable groups.

December 2011,
signed January 2012

Final VAs, accommodating inputs and recommendations from villagers and other
stakeholders.
2

Technical Guidelines (Juknis)

14 Nov 2012

Although the VA set out what KFCP as a whole must do, there was a lack of
clarity among KFCP operational teams as to who was to do what, and how, and
how different teams needed to coordinate on activities mandated by the VA. In
other words, the operational teams saw a need for concrete procedures that
converted the high-level outcomes of KFCP into practical, operational actions.
IAFCP consequently commissioned the development of Technical Guidelines to
translate between the responsibilities in the VA, and the operational processes
need to deliver on those responsibilities.
The preparation of the Juknis highlighted gaps and weaknesses in operational
processes. For example, lack of clarity as to what constituted a valid village
decision-making meeting.
The Juknis was used as an opportunity to fill these gaps with clear policies and
procedures.
3

Review of VA Management and Training Needs (Week 2013)

25 Jan 2013

The final iteration constituted a major review of the operations of the VAs, and a
Training Needs Assessment (TNA) of the staff and villagers charged with
implementing the VAs in addition to training that had already been provided. The
TNA was open-ended and included specifics of the VA and general topics such as
further training in monitoring, conflict resolution, and administration.
4

VA II (re-negotiation) following the completion of the first round of VAs (January
2012-June 2013). Agreements were reached in seven of nine villages following
negotiations between July-September 2013.

September-October
2013

The first round of VA negotiations were challenging, for a number of reasons: the history of the region, the
time-bound seasonal nature of activities mentioned above, complexities within the IAFCP/KFCP organisation
itself, complexities at the village level, and the difficulty of explaining REDD+ when the global and domestic
policy environment was still evolving.
Time and consistent participation was needed during the consultation process for villagers to understand the
proposed approach and activities under VAs. It was acknowledged that without knowledge of precedents (of
the REDD+ approach in practice) on which they could base their understanding, progress would be slow.
While KFCP sought to encourage participation of as many households as possible in the site (estimated at
more than 2000 households in 2010) in discussions and negotiations, the process was complex and, at times,
frustrating for some villagers, some of whom felt they had been insufficiently consulted or that their views
were not given adequate weight:
‘… the process to develop VAs … was highlighted by staff and community leaders alike as an example
of changing policies leading to difficult relations between KFCP staff, TPK/TP/village governments and

From Global Policy to Local Practice:
Lessons from Using Village Agreements for a Community-managed REDD+ Pilot

Page 27

communities. There is a perception that the process began with broad participation from community
members. Facilitation was designed to incorporate inputs to the contents of the first draft of the VA
from various interest groups in the community. During the final stages of the process, it is perceived
that the agreements were taken to higher levels of the organisation, reworded and changed. Some
community leaders expressed that they had invested much time in the process all for nothing.’
(Solvang 2012: 30)
The long and complex consultation process following a year of mapping and other preparations frustrated
villagers. Extended time was necessary to refine the draft VAs to include villager inputs. Indeed, KFCP did
reword agreements based on village inputs in the discussion meetings, and based on efforts to synergise VAs
across villages to deliver the same mechanisms for delivery and rights to benefits. This was in part to avoid
inequity across the villages and the resulting social jealousy or rivalry that could arise. The input from
villagers was also intended to accommodate the principles of prior consultation and consent. 35 However,
villagers did not always turn up to all meetings, with some missing critical discussions where KFCP conveyed
how the collectively agreed inputs from villagers had been accommodated. Consistent participation was key
to understanding the evolution of VAs during negotiations. Particularly when villagers did not consistently
participate, as was conveyed to KFCP staff, they perceived that their individual inputs were superseded by
other collective inputs or that their inputs had been ignored.
The consultation process was also lengthy given the context of village and local politics (as the VA also
represented a potential flow of additional funds to the village) and the time needed to achieve consensus on
something new and untested. Factional political splits between village leaders in some villages politicised the
program and contributed to the extended discussions. In other cases, villagers did not see the need for, nor
fully understand, the legal norms of a contract and therefore some wording was changed. Others struggled
to understand the VA language and hence new language was accommodated where possible. Some
distrusted the process based on experience with prior programs in the region that were perceived as not
necessarily benefiting communities and as restricting their forest access, and in some cases those prior
projects were deemed detrimental to certain villagers’ interests (e.g. EMRP). It took some time to build trust,
which was helped by adding the stipulation to the VA that KFCP would not take their village lands.
Communicating the unfamiliar and complex concept of REDD+ in simple language accessible to lay audiences
was also challenging. The difficulty of doing so contributed to the time required for effective consultation. As
a demonstration activity emphasising community participation, among other objectives, KFCP was designed
to pilot REDD+ interventions at the village level, by providing appropriate capacity building and institution
strengthening, and to be a prototype for what was hoped would be developed later on a larger scale.
Explaining REDD+ in general, and even the more limited goals and activities of KFCP that affected
communities, was not easy. This was particularly the case given the unknown future of REDD+, and that the
REDD+ systems and policies in Indonesia were either not designed or not finalised. A concern of outside
observers was the risk that REDD+ might alienate land rights and result in a loss of benefits from alternative
forms of development (see Section 2 for a brief discussion on the limited risks to communities). KFCP sought
to explain potential REDD+ futures to alleviate such concerns, but in so doing this created confusion as to
how activities on the ground were linked to this unknown future.
The distinction between demonstrating how to do REDD+ (or parts of it implemented at the village level) and
actually doing it was often not clear to observers and not easily communicated by the program. For the VAs
to go ahead, the concept of REDD+, in some form, needed to be explained to and be understood by
communities and others. This was a key source of confusion for observers and critics, and one made more
difficult as staff were also learning about REDD+. For the second round of village negotiations on the VAs in
mid-2013 an alternate communications strategy was designed to make the goals of KFCP clearer. By this
time, villagers had experience of activities, trust had been built and so negotiations were completed more
quickly.

35

For more on this see URS (2012), Jarrah (2012), Jarrah et al. (2013).
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Lesson 3.5: Communicating the REDD+ supply chain and related concepts is not straight forward
while REDD+ policies and systems, and the expectations of demonstration activities, are still being
refined in Indonesia. KFCP sought to trial a more limited sub-set of activities (not linked to market or
national funding mechanisms) through village activities under VAs. However, it was difficult for field
staff to convey underlying REDD+ concepts in light of its unknown future, particularly that related to
funding streams; and to explain the difference between program activities and the wider, not yet
finalised REDD+ system.
The desire to finalise a ‘comprehensive’ approach to explaining such unknown futures, with all
questions answered, may not be necessary if it is not linked to program activities, as it creates the
potential for confusion and may be accompanied by speculation and rumour. In future REDD+
projects it would be preferable to have a communications strategy that disseminates information on
what is known, and is open about what is not yet known.
The second round of negotiations (for VAs commencing July 2013) proved smoother as villagers had
precedent, real experience, knowledge of the process and program goals and how this translated in practice,
and had felt benefits; all of which provided the scope for them to make an informed decision on whether
they wanted to proceed with a new round of VAs. The program had also improved its methods of
communication at a range of levels.
Important learning from KFCP is that sequencing implementation to introduce low-risk activities which
provide benefits early on, can ease program progression while preparatory activities for larger, more
complex initiatives are underway (see the example of The story of the nurseries). In so doing, the potential
lag time for accessing benefits (that might be needed for preparatory activities prior to implementation) is
reduced. Further, space is created for communities to learn about alternative approaches (as they can afford
to allocate some of their time to learning activities), and programs can demonstrate early on that they will
deliver on the benefits offered to participating communities. Based on this learning from KFCP and other
REDD+ demonstrations and recognising the increasing importance of REDD+ co-benefits, the Presidential
Taskforce for REDD+ (Satgas REDD+) designed later trial REDD+ demonstration activities under a Letter of
Intent between Norway and Indonesia to focus on ‘livelihoods first’. 36
Lesson 3.6: There is value in keeping REDD+ agreements simple by using short phases that describe
foreseeable outcomes, and which: a) provide benefits for both parties, and b) deal with what is
known and can be promised. At the end of each phase, the successes and learning from the previous
phase can be used to negotiate a further phase, based on what is then known. This, however, needs
to be coupled with longer-term support for capacity building and initiatives that strengthen activities
under VAs, such as mapping, environmental data collection, developing spatial plans, and supporting
the development of hutan desa or proposals for other such areas to be delineated and managed by
customary groups. Some funding for these initiatives was provided by KFCP under VAs while other
institutional strengthening activities were implemented as a complement to the VAs given that such
institutional strengthening required a time horizon longer than that of each round of VAs (1–2 years).

36

See http://www.satgasreddplus.org
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3.6 Managing the VA
The VA was designed so that village institutions, not KFCP, managed activities and KFCP supported them to
do so. The VAs were a central part of an ongoing consultation process with communities and signing of VAs
was a major program milestone. This ‘management’ capacity building was to prepare villages for managing
long-term REDD+ or other sustainable forest management activities. This was one way that KFCP went
beyond a PES mechanism to focus on development and not just payments. Further, the capacity built could
be used for general village planning and other development activities even in the absence of new REDD+
initiatives in the region.

Lesson 3.7: In both resource management projects and in development projects there is often a
presumption of lengthy commitments to consultations prior to a comprehensive initial agreement;
such as that used for the VAs in KFCP. However, designing this process to incorporate an incremental
approach could be more appropriate. The comprehensive approach KFCP sought to apply used time
that could have been spent ‘learning by doing’ with villages—potentially a more efficient (and costeffective) form of developing mutual understanding. The lesson is that a VA should be open to
incremental expansion as understanding and agreement develops, and to also get some activities off
the ground early in the project cycle, with learning, agreement, and action occurring in parallel.

3.6.1 Activities Management and Monitoring Teams
Prior to KFCP, a number of small groups (farmers groups and savings and loans groups) existed in the villages
alongside the wider village governance structures (such as the village head and village administration, and
the Village Representative Council) and adat groups in some villages (CARE 2009a). The pre-existing village
groups and institutions had structures that had been developed in the context of a specific local economy,
including output-based agricultural labouring, small-scale cash cropping, and subsistence and market
farming.
KFCP asked villagers which group/institution/organisation might best
serve to represent the varied interests of groups in the village to
manage the implementation of KFCP activities. Villagers preferred to
establish a new team for the process (CARE 2009b). Thus, as a part of
this institutional development process, and based on requests from
villagers, KFCP supported the establishment of two teams in each
village to oversee implementation: an Activities Management Team
(Tim Pengelola Kegiatan, or TPK) and a Monitoring Team (Tim
Pengawas, or TP). The TPK was responsible for managing activities
carried out under the VAs on behalf of the community. They received
and processed the payments from KFCP and distributed payments
and benefits within the villages for labour and material inputs. A
percentage (3-5%) of each work package was allocated to cover the
operational costs, time and inputs of the abovementioned teams
through what was called the ‘basic package’.

As at 25 April 2014, KFCP had
made AUD 2.7 million in
payments to the villages in the
KFCP area under the direct
management of the TPK and
supervision of the TP, covering
costs related benefits from
activities, but excluding the
funds for technical support and
other capacity building (e.g.
farmer field schools, hutan
desa development, Five-year
Village Development Plans,
participatory mapping) and
excluding the funds for many
other program activities.

The TPK were developed mindful that village heads and other leaders
would be unlikely to directly manage the work given other
responsibilities. They could delegate this to a management unit, the TPK, with the village leadership
providing oversight through the TP, and policy and strategic decisions being elevated to the Village
Deliberative Decision-making Meeting (musyawarah desa, or MusDes). It was envisaged that if villagers were
able to gain village forest concessions (such as hutan desa) for REDD+ or other forest management activities,
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then the structure of these village teams could evolve into more permanent institutions in the village to
manage concessions.
The structure and function of the TPK were modelled on similar Village Activities Management teams, also
called for within PNPM Mandiri projects, as well as other community-based contracting projects discussed
earlier. KFCP provided on-the-job training and workshops covering planning, financial management and
taxation, and transparent financial reporting. It also provided insurance for participants and training on the
technical aspects of peatland rehabilitation. It was hoped that if the approach was scaled-up in future
initiatives or incorporated into PNPM—the GOI’s flagship community-driven development program—that
the TPK concept would already be familiar to villagers.
KFCP was also concerned that having finances controlled by the TPK could open a door either to corruption,
or perceptions of corruption, which would put the TPK members at risk. To protect the village from such
issues, KFCP proposed in the VA that the village would appoint the TP to monitor the work of the TPK. The TP
was responsible for supervising activities, and for ensuring transparency and accountability of the TPK.
Together with KFCP, the TP conducted safeguards and governance ‘verifications’ of the social indicators at
two monthly intervals, which involved checking on village efforts to: include participants from different
gender and social groups, ensure transparency, and apply other safeguards indicators. On alternate months
(and initially more frequently), joint KFCP-village technical verifications were conducted that aimed to
ensure quality standards were met relating to each of the activities carried out, such as seedling production.
These verifications of performance indicators were required before payments could be made. Where
standards were not met, KFCP, through the verification process, explained to villages what needed to be
done to improve. Replicating this process in other REDD+ initiatives would give villagers the chance to
continuously learn and improve program outcomes.
Members of the TPK and TP were chosen through the MusDes. The TP tended to be made up of village
leaders, often based on nominations of the elected village head, and included members of the village
administration, the Village Representative Council, and adat leaders among others. The TPK were selected
from candidates nominated by the villagers and who met (or attempted to meet) a minimum selection
criteria, as outlined in the VAs, namely, at least 30% of members were to be women, and members could be
replaced if the community so chose. In some villages this was achieved, especially where women more
generally tended to have a greater role in village decision making processes. In other villages, this was
resisted or few women were available for nomination; in such villages, over 20% was achieved.
In the second round of VAs, some villages chose to replace TPK members and modify the selection process,
and these modifications were accepted by KFCP. In one case they changed the gender balance towards only
men, and muddied the separation of the TPK and TP. In hindsight, composition rules could have been more
strictly negotiated. Some villages chose to modify the selection process where they perceived that the links
between TPK and TP members were too strong based on kinship ties in the village, although this was difficult
to avoid in some villages where many villagers were related and people with the time, requisite skills and
willingness to stand for the TPK positions were few.
Further, initially because of the strong operational relationship that developed between the TPK and KFCP
through the technical and other support provided by the program, some villagers saw the TPK as part of
KFCP, rather than as part of the village. This changed as the TPK and the TP became more familiar with their
roles and had built their skills and less technical support was required from the program.
As at 25 April 2014, KFCP had made AUD 2.7 million in payments under VAs to the villages in the KFCP area
under the direct management of the TPKs and supervision of the TPs, covering costs related benefits from
activities, but excluding the funds for technical support and other capacity building (e.g. farmer field schools,
hutan desa proposal development, Five-year Village Development Plans formulation, participatory mapping)
and excluding the funds for many other program activities (e.g. support to the district and scientific data
collection and analysis).
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Lesson 3.8: Pre-existing village governance structures, groups and institutions have usually emerged
in the context of a specific local economy, including output-based agricultural labouring, small-scale
cash cropping, and subsistence and market farming. REDD+ represents a new economic activity,
potentially requiring new kinds of knowledge and new forms of institutions. In future REDD+
projects, the need for new village institutions or increased capacities need to be planned at the
outset, and then implemented incrementally.

Lesson 3.9: Early REDD+ programs should provide technical support and resources for the
development of village teams to manage and monitor activities. However, it is important for REDD+
developers to be cognisant of the potential for community perceptions to emerge of a close
relationship between the program and these teams (particularly those teams that manage activities
and act on behalf of and in the interests of village) due to the capacity building support provided by
the program. This needs to be addressed through a strong, proactive communications program that
emphasises local ownership and self-reliance so that village institutions supported by programs are
seen as something the villagers belong to rather than as a part of the project.
3.6.2 Inter-village Communication Forum (FKAD)
KFCP supported the establishment and continuing operations of an Inter-village Communication Forum
(Forum Komunikasi Antar Desa—FKAD), made up of village heads, other village government representatives,
community leaders and adat leaders, to encourage communication and coordination between villages
participating in KFCP activities. It did not have decision-making powers for villages but helped to coordinate
processes and inputs from across villages. Initially the Forum focused on the VA negotiations. It helped to
avoid tensions between villages that might have resulted if VA negotiations were seen to be providing
differential treatment. This proved to be useful in helping villages to consolidate their negotiating position
and coordinate activities. Use of this process would be helpful in other REDD+ programs operating in
multiple villages as a part of a concession or other delineated area. The Forum also served as a means to
coordinate inter-village inputs during activity implementation (e.g. during planting, it organised members to
help their neighbouring villages when there were insufficient people available to plant seedlings due to the
demands on their time from other seasonal livelihoods activities). It is important to note that such Forums
would have greater involvement at key points in the program cycle rather than at all points, such as during
VA negotiation to provide collective inputs, or during activities planning.
3.6.3 District Working Group
A district-level KFCP working group comprising representatives from the different government departments
was formed early in the project. In 2013, it became the Kapuas REDD+ Working Group with the role of
coordinating REDD+ activities in the district. Working group members or their delegates participated in
village development planning and aligning these with district plans, KFCP planning, and monitoring.
3.6.4 Working with customary institutions
KFCP worked with adat leaders and provided support to strengthen adat institutions through participatory
adat land and usage mapping and training in provincial adat regulations. For example, in early 2012 mantir
adat (village-level custom and tradition leaders) from each village in KFCP area participated in a week-long
training for the annual RPJMDes priority setting to synergise these with district-level plans. Together with
other village leaders they then spent many days in villages undertaking the annual planning process with
KFCP. Customary groups, district and village leaders and other stakeholders were also involved in the
integrated spatial planning process (using a landscape approach) undertaken by villagers with KFCP’s support
to develop spatial plans for each participating village in 2014.
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3.6.5 The overall VA and KFCP activities management structure
The structure of VA implementation is depicted in Figure 2 as per the second round of VAs in 2013. Not
presented in the diagram is an informal forum of observers, including local civil society organisations,
government, KFCP, and village representatives, which was established in 2013 to discuss key issues and
improve communication between stakeholders and the program at the local level.
Figure 2: Arrangements for VA implementation

Key learning from the delivery arrangements described above was that, had KFCP sought to deliver a
program focused purely on GHG abatement activities without supporting the institutions as mentioned
above, the village would not have been able to implement activities. There was little knowledge in the
community of how to carry out (both technically and managerially) the sustainable forest management
activities proposed by KFCP, in a transparent and accountable manner. If REDD+ initiatives in future intend
to rely on PES as a mode of avoiding emissions and distributing benefits, then it should incorporate
institutional support and other development benefits so as to be sustainable.
Lesson 3.10: The KFCP approach aimed to develop institutions by which villages played a significant
role in forest governance and co-management, including REDD+, within areas delineated by relevant
laws and customs. With appropriate supervision, such co-management implies that villages are
responsible and accountable for managing forest resources, and they are able to draw on support
from relevant government and non-government agencies. Learning from the approach applied by
KFCP, building institutions with the capacity to do this requires that the technical and other support
for strengthening co-management skills be introduced into a REDD+ program at an early stage. KFCP
demonstrated that it took time to build the consensus, skills and competencies required.
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4 LESSONS FROM IMPLEMENTING VILLAGE AGREEMENTS: DELIVERY
MECHANISMS AND OPERATIONAL CHALLENGES
Once the VAs were agreed, another set of lessons learned emerged from the operations of KFCP and
practical implementation of VAs in context of the enabling environment.

4.1 Payments mechanisms
The design for KFCP called for the practical and effective demonstration of REDD+ GHG payment
mechanisms. KFCP was able to undertake the first step in this process through making payments under the
VAs collectively to the village for ‘inputs’ paid in tranches when proxy indicators of performance were met.
Other programs might trial the next step: payments more specifically for performance.
Villages constitute the lowest administrative unit with legal status in the governance structures in Indonesia.
This legal status is why KFCP targeted the village level for agreements and payments (rather than a lower
unit) to trial collective payments for REDD+, as KFCP needed to enter into agreements with a legal entity.
Under REDD+, payments would likely be made for collective performance and outcomes for activities that
encompassed forest resources managed sustainably and in ways that support REDD+ (enhancing the public
commons). However, collective payments pose a number of challenges, particularly for equitable benefits
distribution. Villages needed to establish ways to distribute the benefits received in the form of a block
payment to both the community as a whole, for their intangible inputs and efforts, and to individuals, based
on the quality and quantity of their inputs.
KFCP used proxy indicators of performance as the basis for the
payment under VAs for most activities (an exception is a
compensation payment to an individual tatas owner). This
included making payments under VAs for activities such as
‘packages’ of tree seedlings of a suitable quality to be planted to
increase forest cover as described in Box 1, Section 3.2.1. It also
included funding for villages to self-manage and monitor village
activities through the TPK and TP (see Section 3.6) that were responsible for providing the management
services needed to deliver the environmental services. 37 Further, budgets also included funds to ensure as
many villagers as possible could participate in the process and related decision-making meetings, requiring
additional transport and other costs for villagers to attend meetings. The difference, however, between
KFCP and a private enterprise or other PES initiative that might extract the environmental products or
services—or in the case of REDD+ gain carbon credit revenues—is that under KFCP the ‘deliverables’ or
services remained in the village and the local area. KFCP did not have rights to the area and was not ‘sellingon’ the product, as might be the case with private/other PES initiatives as was discussed in Section 2.3.
KFCP did not have rights to the area
and was not ‘selling-on’ the product,
as might be the case with
private/other PES initiatives.

Taking the example of seedlings, elaborated in The story of the nurseries in Section 3.2.1, the program aimed
to ensure that tranche payments covered budgeted costs and villager inputs for producing the requested
number of seedlings. The costs/inputs were averaged to give a price per seedling. Villagers negotiated
heavily when they considered this cost per output (seedlings, or other outputs in other activities) to be too
low, even if this was already slightly more than benchmarked business prices. KFCP encouraged villagers to
grow more seedlings than were needed (budgets covered additional ‘seeds’) to offset any problems the
village might have encountered (such as transplant losses), but performance payments were only made for
the target number of seedlings that met pre-agreed standards/quality. KFCP did not pay for all the seedlings
grown if they did not meet the standard but villagers generally produced the number of quality seedlings
agreed at the onset. For example, a payment was made when the root lengths of seedlings had grown
beyond 30cm (increasing the likelihood of survival in the forest) rather than for all seedlings (those with
roots less than 30cm). KFCP also provided a retention fund that acted as a contingency for unforeseen costs;
however, if the village met the performance standards, the village was able to keep the retention fund to
37

Payments to the TPK and TP were made through what was known as the ‘basic package’.
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contribute to agreed priorities in the village development plan. This retention fund thus acted as the
collective ‘pure’ performance payment. KFCP observed that some villages saved up their retention funds
from multiple activities and used these for a collective good – such as a bridge in one village.
Using a development (or co-benefits) lens, a review for continuous improvement conducted in early 2013
(Week 2013), recommended that this retention fund be increased to contribute more substantially to village
development needs (at least 15% of the budget), in addition to the support for institutional strengthening
and capacity building already provided by the program. While KFCP had every intention of doing so if such
PES-like activities were repeated, none were scaled up when the program was extended for an additional
year from June 2013. The KFCP budget was instead used to deliver livelihoods commitments to villagers.
However, this is important learning for consideration in new trials of REDD+: finding a middle ground
between keeping costs low for efficiency (5% contingency budget) and investing upfront in development cobenefits as incentives (15% contingency or retention budget). While the smaller contingency budget may be
preferable for some stakeholders for future REDD+ payment mechanisms, the larger contingency budget
was more suited to the local context in the KFCP area to contribute to wider village needs and encourage
engagement at the onset. With the larger performance reward, it is expected that villagers would be
encouraged to participate for both household-level and village-wide rewards.
Rather than making payments based on particular inputs for growing each seedling or conducting each
activity, KFCP used the performance approach in order to build community understanding of receiving
payments for collective contributions. In this way, communities would understand that ‘collective behaviour
that resulted in emissions-reducing outcomes under REDD+ programs’ would trigger payments. This was the
first step in moving towards environmental performance-based payments for avoided emissions. Under
environmental performance-based payments communities would be compensated for ensuring that efforts
they had made to avoid deforestation, protect reforested areas and for peatland rehabilitation remained in
place (e.g. canals remain blocked; uncontrolled fires were avoided) so that the overall carbon stock would
not decrease. Ultimately, if REDD+ becomes established in Indonesia, outcomes-based payments are likely to
be made for verified emissions reductions (VER).
In KFCP, other activities focused on livelihoods and development rather than PES, but they were still
delivered under VAs, managed by
villages, and funded by KFCP, with
funds disbursed based on indicators
of quality and performance. For
example, the livelihoods program
aimed to help villagers diversify
livelihoods rather than rely on
activities
harmful
for
the
environment. It sought to provide
support to all households in the
villages, if the household wanted it, in
effect aiming for universal coverage.
Such activities focused on providing
the equivalent of one hectare of
rubber (rubber, agroforestry, fish
ponds, and other requested products
in a few cases) to each household.
Performance
incentives
mainly
related to ensuring, for example, that
villages planted the rubber seedlings, and used other inputs as designed, rather than selling the procured
materials onwards. One third of the total livelihoods ‘package’ (1 ha of rubber or equivalent) was trialled
under the first VA that ended in June 2013. The remaining two thirds of the package were delivered under
the second VA (June 2013-June 2014).
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In the negotiations for the second part of the livelihoods package, some households chose to change
livelihoods preferences. They diversified their household package so that they could access long-term
benefits (such as tapping rubber after the trees grow) and short-term benefits such as agroforestry products.
This was important to villages, as other PES-like activities providing short-term income generating
opportunities had ceased in early 2013. KFCP accommodated villagers’ choices to split the package, even
though it made delivery for TPK and staff more complicated. Ideally, KFCP would have worked with villagers
to deliver these livelihoods earlier in the program, but the process of working with villagers was protracted
to accommodate the necessary preparatory steps outlined in Box 2. The financial benefits from both
livelihoods and PES trials that were received by participating KFCP communities are outlined in Box 3.
Box 2: Preparatory steps to implement livelihoods activities
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•

Working with villagers to establish what livelihoods activities they wanted based on village development
needs identification and planning, and then quality assessments for long-term sustainability.

•

Working with villagers to map vulnerable groups and other relevant information to ensure that such
groups could also access benefits.

•

Updating village lists of households in the area—approximately 10% migration annually required that
census data be updated frequently—as census lists were quickly out-dated.

•

Agreeing with villages on who is entitled to livelihood support based on these lists, using open and
transparent ways, to avoid double dipping and tensions around entitlements.

•

Agreeing on a set of livelihoods options with communities that met different groups needs and could be
delivered within available budgets, technical capacity for support, and project timelines.

•

Assisting villagers to map their land so it was clear that a household had an area suitable to plant rubber or
build a fish pond on their own land or village-designated land.

•

Establishing farmer ‘field schools’ to improve the quality of rubber tapping and other enterprises.

•

Training villagers in how to establish rubber plots, firebreaks and other protection mechanisms.

•

Training and building skills for agricultural extension workers to provide support for villagers after
programs ceased (training of trainers).

•

Conducting transparent processes for procuring materials and using local materials and knowledge where
possible.

•

Providing incentives to ensure livelihoods are implemented (small payments for implementation) to ensure
materials are not sold on by households prior to implementation.
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Box 3: Estimated financial benefits received by households
As at 25 April 2014, KFCP had made approximately AUD2.7 million in payments directly to the villages in the
KFCP area for activities they self-managed, covering costs and incentives, but excluding the costs for technical
support and other capacity building (and excluding the funds for all the other program activities under KFCP).
Milich et al. (2014) estimate that households participating in PES trials received an average total payment of
Rp. 5.45 million over the 25 months of PES trials.
KFCP offered all households in participating villages one hectare of rubber or equivalent in agroforestry and
fishponds. Lists of entitled households (verified as resident in the area) were agreed with villagers at village
meetings. Following farmer field schools and other preparatory activities, the delivery of livelihoods packages
began in early 2013, with 30% of the package initially provided to trial methods and approaches. The remaining
70% was delivered in a second phase between late 2013 to April 2014. While one livelihoods option (e.g.
rubber) was offered to households in the initial phase, following a review it was evident villagers preferred to
diversify their options. KFCP supported villagers who chose to change preferences or mix packages in the
second phase. While this increased transaction and implementation costs, it was important to accommodate
local needs with the range of livelihoods options that included short and longer-term alternative incomegenerating combinations.
KFCP achieved 90% coverage in the first phase of the livelihoods program and 92% coverage in the second
phase in participating villages (ibid.).
Milich et al. (2014) also estimate that the KFCP livelihoods program will contribute a significant amount of
additional income to households over the next 20 years. For example, average household incomes in the area
by qualitative accounts range from Rp. 1 – 1.5 million (approximately AUD100 - AUD150) per month. Using
simple projection models and a number of assumptions, the authors estimate that for rubber, annual
additional income for households may reach Rp. 150 million per year (AU15000) depending on the maturity of
the trees, yield and, inter alia, global prices for rubber (ibid.)
Taken together, benefits were equitably distributed by the program accommodating rewards for efforts and
performance and co-benefit priorities.

KFCP tried to keep costs low in all early trial activities that delivered direct financial benefits to villages.
While other activities delivered at an early stage, such as farmer field schools were more costly. However,
even when combined, the small financial benefits for activities that mirrored GHG abatements through PES
were insufficient without livelihoods packages to attract poor villagers away from their existing subsistence
livelihoods. While KFCP sought to deliver PES and community development benefits, there is much to be
learned from the sequencing of delivery to encourage participation, behaviour change, and sustainable
forest management. KFCP would have preferably delivered alternative livelihoods earlier alongside the PES
activities.
Based on this experience, future REDD+ projects should plan for villagers to receive short-term financial
benefits, perhaps for low risk activities that have few implications for land tenure, such as training sessions
and technical support for livelihoods in small-scale value-adding cottage industries using existing agroproducts, in parallel with the negotiations to realise longer-term benefits. A longer-term collective benefit
might include village improvement projects planned at the outset, but that would require the larger
performance payments, and perhaps use the retention funds. Ultimately, these parallel benefits would
imbue cooperative working relationships that would incentivise collective behaviour change and
performance.
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Lesson 4.1: REDD+ should be able to deliver both livelihood benefits and other PES benefits through
a mechanism like the VA, but additional program technical support is required at the onset. The work
packages under a REDD+ VA do not need to be used solely for payments for environmental services,
such as reforestation, tatas-blocking or other GHG abatement processes. They should also be used
for building the capacity of the village to manage its own role in REDD+, to understand and
implement safeguards, and to begin to model benefits sharing mechanisms from the outset.
However, not all activities implemented under a VA framework will be suited for work packages.
Work packages are appropriate for activities that village communities can manage for themselves,
and funding for the management and operation of these activities can also be provided under VAs.
Additional technical assistance, monitoring, and management coordination will require supra-village
mechanisms.

Lesson 4.2: REDD+ should sequence activities to deliver low risk financial and other development
benefits to villagers from the beginning. Such an approach would: a) build goodwill, and encourage
forest dwelling communities to participate by providing the benefits from the community
development side of REDD+ from the outset, and b) permit an early start with building the
institutions and mechanisms needed later for village participation in the management of REDD+ and
development activities. The program did deliver all of these things to villagers despite many
constraints, but learned significant lessons on how field realities affect timing and sequencing.

4.2 Communal versus individual efforts and benefits
As stated above, payments under VAs were made in tranches based on indicators of performance as a
collective payment to the village via the TPK rather than to individuals for their inputs. This was an important
part of preparing communities for receiving collective performance and outcome-based payments (for
enhancing the global commons). However, collective payments posed a number of challenges during
implementation: villagers in many cases preferred to find ways to distribute benefits to those individuals
who provided more inputs than others. It was also observed that, even for collective village activities, some
households wanted their share of the payment to be related to their household inputs rather than as a
proportion relative to collective efforts.
For example, in some village nurseries, the configuration of who ‘owned’ the seedlings mirrored the social
demographics of the village, with households, families or certain groups managing a sub-section within the
nursery where some had better sunlight and others less so. In some of these cases, if a household produced
1,000 seedlings of good quality because they learned quickly and had the best position for sunlight, access to
water and suitable drainage, then they expected commensurate payment from the entire village payment
for these 1000 seedlings of the 20,000 seedlings for which the whole village was paid collectively. This was
the case even when the seedlings had been collectively watered, tended, and transported. Meanwhile if
their neighbours contributed to the nursery management, but the seedlings produced from ‘their subsection’ were of poorer quality owing to, for example, ‘a less advantageous position in the nursery for
sunlight and drainage’, then the inclination amongst villagers was towards individualised apportioning rather
than more equitable distribution of the payment to account for those who had the disadvantaged subsection. Villagers improved the consideration of these kinds of equity issues over time.
This illustrates the challenge of how an existing social order can exacerbate existing inequities and begs
further attention in future REDD+ projects. Specifically, safeguards should be introduced at implementation
stage (discussed further below) and way identified to incentivise communities for both their collective and
individual efforts. Making ‘payments’ for REDD+ in the form of both cash and public goods such as
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infrastructure (using the 15% retention fund) for building ‘a village bridge’ may help find a balance between
benefits accrual for individual and collective efforts under REDD+ in the future.
Other observations include:
•

Villages wanted frequent payments and this was initially a challenge in the first trial activities. However,
when village capacities improved a tranche payment schedule was found that was mutually agreeable
from a transparency, risk and accountability perspective.

•

Some households wanted to be paid immediately after they contributed their inputs and often ‘out of
sync’ with tranche payments schedules. TPKs learned to plan their budgets more carefully and retain
funds to make payments that were more frequent to households.

•

Public display of budgets on notices boards and through other media, meant some villages divided the
entire budget by the number of outputs produced, and expected this amount to be paid to the
household. This was especially the case where individuals had not attended explanation meetings and
led to complaints that they were not getting what was promised. In reality the TPK also had to take out
the collective costs from the collective payment and this is where, in a few instances, confusion arose.
This confusion reduced as participation and understanding increased.

While the above mentioned expectations are understandable in subsistence communities and remain
challenges for REDD+ and collective payment mechanisms, they constitute not only important learning on
participation in decision-making meetings and information dissemination forums, but also the kinds of
challenges REDD+ might face when scaling-up collective payments.
The livelihoods program contributed to more equitable benefits sharing since each household could
participate if they wished and gain the same benefits. This, combined with all the other activities
contributed to equitable benefits sharing for the KFCP program, compared with treating each activity in
isolation. Participation in specific activities aside from livelihoods depended on the preferences of different
groups. Women tended to be more involved in activities nearer to their homes, men were more likely to
participate in activities in the deep peat (see Diprose 2013) and KFCP observed that vulnerable poorer
groups often preferred agroforestry activities. KFCP found that it was important to provide a suite of PES
activities to accommodate group preferences together with livelihoods to ensure equitable benefits sharing
at the program level.
Learning from this experience, benefits sharing (either of performance payments or overarching REDD+)
needs to be considered at the whole program or jurisdictional level to accommodate household preferences
and to incorporate the dual aims of delivering co-benefits and rewarding performance. Further, delivering
collective goods, such as a bridge, alongside income-generating benefits will go some way to ensuring
equitable benefits distribution. It is possible to start to fund village-wide benefits at the outset of new
initiatives, with three positive outcomes:
•

stronger trust and acceptance by the community;

•

more equitable benefits sharing, beyond those employed in production; and,

•

greater incentives to change behaviours and avoid emissions.
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Lesson 4.3: A variety of investments and interventions are needed to develop the institutions and
capabilities for village communities to manage REDD+. The elements or foundations of these can be
introduced into REDD+ programs from the outset to allow ample time for learning and development.
Those elements or foundations are:
•
•
•
•

GHG abatement or actions to reduce emissions
Capacity building and readiness
Livelihoods improvement
Distribution of collective benefits or incentives in the form of public goods at the village level

The sequencing, and types of project activities, and the subsequent flow of individual and collective
benefits should be managed at the project level to accommodate villager needs, local context, and
balance the collective and individual aspirations of both the community and the REDD+ agenda.
REDD+ should be able to offer mixed packages of livelihood improvements and other benefits that
enable poor communities to meet short-term needs together with longer term, diversified livelihood
options that contribute to the sustainable use of the environment. These benefits can incorporate a
mixture of public goods (local infrastructure and also a legacy product of the REDD+ project), cash
payments to individuals or groups for efforts, and other incentives.

4.3 Implementation of safeguards, consultation and consent
The development of REDD+ policy and regulatory frameworks has raised key issues relating to the political
economy of sustainable forest management and REDD+, particularly benefits distribution and rights, and the
relative power and influence of different stakeholders to influence policy and outcomes. REDD+ creates risks
for communities (Murphy 2011), notably:
•
•

Unclear delineation of land or carbon rights;
Actors usurping the rights of others when land tenure is unclear, and as REDD+ policies are developed
and negotiated;
Restricted access for local and indigenous peoples to forest products and reduced livelihood
opportunities as a result; and
Exclusion of vulnerable groups or indigenous communities from access to benefits.

•
•

Safeguards in REDD+ were introduced to mitigate these risks (Murphy 2011), although there remains some
debate among stakeholders about the degree to which REDD+ safeguards themselves should also contribute
to the enhancement of social and environmental benefits to local populations alongside program
interventions (UNREDD 2013; REDD+ SES July 2013). Safeguards should be built into VAs (drawing on agreed
policy instruments in Indonesia) since VAs are a framework for operationalising activities, communicating
roles and responsibilities, and constitute one of several mechanisms for managing risks. However, such
safeguards should only be built into VA structures when relevant to the village level and to particular
activities, and when actions to adhere to safeguards are within the scope, capacity, and authority of villagers
to implement.
Indonesian safeguards instruments for REDD+ were, at the time of writing, under development and being
piloted in Indonesia. These include the REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (REDD+ SES) (see
Nurhayati et al. 2013) at the sub-national level in Central Kalimantan; however, these are more relevant for
jurisdictions such as a province rather for projects/programs. The REDD+ Taskforce 38 sought to adapt and
expand the Cancun Principles (agreed in the 2010 Conference of the Parties under the UNFCCC) through the
development of PRISAI (Prinsip, Kriteria, Indikator Safeguards Indonesia: Principles, Criteria, and Indicators

38

See Presidential Decree No. 25/2011.
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for REDD+ Safeguards Indonesia) so that they were suited to the Indonesian context and met Indonesia’s
needs and priorities.
KFCP was designed in 2009, prior to the development/trial of the different REDD+ safeguards frameworks
specific to projects. The PRISAI, for example, was yet to be finalised for the Indonesian context at the time of
writing. KFCP was designed using those principles and ‘good practice’ development tools. Those tools
included community involvement, consultation, participatory mapping, and, inter alia other social
assessment tools. KFCP also conducted environmental impact assessments (UKL/UPL) as required by
Indonesian law and undertook the associated monitoring (URS 2012). The safeguards principles adopted
from these tools were built into the VA framework and activities. In addition, KFCP conducted a large
Regional Environmental and Social Assessment (RESA) to ensure it met World Bank standards as measured
by eight different instruments. The RESA was completed over 18 months from 2011–2012, within which was
incorporated the principle of Free, Prior and Informed Consultation (FPI-Con) (ibid.).
KFCP then sought to evolve its safeguards framework as new principles and standards became available
through the development of an Operational Safeguards Framework in 2012 (Jarrah 2012). This framework
sought to integrate the PRISAI, standards relevant for projects from the REDD+ SES, and UNFCCC principles
with the existing safeguards used. Those safeguards, as relevant to the activity level, were built into the VA
framework, for example, the mechanisms for fiduciary accountability and transparency of payments for
specific activities.
The most challenging aspect of applying appropriate safeguards was to find ways to operationalise higherlevel safeguards principles and standards directly applicable to REDD+ (international, national, or provincial)
at the activity or sub-project level in a language and format that both villagers could use and observers could
link to their concerns about REDD+. KFCP needed to develop indicators for the criteria in the draft standards
that villagers could themselves identify and these indicators needed to be SMART (Specific, Measurable,
Attainable, Relevant, Time-bound). It became clear that since villages dealt with work processes and
distribution of work and benefits and were responsible for implementing major activities funded by KFCP,
that the villages needed to be actively involved in the operationalisation of the safeguards and to provide
iterative feedback on the applicability of the indicators. However, this proved difficult when the terms and
concepts were foreign to villagers, and in some cases, local staff as well.
The most challenging aspect of applying appropriate safeguards was to find ways to operationalise
higher-level safeguards principles and standards directly applicable to REDD+ (international, national,
or provincial) at the activity or sub-project level in a language and format that both villagers could
use and observers could link to their concerns about REDD+.

This in turn meant that safeguard implementation required capacity building and resourcing for the villages
and staff. Due to the evolving safeguards frameworks, the application of REDD+-specific safeguards came
quite late in the program, although indicators were trialled through four iterations. In retrospect, had tools
and guidelines specific to REDD+ been available at the outset, the operational safeguards framework could
have been designed earlier and used more efficiently. Only some of the adopted safeguards were, in fact,
already in existence in other relevant documents, and the finalisation of the Operational Safeguards
Framework involved not just synthesising, but developing new parameters for application of safeguards at
the village level. Some of the concepts in the standards were yet to be fully clarified by national actors,
leaving them open to interpretation by observers and projects subject to criticism. Definitions are important
if programs are to adhere to an Indonesian standard.
Attention must be given to the efforts by demonstrations to adapt and apply principles in early
development; demonstrations are about learning by doing to contribute to policy development.
Development standards and practices used at the time KFCP was designed met the required standard of Free
and Prior Informed Consultation (FPI-Con), but a Consultation Review (Jarrah et al. 2013) suggested adopting
FPIC as the more stringent criteria for local consultation and agreement, and including clear definitions of
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FPIC. In the second round of VAs, KFCP therefore sought to incorporate the principle of Free and Prior
Informed Consent (FPIC) as defined in Indonesia’s draft National REDD+ Strategy released around the same
time.
Key learning from this process was not only the importance of adapting relevant safeguards to village needs
in a way that they could understand, but also finding ways for staff and village participants to apply the
safeguards and monitor and evaluate and evaluate them. KFCP conducted evaluations of how it was meeting
the emerging policy frameworks on consultation and consent. It found this to be important for continuous
improvement, and as a means to address the concerns of observers, and to endeavour to ensure rights were
upheld.
Lesson 4.4: Relevant safeguards should be incorporated into the VA or similar agreements at the
outset of any project. This will allow for the operationalisation of a safeguards framework from the
beginning of the project. Frameworks can then be updated based on continuous improvement
assessments, new policy guidelines, and feedback from villages. This implies concerted, early and
repeated efforts to sensitise staff and villagers to the terms and concepts through forums that allow
for two-way communication on safeguards. There must be allowances made in terms of flexible ‘time
horizons’ for such processes.

Lesson 4.5: Given that villagers are envisaged to have a central role in REDD+ implementation, and
effective safeguards require active implementation, villagers require operational guidelines,
checklists and training to be able to implement and self-monitor their activities. Also, some of the
safeguards that villagers may perceive to challenge social norms or social structures (for instance,
those regarding gender and equity, or those impacting on the distribution of power and authority
over decision-making) will only be successfully implemented with widespread understanding,
consent, village-based implementation and sensitisation within a time horizon that engenders
learning and acceptance.

4.4 Communicating REDD+ and ongoing consent
As discussed in Section 3, the challenge in communicating REDD+ involves deciding whether to seek to
explain the full supply chain or to communicate only the discrete components of it that are being
demonstrated/applied, such as activities which are familiar and tangible. REDD+ products are complex and
difficult to explain, understand, and manage. Table 3 compares carbon with other natural resource products.
In the second round of VAs, the process was improved with refinements made to communication materials
and methods and implementation practices, as was recommended in assessments and through the lessons
garnered from the first round of VAs. The limited scope of the activities planned under the second round of
VAs made it easier to explain to villages the proposed plan for the remaining year and to delineate the goals
of REDD+ from the livelihoods part of KFCP (discussed further below).
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Table 3: Comparison of agriculture and carbon products
Agricultural produce, forest products, and reforestation

Carbon sequestration for financial reward under REDD+

Quantity and quality are visible and tangible. Farmers
can be taught how to evaluate good results.

Output is a negative, abstract, invisible and intangible. It
is negative because GHG abatement is not about
producing something, but about not producing it. What
is not being produced is invisible and intangible. It is
abstract in that the benefits require a scientific
explanation in order to make sense to most people.

Results are seen on relatively short-term time horizons.

Results and financial benefits are on long-term time
horizons and are likely to be far removed from the
project site.

Farmers are capable of negotiating prices based on
depending on quality and quantity.

Farmers are dependent on external parties to determine
quality and quantity.

There is typically a known history and market for the
project.

The carbon industry is nascent so there is very little
history and an unknown market.

Actions are tangible to produce something that is taken
from the ground.

Actions are minimal and focused on protecting and
keeping something in the ground.

In consultations with the villagers, rather than take a blanket REDD+ education approach (in which
explanations not only encompass REDD+ concepts, but also the potential albeit unknown futures of REDD+),
a more useful approach may have been to focus on information that villagers needed to make good
decisions within the time horizon of program activities and the relevant REDD+ policies and basic concepts of
the day. Those decisions would be the ones related to the activities that would have an impact on their own
lives and environment －the activities and costs involved, the potential benefits, the risks, and the impact on
the environment; relative to other choices. While this runs the risk of observer criticism that a potential, but
not entirely known future of REDD+ is not fully explained, explanations related more directly to
demonstration project activities may be more digestible for villagers, particularly for demonstration projects
that do not incur the same risks as a full REDD+ supply chain.
Lesson 4.6: Attempting to explain the entire carbon cycle before it is finalised and potential carbon
markets to village communities might not be necessary in early REDD+ programs for which such
systems are not yet established or finalised. The topics are uncertain and complex; even universityeducated staff found it difficult to conceptualise. KFCP found this was not what had the most bearing
on village interests and concerns, which related principally to how the project would affect village life
and each family’s economic future. There should be a stronger focus on providing information, based
on a clear communications strategy, about the roles of villages in the REDD+ supply chain, perhaps
rather than explaining the whole chain.
4.4.1 Planning and Communicating - first round learning and second round improvements
The communication and consultations processes leading to the signing of the first round of VAs were
discussed in Section 2. This discussion refers to continued consultation after the signing of VAs and the
learning from the re-negotiation in 2013. After signing the VAs, if villagers did not want to proceed with an
activity after holding consultative Village Deliberative Decision-making Meetings (MusDes), it did not
commence. Under the first round of VAs, prior to every activity under the program, multiple rounds of
MusDes and small group meetings prior to MusDes were held for these discussions. KFCP viewed this as a
part of the ongoing consent process to ensure villages understood what was involved, but it incurred heavy
transaction costs for the first round of 2012–2013 VAs. This is regarded as a necessary investment in
communications programs and consultations in any community development program.
However, by the time the program had been operating for several years, villagers had a good understanding
of what was involved in activities and KFCP was able to change the approach (see the section on annual
planning below) and use new methods of communication that outlined the planned activities at the onset
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(this was not feasible in the first round of VAs as many standard operating procedures were under
development at the time). There was also less confusion over what villagers were consenting to and on what
time frame. This was also feasible only at this point as many of the activities were simply being replicated to
finish off commitments. Villagers had an observed experience on which to base their decision-making.
Further, in the second round of VAs villagers and KFCP had a clearer idea of what villagers needed, what
their skill base was, and how long activities would take to implement, and this is what was offered to
communities. The second agreement had a one-year time horizon. Discrete activities were discussed and a
range of communication materials were produced and distributed to villagers to provide consistency around
messaging. These brochures and booklets were taken up and appreciated. An annual planning system was
implemented (incorporating both KFCP funded and other village activities) to better communicate to
villagers and jointly plan how activities would fit together. Most villages agreed to enter into village
agreements; two who had previously done so opted out for their own reasons. One village decided not to go
ahead due to pressures from external actors wanting to introduce palm oil. However, conclusions on the
competitiveness of the REDD+ approach vis-à-vis other interests cannot be drawn from this one example, as
the activities offered by KFCP at this point were for a final year of village support rather than for an initiative
to be implemented over the longer-term. The other village had a long history of internal political splits in its
leadership; consequently, support for KFCP was split, in part as a reflection of this politicisation. Despite
many discussions with KFCP staff, the two villages decided not to commence and KFCP respected this wish.
Lesson 4.7: As was applied by KFCP, ongoing consent processes, rather than just at the onset, are
necessary to ensuring understanding of and agreement to proposed activities. Projects should break
down the REDD+ process into elements and phases that are predictable, for which the project can
guarantee inputs, and for which communities can envisage the outcomes. This should be carried out
over a set time horizon with activities conducted under VAs arranged accordingly. While phases
should be planned so that communities can choose to opt out, it should also be planned so that at
the end of each phase communities are perceptibly better off than if they had not entered into the
VA. This will provide the incentives for the communities to continue to participate in the next phase
of the project.
The original KFCP design document was ambitious and did not sufficiently plan for the time needed in the
project cycle for full understanding to be reached between KFCP and villages. 39 Timeframes for the
demonstration on the ground did not match well the ambitious cycle of policy 'lessons' expected. Many
villagers wanted early income-generating opportunities in advance of the completion of the consultation
processes and full explanations of the REDD+ supply chain. However, the program conceived these
consultations and understanding of REDD+ as prerequisites for agreements to implement trial activities.
While many of the activities were quite simple (e.g. seedling production and planting), the delivery
mechanism for payments and the links to REDD+ were new, more stringent and complex than they were
accustomed to.
Lesson 4.8: Future project designs should: take into account the building of working relationships at
the outset, and as was the case in KFCP, allow villagers to opt out at any point, begin with small,
simple activities while villagers learn new systems, and build management capacity. This would delay
the more ambitious steps—the activities with greater risks or more complex linkages to the REDD+
supply chain, such as seeking concession arrangements or restricting access—until later in the
project. Such steps could even be deferred for later projects to undertake. This would still be
predicated on the need for adept communication and consent processes only ‘as and when’ activities
do take place.

39

The multi-donor Indonesia Forest Climate Alliance (IFCA) sponsored report produced by the Indonesian Ministry of Forestry (2008)
recommended that it was necessary to demonstrate the whole REDD+ supply chain rather than isolated parts. The KFCP design
sought to accommodate this recommendation to an extent.
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4.4.2 Government and adat law

Decision-making is difficult in areas where written agreements are not the norm. The communities in KFCP
area relied largely on (adat) oral traditions and modes of decision-making. In more formally literate
communities, group decision-making procedures and outcomes were typically codified and recorded in
writing (Ong 1982). The Provincial Government Regulations (2007 and 2008) that codified the adat structure
in Central Kalimantan and regulate adat leadership positions down to the village level, meant that both
village heads and adat leaders could be signatories or witnesses to the VAs. While the regulations legitimised
adat institutions in the eyes of the law, within the communities these institutions were still rooted in a more
oral tradition. This may be the case in other places, in Indonesia and beyond, where REDD+ initiatives have
begun.
For example, while it needs to be stressed that KFCP—under the VAs—did not undertake activities in areas
where land rights were contested, KFCP spent over a year mapping land and assets with communities and
the adat leaders. Reforestation activities took place on degraded village lands that were not being used by
any villagers and only if agreed by the communities. Livelihoods activities, such as rubber took place on each
household’s own land so that these households could retain sustainable incomes. Tatas blocking took place
in the tatas owned by the people that built them. The proposed canal blocking activities were to take place
out in the protection areas to help protect the peat without ‘claiming the land’. Much of the support work
was undertaken by communities (building rattan nets, and the palisade blocks to go in the canals) before the
funding agency decided not to go ahead with final stage of compaction. 40 An example of the community
cohesion that was built is evident in the large three-day adat ceremony that was held involving all villages to
bless this activity. Had the final stage commenced, the only land to be affected temporarily (not claimed)
was the access track for heavy equipment (excavators etc.). Landowners whose crops might have been
affected by this were compensated and presentations of compensation made in the adat ceremony.

40

This was explained to, and accepted by communities, who seemed content to continue with the livelihoods program but
disappointed that the final stages of other interventions were not completed.
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Nonetheless, the larger lack of clarity over the land was also the topic of criticism from observers. This
perhaps relates to the challenge of communication processes than the activities themselves.
In addition, KFCP found in the field that some key aspects of official village government operations were not
deeply rooted in local customs (adat) and understanding. In particular, the MusDes, on which the project
relied, as it was the most democratic forum for community expression and collective decision-making, was
not an adat institution in Dayak communities. Like the modern administrative unit of the village, the MusDes
was part of a uniform, nationwide Indonesian governance structure, and its operation—notices, quorum,
voting procedures, debates—were not always clearly defined or articulated in the communities within KFCP
area. In this situation, KFCP did its best to ensure consent by improving the MusDes attendance through
extensive canvassing, and having all key leaders (both adat leaders and the village government officials)
assert consent as signatories or witnesses to the VAs. Thus, the program sought an inclusive approach to
decision-making through the existing GOI structures and the VAs that were acceptable to all parties.
Lesson 4.9: In future REDD+ projects in Indonesia, a special consent process must be designed for
VAs (or similar agreements) that is acceptable to both customary and government systems; indeed
this was what KFCP worked towards. This might involve a single village-wide consent for each phase
of the VA plus more specific agreements by leaders or affected groups for particular decisions, such
as those that are relevant for adat, under the VA. Without such a consent process, the project could
be forced to rely on project-level processes without any legal basis, or on official village government
channels, which may be inadequate for a contentious task of this complexity. It is important that the
process of consent have legal and official validation.

4.5 Internal learning cycle and change management
KFCP was designed as a ‘prototype’ and a ‘learning project’. This implied that one of the primary outputs of
KFCP would be learning – although synthesising this learning does take time. This has indeed been the case,
with this paper being one example of sharing that learning.
As the VAs were implemented, it became clear that the VA needed to be regularly revised to accommodate
emerging field realities and new learning from villagers. Learning took place at two levels:
•

At the IAFCP strategic level, through field visits by IAFCP managers and advisers, and external studies to
examine and review KFCP operations.

•

At KFCP operational level, through internal meetings, dialogue and systems aimed at learning and
adjusting KFCP approach based on experience and lessons learned in the field.

At the operational level, the internal learning cycle for operational implementation could have been better
planned, and was not completely consolidated until later in the program when managers had the time and
space to critically reassess completed activities before commencing the next replication. At this stage, larger
cross-program research was expanded and assessments of activities implementation, safeguards and other
cross-cutting program components were funded and conducted. Initially, some teams began to build-in
assessments before replication of activities at the operational level, particularly for technical work such as
planting. Other teams, faced conflicting priorities in scheduling and sequencing caused by the seasonal
agricultural cycle and unexpected weather events (such as constant raining in the dry season in 2010),
villager demands, government elections, etc., and this reduced the time available for them to reflect upon
completed activities prior to replication. With hindsight, project staff started out without a clear structure
for the learning cycle and were ill-equipped to conduct such structured learning. Delays with funding
disbursements contributed to this situation at both the IAFCP and the KFCP levels. Once these issues had
been resolved, in the final 18 months of KFCP, it was then possible to implement a quarterly learning and
change cycle.
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Lesson 4.10: Future REDD+ projects should be structured around an explicit learning cycle for
operations at the activity level, (with procedural and organisational practice manuals) and the wider
outcomes of pilots in contributing to broader learning internally and externally (through papers,
evaluations, and surveys). The learning cycle should be used to manage change in an orderly manner,
to capture learning, and to keep an updated operating manual as both record and tool.

4.6 Annual Plans
Two types of planning took place in the program that affected VAs: at the program level and at the village
level for particular activities.
4.6.1 Village level activities planning
VA management required its VA planning process to be long-term and in a format that was clearly
understood by all parties. VAs needed to be linked to the Five-year Village Development Plans (RPJMDes see Section 3), for retention funds (the performance payment) to be used for long-term, village-wide
development priorities outlined in the VAs. VA annual plans—that consisted of a series of activities in the
form of work packages—had to be agreed so that coordination of KFCP activities would accommodate the
seasonal agricultural cycle and other local events. KFCP addressed the planning requirements in the
following ways.
Early in the program, KFCP helped each village prepare RPJMDes so that the retention funds from activities
could be put towards the longer-term development goals of the village. This planning process involved
equitable inputs from the women in the village. However, the villages did not refer to the RPJM-Des as
frequently as was hoped early in the first round of VAs, resulting in a tenuous relationship between the
activity plans and the five-year plans. This was strengthened in the second round of VAs and with the
introduction of annual plans that replaced the activity-by-activity MusDes for planning (discussed in Section
4.4 above), which was process-heavy and transaction-cost heavy but necessary for accommodating village
inputs and as part of the learning process. Through the annual plan villagers were better able to link the use
of retention funds to identified priorities in the village development plans.
During the first phase of VAs, some villagers complained that the activities were too piecemeal, and they did
not understand how they fitted together or how they related to each other. This meant:
•

Difficulty in coordinating different packages, to achieve equity across the village.

•

Difficulty in coordinating REDD+ work with other village agricultural and traditional work; and,

•

Insufficient opportunity to contribute their own understanding of locale and workforce into the
planning.

In the second round of VAs that repeated activities, villagers had increased knowledge and KFCP shifted to a
more efficient annual planning scheme with villagers. This planning system helped to address the issues
mentioned above because the villages had previous experience and learning to contribute to effective
planning, and KFCP staff had a better idea of how long it would take villagers to carry out the activities. This
may not have been feasible at the onset as none of the learning specific to activities or management
arrangements had taken place. Moreover, shifting to annual plans helped with overall planning, as the
planning cycle would start in the village, follow the government planning cycle up through district and
province, facilitated by KFCP, and then feed into the IAFCP planning cycle.
4.6.2 Program-level planning
KFCP was structured around an Annual Plan (called Rolling Prioritisation Plans) from the onset. Planning
sought to cover village-level activities, as well as district inputs and national government inputs, and, finally,
program-level Annual Plan and budget approval from the Australian and Indonesian governments. At each
level multiple-stakeholders were involved, each with their own priorities and interests. However, this
resulted in planning that at times involved so many stakeholders that it sometimes subsumed the
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significance of inputs of village and other counterparts at different levels. Understanding a REDD+ trial
activity for planning purposes also required some technical knowledge, which not all stakeholders possessed.
Consultations were held with district and provincial governments, who made inputs to the proposed
program-level Annual Plans. However, often this planning contained a degree of detail beyond what was
necessary in an annual plan (e.g. every proposed meeting, field visit, sub-activity in the field, or workshop)
for higher-level endorsement, the overarching directions for the program and associated funding for the
year. Further, such detail implied commitments from the program to the specificities, rather than an
overarching plan for the components of the program for which the minutiae of each component was subject
to change to accommodate rapidly changing field realities, such as changing weather cycles. If perceived
commitments in the details of the plan were not met, KFCP was met with criticism. In turn, these local
counterpart inputs were sometimes reduced along the way through multiple iterations of plans, with the
result that these inputs did not appear in the plans (or at least the overarching summarised plan agreed to
by the national governments), and the district and province officials expressed frustration and a sense of
disconnection from the process as a result. Much of the problem was in communicating the final agreed
activities back to the local level and explaining the reasons for the disconnection.
The simplest model considered was one in which KFCP did its own planning together with counterparts.
However, it also required that all the technical knowledge for REDD+ exist at the local village activity level,
with support provided through occasional visits from specialist advisers. This model was put into practice in
2013, after all parties had harnessed sufficient knowledge.
Lesson 4.11: Future annual planning processes need to be designed so that: a) village learning
processes are incorporated, b) plans draw on the Village Development Plans, and c) plans include an
efficient process for getting agreement among all stakeholders, including the villages.

4.7 Project management arrangements
While it may seem outside the scope of a review of VAs, it is important to highlight the significance of
project management arrangements for the success of VAs and demonstrations generally. REDD+ is contested
as it involves the politics of climate change, Indigenous Peoples, land rights and forest conservation versus
conversion. At the time of writing, these issues triggered strong interest in KFCP and other programs from
international, national and local observers. These matters, coupled with the partnership arrangements of
IAFCP involving multiple intra-governmental agencies in two countries and at the sub-national level in
Indonesia, meant that various stakeholders influenced project management.
Further, endeavouring to link field activities to rapid national and international policy developments
influenced decisions about program directions and management and ultimately the practical
implementation of activities in the field. In turn, on-the-ground design and implementation of activities
frequently needed refining to accommodate learning and feedback from villagers and assessments and to
address remote area procurement and staffing challenges, which also influenced project management.
As the IAFCP was structured as a partnership, rather than a project per se, this further impacted on
implementation of the KFCP. Strategic decision-making and resourcing authority remained with the two
national governments through its steering committee, though meetings were not always aligned with
project cycles in the field.
Yet, a complex, mission-critical agreement, such as the VA, requires a clear, streamlined and effective
management structure and suitable resourcing to conduct the necessary consultations and garner
agreement at multiple levels. In its early stages, KFCP did not have a strong project management structure
located near to the site with both the technical skills required for trialling something new and the delegated
authority to make key decisions. The program early on was subject to centralised decision making, and
somewhat diffuse and complex lines of reporting and accountability. This, together with the challenges of
the policy context described above, resulted in slow approvals, long consultations between stakeholders,
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and rendered the project vulnerable to shifting pressures from internal and external stakeholders, creating
challenges for the implementation of VAs.
As a learning project, the implementation of VAs in KFCP’s early stages would have benefitted from a
stronger “project structure” with greater devolution of decision-making authority to allow the team to
respond quickly to field conditions and learning. It would also have benefitted from clear mechanisms for
when and under what conditions external input could influence program directions. Strong project
structures have clear lines of cause and effect and accountability. Therefore, it is easier within a project to
see the effects of policy and decisions, and to try alternatives. This is much more difficult to do in a structure
with complicated lines of authority and diffuse accountability in new policy environments. If a project is
trialling one set of mechanisms, then others used to support the trial, such as project management
mechanisms should be reliable, tried-and-true.

Lesson 4.12: A complex, mission-critical agreement, such as the VA, requires effective management
structures and suitable resourcing to conduct the necessary consultations and garner agreement.
Confusion over top-down or bottom-up management processes can result in inadequate resourcing
in the early stages, contribute to misaligned management and affect implementation on the ground.
While devolution of authorities and adequate resourcing and capacity at the KFCP level were aligned
in the latter stages of the KFCP, similar future projects should be given more autonomy and
accountability to achieve results, under effective project management structures, at the earliest
stage possible.
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5

CONCLUSION

KFCP’s cumulative learning, as detailed in the Sections 3 and 4, have been reiterated below and compiled
into themes for concluding remarks, analysis and recommendations. It is intended that the lessons in this
paper provide guidance to policy makers at the global, national and sub-national levels, and also prove
useful for program designers and practitioners.
5.1.1 Village Agreements structure: flexible delivery for benefits distribution
It is apparent that while not without its challenges, having a single portal for engagement between the
villages and KFCP through Village Agreements (VAs) proved pivotal in establishing good working
relationships between the program and participating communities. VAs were also necessary for meeting the
collective needs of villagers, coordinating activities, and for contributing to the equitable distribution of
benefits, which is an important component of REDD+. This was especially the case in the latter phases of the
program when multiple activities were underway at any one time and knowledge—on each activity and how
multiple activities melded together—had been garnered. The VA allowed for multiple requirements
(governance, managerial, financial, technical, and, inter alia, safeguards) to be met on the part of villagers
and the program in line with GOI governance structures.
The VAs also provided a framework under which collective payments could be made to communities for
their efforts in trialling ways to rehabilitate the peatlands and avoid emissions (a form of payments for
environmental services [PES] in REDD+), and REDD+ co-benefits for communities could also be funded.
Providing the scope for learning and skills building for communities and staff was a necessary and
fundamental part of establishing the VAs, implementing the agreed activities under VAs, and to adapting to a
system of payments against proxy indicators of performance. Important learning for future REDD+ programs
from KFCP is getting the sequencing of the delivery of short and long-term benefits right for maintaining
commitment to the approach and creating the space for the aforementioned learning. Lessons 3.1, 3.2, 3.3,
3.4, 4.2 and 4.3 below indicate this and other learning.
Lesson 3.1: A complex program such as REDD+ needs to meet multiple requirements, including the
needs of governance and managerial systems; financial, technical, and safeguards standards; and
delivery of emissions reductions and economic and social development benefits. This can result in
overlapping, contradictory, and unforeseen demands on participating village communities and
program staff. Coordinating all of these through a single ‘user interface’ – such as the Village
Agreement – between a project and a village helps make a complex relationship more manageable.

Lesson 3.2: While remaining cognisant of the diversity of interests, groups, and identities within a
community, REDD+ projects must also recognise the challenges in collaborating in a piecemeal way
with villagers rather than with a community as a coherent group with their own governance,
development agenda, and interests. A piecemeal approach may occur when separate agreements
(between projects and groups) for separate activities are established, in which villagers end up as
pieceworkers. Structuring the VA as a document that defined both entities’ roles and purpose helped
to establish a working relationship between KFCP and each village as a whole. This also helped KFCP
equalise the relationship between KFCP and each village partner by treating both parties as collective
entities and by iterating the interests and objectives of both parties, and setting-up the relationship
between them as equal under the VA.
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Lesson 3.3: While it was effective to structure the implementation of activities under VAs to
accommodate village learning (both technical skills and in receiving payment for performance
according to pre-agreed indicators), the performance monitoring process was time consuming and
resource heavy in terms of verifying the proxy indicators in the field. This is a transaction cost that
should be factored into future REDD+ designs. However, the short-term sacrifice of efficiency for the
sake of effectiveness, transparency, equity, and co-benefits (learning and livelihoods) potentially has
long term-benefits, with savings being made on such training in future REDD+ interventions once
processes are operating effectively. This has not been possible to substantiate in the limited time
scale of the KFCP project and could be a valid point to test through incorporation into future REDD+
interventions.

Lesson 3.4: By outlining the general agreements on the principles for collaboration and operations in
separate parts of an Agreement between communities and programs (e.g. in Parts A and B of the VA
for KFCP), which do not constitute agreements to actually undertake any activities, a framework can
then be established for the activities to be conducted under a modifiable, flexible part of the
Agreement (e.g. Part C of the VA: the work packages) which can be used, for example to add new
activities. Such an arrangement in the VA provided KFCP and communities with the flexibility to
sequentially introduce or modify packages. It started with simpler or more basic activities and
allowed villages to opt out at any time. The approach enabled agreements on specifics to be
developed step by step, until the understanding and competency gained through experience—on
both sides, project and village—enabled the development of larger and more comprehensive
activities.
It is clear that issues such as flexibility of delivery from the inception phase of a project needs to be
embedded in future REDD+ projects. Such flexibility is required to allow for expansion of activities as and
when deemed necessary, and to ensure that the flow of co-benefits is continuous and hence villagers remain
enthused about participating and appreciate the benefits that are accruing to them.
Another issue worthy of attention in similar future REDD+ projects is the balance of types of activities within
the flexible component of Agreements (Part C of the VA in KFCP). Activities (work packages funded under
VAs in KFCP) need to begin as soon as possible during VA inception and ensure that livelihoods packages,
village improvement packages, and PES are given equal status. As noted in other lessons, there is a need to
ensure that benefits accrue at both the individual and collective level from PES (for REDD+ globally-oriented
work packages). This is necessary to encourage behaviour change, reward different efforts and degrees of
investments, and to ‘build’ public goods (e.g. contingency budgets retained by communities for performance,
or other end-of-activity quality delivery incentives). It is also necessary for helping to avoid leakage, imbue
community cohesion, for equity, and for co-benefits. In the trial of ‘hybrid PES’ and through livelihoods, KFCP
provided individual and collective benefits.
Future REDD+ projects should design activities to encompass different types of activities that involve
communities (to accommodate different preferences and needs between groups) and seek a balance
between providing incentives for performance and other co-benefits. This will help to contribute to
achieving the social equity principle (see lesson 4.3) outlined in VAs or similar agreements.
Lesson 4.2: REDD+ should sequence activities to deliver low risk financial and other development
benefits to villagers from the beginning. Such an approach would: a) build goodwill, and encourage
forest dwelling communities to participate by providing the benefits from the community
development side of REDD+ from the outset, and b) permit an early start with building the
institutions and mechanisms needed later for village participation in the management of REDD+ and
development activities. The KFCP program did deliver all of these things to villagers despite many
constraints, but learned significant lessons on how field realities affect timing and sequencing.
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Lesson 4.3: A variety of investments and interventions are needed to develop the institutions and
capabilities for village communities to manage REDD+. The elements or foundations of these can be
introduced into REDD+ programs from the outset to allow ample time for learning and development.
Those elements or foundations are:
• GHG abatement or actions to reduce emissions
• Capacity building and readiness
• Livelihoods improvement
• Distribution of collective benefits or incentives in the form of public goods at the village level
The sequencing, and types of project activities below, and the subsequent flow of individual and
collective benefits should be managed at the project level to accommodate villager needs, local
context, and balance the collective and individual aspirations of both the community and the REDD+
agenda. REDD+ should be able to offer mixed packages of livelihood improvements and other
benefits that enable poor communities to meet short-term needs together with longer term,
diversified livelihood options that contribute to the sustainable use of the environment. These
benefits can incorporate a mixture of public goods (local infrastructure and also a legacy product of
the REDD+ project), cash payments to individuals or groups for efforts, and other incentives.
5.1.2 Capacity building: process and transaction cost heavy, requiring flexible time horizons
From lesson 4.3 above and lessons 3.8, 3.10 and 4.7 below, it is noted that building institutional capacity and
individual capacity at the village level requires support from REDD+ programs at the onset. It also requires
long time horizons and incremental implementation so that communities can choose appropriate
representative institutions, and adjust to the changes brought about by the new institutions established and
the roles they are to play. It also requires sufficient resourcing that may not always be tenable under ‘pure’
business approaches for REDD+ but are within the remit of development program approaches. For
engagement in REDD+, institution building and providing development benefits are important for
community engagement and commitment, especially while villagers are learning.
Lesson 3.8: Pre-existing village governance structures, groups and institutions have usually emerged
in the context of a specific local economy, including output-based agricultural labouring, small-scale
cash cropping, and subsistence and market farming. REDD+ represents a new economic activity,
potentially requiring new kinds of knowledge and new forms of institutions. In future REDD+
projects, the need for new village institutions or increased capacities need to be planned at the
outset, and then implemented incrementally.
Lesson 3.10: The KFCP approach aimed to develop institutions by which villages played a significant
role in forest governance and co-management, including REDD+, within areas delineated by relevant
laws and customs. With appropriate supervision, such co-management implies that villages are
responsible and accountable for managing forest resources, and they are able to draw on support
from relevant government and non-government agencies. Learning from the approach applied by
KFCP, building institutions with the capacity to do this requires that the technical and other support
for strengthening co-management skills be introduced into a REDD+ program at an early stage. KFCP
demonstrated that it took time to build the consensus, skills and competencies required.
Lesson 4.7: As was applied by KFCP, ongoing consent processes, rather than just at the onset, are
necessary to ensuring understanding of and agreement to proposed activities. Projects should break
down the REDD+ process into elements and phases that are predictable, for which the project can
guarantee inputs, and for which communities can envisage the outcomes. This should be carried out
over a set time horizon with activities conducted under VAs or similar Agreements arranged
accordingly. While phases should be planned so that communities can choose to opt out, it should
also be planned so that at the end of each phase communities are perceptibly better off than if they
had not entered into the VA. This will provide the incentives for the communities to continue to
participate in the next phase of the project.
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In future REDD+ type projects, the flow of activities (sequencing) needs to accommodate the learning taking
place as capacity is built without interrupting the flow of REDD+ co-benefits: KFCP and models for capacity
building that have proliferated in Indonesia, as outlined in Section 3, can be the basis for future interventions.
5.1.3 Project design: building trust through special forms of consent that accommodate local conditions
Another set of lessons - 4.1, 4.8 and 4.9 – indicate that while trust and community benefits are of paramount
importance, the sequencing of the process to gain legal consent in unique local contexts can impact on
timely delivery. Project designs should be cognisant of these issues when planning various phases of a
project and identify options for consent processes which meet the needs of multiple stakeholders; the VAs
and processes used by KFCP endeavoured to achieve this. Further, gaining consent to activities is an ongoing
process, not something only sought after at the program onset. Multiple kinds of benefits can be funded
through VAs not just those specific to PES, and with ongoing consent processes, activities can be added to
accommodate on the ground realities to provide these benefits.
Lesson 4.1: REDD+ should be able to deliver both livelihood benefits and other PES benefits through
a mechanism like the VA, but additional program technical support is required at the onset. The work
packages (or activities) delivered under a REDD+ VA do not need to be used solely for payments for
environmental services, such as reforestation, tatas-blocking or other GHG abatement processes.
They can also be used for building the capacity of the village to manage its own role in REDD+, to
understand and implement safeguards, and to begin to model benefits sharing mechanisms from the
outset. However, not all activities implemented under a VA or similar Agreement framework will be
suited for work packages. Work packages are appropriate for activities that village communities can
manage for themselves, and funding for the management and operation of these activities can also
be provided under VAs. Additional technical assistance, monitoring, and management coordination
will require supra-village mechanisms.
Lesson 4.8: Future project designs should: take into account the building of working relationships at
the outset, and as was the case in KFCP, allow villagers to opt out at any point, begin with small,
simple activities while villagers learn new systems, and build management capacity. This would delay
the more ambitious steps—the activities with greater risks or more complex linkages to the REDD+
supply chain, such as seeking concession arrangements or restricting access—until later in the
project. Such steps could even be deferred for later projects to undertake. This would still be
predicated on the need for adept communication and consent processes only ‘as and when’ activities
do take place.
Lesson 4.9: In future REDD+ projects in Indonesia, a special consent process must be designed for
VAs (or similar agreements) that is acceptable to both customary and government systems; indeed
this was what KFCP trialled with the VAs. This might involve a single village-wide consent for each
phase of the VA plus more specific agreements by leaders or affected groups for particular decisions,
such as those that are relevant for adat, under the VA. Without such a consent process, the project
could be forced to rely on project-level processes without any legal basis, or on official village
government channels, which may be inadequate for a contentious task of this complexity. It is
important that the process of consent have legal and official validation.
Adat (custom and tradition), especially in relation to land and forests, is important to some communities and
sub-sections of communities. Ensuring adat leaders and group members are involved in activities,
discussions, planning and in VA signing garners community acceptance of programs. Such engagement is
instrumental to program efforts to bridge official village governance with adat approaches, and incorporate
program plans into the official development planning process. In doing so, the project design needs to
accommodate local customs.

From Global Policy to Local Practice:
Lessons from Using Village Agreements for a Community-managed REDD+ Pilot

Page 53

5.1.4 Consultation: communication processes which are clear and suited to the local context to facilitate
understanding and learning
One of the most significant themes in this paper is the need for a carefully planned communications strategy
to: ensure understanding, avoid losing key messages, and to avoid extended consultation times in gaining
consent, e.g. with the VA or for specific activities, and for safeguards. Lessons 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.9, 4.4, 4.5, and
4.6 (amongst others) capture the importance of a clear communications strategy that is developed at the
project inception phase an incorporates sequential steps. Such a communications strategy needs to package
project messages in digestible forms and language for local villagers to avoid confusion about the project
plans, implementation approach, and deliverables.
It must be recognised that communicating what REDD+ might look like in the future against some of the
related but limited KFCP goals was complex; villagers conveyed that they learnt as much by doing as they did
through consultation. The process of explaining key concepts is unlikely to be any easier for early, large
REDD+ programs without incorporating activities that demonstrate processes, even if significant designated
resources are made available for communication processes.
Lesson 3.5: Communicating the REDD+ supply chain and related concepts is not straight forward
while REDD+ policies and systems, and the expectations of demonstration activities, are still being
refined in Indonesia. KFCP sought to trial a more limited sub-set of activities (not linked to market or
national funding mechanisms) through village activities under VAs. However, it was difficult for field
staff to convey underlying REDD+ concepts in light of its unknown future, particularly that related to
funding streams; and to explain the difference between program activities and the wider, not yet
finalised REDD+ system.
The desire to finalise a ‘comprehensive’ approach to explaining such unknown futures, with all
questions answered, may not be necessary if it is not linked to program activities, as it creates the
potential for confusion and may be accompanied by speculation and rumour. In future REDD+
projects it would be preferable to have a communications strategy that disseminates information on
what is known, and is open about what is not yet known.

Lesson 3.6: There is value in keeping REDD+ agreements simple by using short phases that describe
foreseeable outcomes, and which: a) provide benefits for both parties, and b) deal with what is
known and can be promised. At the end of each phase, the successes and learning from the previous
phase can be used to negotiate a further phase, based on what is then known. This, however, needs
to be coupled with longer-term support for capacity building and initiatives that strengthen activities
under VAs, such as mapping, environmental data collection, developing spatial plans, and supporting
the development of hutan desa or proposals for other such areas to be delineated and managed by
customary groups. Some funding for these initiatives was provided by KFCP under VAs while other
institutional strengthening activities were implemented as a complement to the VAs given that such
institutional strengthening required a time horizon longer than that of each round of VAs (1–2 years).

Lesson 3.7: In both resource management projects and in development projects there is often a
presumption of lengthy commitments to consultations prior to a comprehensive initial agreement;
such as that used for the VAs in KFCP. However, designing this process to incorporate an incremental
approach could be more appropriate. The comprehensive approach KFCP sought to apply used time
that could have been spent ‘learning by doing’ with villages—potentially a more efficient (and costeffective) form of developing mutual understanding. The lesson is that a VA should be open to
incremental expansion as understanding and agreement develops, and to also get some activities off
the ground early in the project cycle, with learning, agreement, and action occurring in parallel.
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Lesson 3.9: Early REDD+ programs should provide technical support and resources for the
development of village teams to manage and monitor activities. However, it is important for REDD+
developers to be cognisant of the potential for community perceptions to emerge of a close
relationship between the program and these teams (particularly those teams that manage activities
and act on behalf of and in the interests of village) due to the capacity building support provided by
the program. This needs to be addressed through a strong, proactive communications program that
emphasises local ownership and self-reliance so that village institutions supported by programs are
seen as something the villagers belong to rather than as a part of the project.
Lesson 4.4: Relevant safeguards should be incorporated into the VA or similar agreements at the
outset of any project. This will allow for the operationalisation of a safeguards framework from the
beginning of the project. Frameworks can then be updated based on continuous improvement
assessments, new policy guidelines, and feedback from villages. This implies concerted early and
repeated efforts to sensitise staff and villagers to the terms and concepts through forums that allow
for two-way communication on safeguards. There must be allowances made in terms of flexible ‘time
horizons’ for such processes.

Lesson 4.5: Given that villagers are envisaged to have a central role in REDD+ implementation, and
effective safeguards require active implementation, villagers require operational guidelines,
checklists and training to be able to implement and self-monitor their activities. Also, some of the
safeguards that villagers may perceive to challenge social norms or social structures (for instance,
those regarding gender and equity, or those impacting on the distribution of power and authority
over decision-making) will only be successfully implemented with widespread understanding,
consent, village-based implementation and sensitisation within a time horizon that engenders
learning and acceptance.

Lesson 4.6: Attempting to explain the entire carbon cycle for REDD+ before it is finalised and
potential carbon markets to village communities might not be necessary in early REDD+ programs for
which such systems are not yet established or finalised. The topics are uncertain and complex; even
university-educated staff found it difficult to conceptualise. KFCP found this was not what had the
most bearing on village interests and concerns, which related principally to how the project would
affect village life and each family’s economic future. There should be a stronger focus on providing
information, based on a clear communications strategy, about the roles of villages in the REDD+
supply chain, perhaps rather than explaining the whole chain.
Any communication flows need to be two-way and aligned with the project management and learning cycle
so that as information needs to be communicated (based on project activities) it can be tailored to the
specific audience, for example, villagers in Central Kalimantan. One such example mentioned is the
safeguards where concepts in national standards under trial tend to be technical and ‘foreign’ to such an
audience, so careful adaptation of the phrasing and intent of safeguards is vital.
Similarly, as the project proceeds, information is generated about successes and failures, and this
information and its key messages need to be captured and packaged both for the learning cycle and also to
feed back into the project management cycle and the communications strategy. It should be noted that each
audience—local, national, or global—requires these messages tailored according to their respective needs.
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5.1.5 Management structures: designed to meet strategic and operational needs
One clear element in the lessons 4.10, 4.11, and 4.12 and throughout this paper is the importance of
planning and flexibility to respond to field conditions and the need to differentiate and separate the levels of
management. At the donor–implementing partner level, management and engagement is strategic, while at
the project and village level it is more operational. While fiduciary safeguards are essential at both levels,
separation is required.
Separation of management levels should be delineated in the design of future REDD+ programs. REDD+ trial
learning projects require strong management structures to minimise risk and manage resourcing in the field
from the outset, after all, such projects are a trial and hence prone to ‘trial and error’. Programs may,
however, face challenges in finding the requisite skills for complex project management in remote areas and
this will reduce the potential for more autonomy at the project-field level.
Lesson 4.10: Future REDD+ projects should be structured around an explicit learning cycle for
operations at the activity level, (with procedural and organisational practice manuals) and the wider
outcomes of pilots in contributing to broader learning internally and externally (through papers,
evaluations, and surveys). The learning cycle should be used to manage change in an orderly manner,
to capture learning, and to keep an updated operating manual as both record and tool.

Lesson 4.11: Future annual planning processes need to be designed so that: a) village learning
processes are incorporated, b) plans draw on the Village Development Plans, and c) plans include an
efficient process for getting agreement among all stakeholders, including the villages.

Lesson 4.12: A complex, mission-critical agreement, such as the VA, requires effective management
structures and suitable resourcing to conduct the necessary consultations and garner agreement.
Confusion over top-down or bottom-up management processes can result in inadequate resourcing
in the early stages, contribute to misaligned management and affect implementation on the ground.
While devolution of authorities and adequate resourcing and capacity at the KFCP level were aligned
in the latter stages of the KFCP, similar future projects should be given more autonomy and
accountability to achieve results, under effective project management structures, at the earliest
stage possible.
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