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FOREWORD

KALIMANTAN FORESTS AND CLIMATE PARTNERSHIP (KFCP) was one of the first and largest REDD+ (Reducing 
Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation) demonstration activities in Indonesia. 

The program made important contributions and gained valuable knowledge for the advancement of REDD+, which 
includes sustainable forest management, through its collaboration with local communities. It trialled methods and 
approaches to encourage practices to avoid greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, rehabilitate degraded peatlands in 
Central Kalimantan and promote sustainable land-use practices, such as fire management and agroforestry. It also 
sought to contribute to peat and fire science to better understand GHG emissions from peatlands.

This report synthesises eight papers on lessons learned written in Bahasa Indonesia primarily by Indonesian KFCP staff 
who lived and worked in Central Kalimantan, together with IAFCP staff that undertook frequent field visits. These richly 
informative papers capture their experiences over more than four years of working with remote communities—located 
in settlements along the Kapuas River—to meet the challenges of implementing REDD+ activities on the ground. 

KFCP’s collective insights presented in the eight papers and synthesised in this report will be instructive for policy-
makers and practitioners in their ongoing efforts to realise REDD+.  This learning covers issues relating to peatland 
GHG emissions-reduction interventions of canal blocking and reforestation, livelihoods support to local, predominantly 
Dayak communities, support to REDD+ institutions, and community consultation, and social safeguards. 

The highlights from these papers guide field practitioners to:

•	 Address land tenure early in the program through undertaking spatial planning with land users. In addition to 
providing assurance to communities about land security, these efforts will support relationship and capacity 
building, and land use planning.

•	 District and provincial government must be co-leaders in implementing the program. This local ownership 
enhances the likelihood of continuity of the program after the donor withdraws.

•	 Early sustained engagement with residents and legal and customary land-owners within the project site is needed 
to build understanding and support for REDD+ and promote desired behaviour change in relation to sustainable 
land-use.

•	 Addressing livelihoods early in the program is a means to empower communities and enables them to participate 
in REDD+ activities.

•	 A social safeguards framework integrated into the program will provide a practice standard for staff, enhance 
participation by all sections of the community and serve to mitigate problems.

•	 As much as possible, practitioners should use local knowledge and expertise, buy local goods from local suppliers, 
use local trees for reforestation and build local capacity to lead, govern, manage and implement REDD+ activities.

•	 Flexibility is required in responding to community needs, and procedures and payments that are responsive to 
field conditions. 

•	 The different components of the program should be linked  so that efficiencies can be made and benefits can be 
enhanced.   

1…and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries.
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ABBREVIATIONS

Adat			  : Customary, traditional in reference to Indigenous Peoples

CARE		  : CARE (an international non-government organisation)

Bappeda		  : Regional Development Planning Agency (GOI)

Bappenas		  : National Development Planning Agency (GOI)

BOSF			  : The Borneo Orangutan Survival Foundation

Desa			  : Village (the lowest level of administration of the Indonesian system of government)

DBH			   : Diameter at breast height

DFAT			  : Department of Foreign Affairs (GOA)

DOTE		  : Department of the Environment (GOA)

FKAD		  : Forum Komunikasi Antara Desa

FMTeam		  : Fire Management Team 

FPIC			   : Free Prior and Informed Consent

GHG			  : Greenhouse gas

GOA			  : Government of Australia

GOI			   : Government of Indonesia

GPS			   : Geographical positioning system 

GRM			  : GRM International Group Ltd 

Ha			   : Hectare

IAFCP		  : Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership

ICRAF		  : International Centre for Research in Agroforestry (legal name of The World Agroforestry Centre)

INCAS	 	 : Indonesia’s National Carbon Accounting System

Kabupaten		  : District administrative region

Karang taruna	 : Youth groups

Kebun Bibit Rakyat	 : Ministry of Forestry seedling program

Kecamatan		  : Sub-district administrative region

KFCP			  : Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership

KPH			   : Kesatuan Pengelola Hutanan, Forest Management Unit

LiDAR		  : An optical remote sensing technology

Mantir adat	 	 : Dayak customary leader

Menyanggar		  : Adat ceremony 

MODIS		  : Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer 

MRP			  : Mega Rice Project

MRV			  : Measurement, Reporting and Verification 
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MusDes		  : Musyawarah Desa, village deliberative decision-making meeting

Musrenbang	 	 : Public Development Planning Meetings 

NGO			  : Non-government organisation

PHMTeam		  : Peat and Hydrology Monitoring Team

PKK			   : Program Kesejahteraan Keluarga, Family Welfare Movement

PNPM		  : Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat, National Program for Community Empowerment

PRISAI		  : Prinsip, Kriteria, Indikator Safeguards Indonesia, Principles, Criteria and Indicators for REDD+ 
Safeguards in Indonesia

REDD		  : Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation

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

RESA			  : Regional Environmental and Social Assessment

RKP-Des		  : Rencana Kerja Pembangunan Desa, Annual Village Work Plan

RPJM-Des		  : Rencana Pembangunan Jangka Menengah Desa, Five-Year Village Development Plan

SES			   : Social and Environmental Standards 

SKTA			  : Surat Keterangan Tanah Adat, Customary Land Certificate 

STRADA		  : Strategi Daerah, Regional Strategy (GOI)

Tatas	 	 : Small canals

TP			   : Tim Pengawas, village Monitoring Team (for KFCP activities selected by the MusDes) 

TPK			   : Tim Pengelola Kegiatan, village Activity Management Team (for KFCP activities selected
by the MusDes)

UKP/UKL		  : Upaya Pengelolaan/Pemantauan Lingkungan Hidup (Environmental Monitoring and 
Management plans required by Indonesian law)

UNFCCC		  : United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

UNPAR		  : University of Palangka Raya

VA			   : Village Agreement

VMTeam		  : Vegetation Monitoring Team
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DESIGNED IN 2009, THE KALIMANTAN FORESTS AND CLIMATE PARTNERSHIP 

(KFCP) OPERATED IN CENTRAL KALIMANTAN, INDONESIA from early 2010 to June 

2014 on a 120,000 hectare (ha) site, comprising peat swamp forest (PSF) that had been 

badly degraded through drainage for rice cultivation, and fire. 

KFCP forms part of the Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership 
(IAFCP), established in 2008 by the Governments of Australia and 
Indonesia as a mechanism to deliver a range of climate change 
initiatives.

From 2010, KFCP with Deltares, 
the Borneo Orangutan Survival 
Foundation (BOSF), CARE and 
other partners, worked with local 
communities to implement a peat, 
hydrology and vegetation data 
collection program to contribute 
to the science for understanding 
PSF and estimating peatland GHG 
emissions. This work would later 
contribute to a formative paper on 
the calculation of peatland GHG 
emissions (Hooijer et al, 2014). 

In 2012 KFCP entered into 
collaborative agreements with 
villages to enable KFCP to fund 
activities which villages self-managed 
with KFCP technical support. Joint 
activities comprised, inter alia, 
activities contributing to peatland 
hydrological rehabilitation, seedling 
production in village nurseries and 
reforestation, peatland monitoring 
and establishing a PSF species 
nursery for scientific monitoring, 
fire management, and a livelihoods 
development program. Livelihoods 

activities were targeted at the 
household level and carried out by 
households on their privately-owned 
land or village-provided land in 
areas of mineral soils adjacent to the 
peatland. 

KFCP organised more than 80 
program staff into work teams 
to provide support to villages to 
implement activities, and for PSF 
data collection. Many of these 
teams have captured their learning 
in publicly available lessons learned 
papers. This document is a synthesis 
of eight of these papers produced by 
IAFCP. Readers may refer to the full 
lessons learned documents for more 
details of the processes involved in 
these activities. 

The practical lessons series covers 
these topics:

•	 Verification processes and 
REDD+ safeguards application 

•	 Community institutions, adat 
and capacity building 

•	 Rubber tree farmer field schools

•	 Tatas (small canal) blocking

•	 Planting, release and 
reforestation

•	 Vegetation, fire, peat and 
hydrology monitoring in 
peatlands

•	 Sustainable livelihoods

•	 Village Agreement consultation.

The next section of this document 
provides contextual background 
to KFCP. Section 3 describes cross-
cutting lessons common to all 
village-level activities. Section 4 
highlights the lessons learned from 
community engagement, including 
Village Agreements (VAs), social 
safeguards, and the development of 
institutions, such as the village-level 
Management Teams (Tim Pengelola 
Kegiatan, TPK) and Monitoring Teams 
(Tim Pengawas, TP). Sections 5–9, 
synthesise the lessons arising 
from activities to avoid and reduce 
emissions, such as: village nurseries 
and reforestation, tatas (small canal) 
blocking, rubber farmer field schools, 
and alternative rural livelihoods. 
Section 10 highlights lessons 
learned from data collection and 
environmental monitoring, including 
vegetation, fire and peat hydrology. 

INTRODUCTION
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KFCP WAS ESTABLISHED AS A REDD+ DEMONSTRATION ACTIVITY IN A 120,000 HA 

PEATLAND LANDSCAPE IN KAPUAS DISTRICT, CENTRAL KALIMANTAN. 

Its main partners were Indonesia’s Ministry of Forestry, Indonesia’s National Development 

Planning Agency (Bappenas), the Central Kalimantan Provincial Government, 

the Kapuas District Government, and the Australian Government.

KFCP aimed to test a range 
of approaches to show how 
investing in REDD+ could 
contribute to reductions in 

GHG emissions through peatland 
rehabilitation, while providing forest-
dependent communities with better 
livelihoods based on sustainable 
natural resource management. KFCP 
also helped to integrate REDD+ into 
planning and governance at the 
provincial, district and community 
levels by building local capacity and 
testing models for REDD+ institutions 
and policies.

The KFCP project site in Central 
Kalimantan is divided into two major 
sections, namely 50,000 ha of mostly 
deforested or badly degraded forests 
located in the northeast corner of 
Block A of the former Mega Rice 
Project (MRP), and 70,000 ha in the 
central part of Block E of the former 
MRP that include large sections of 
relatively intact forests and partly 
logged-over forests. The entire area 
is classified as Protection Forest 
under the management of the 
Indonesian Ministry of Forestry. Once 

covered by PSF, the two blocks are 
now bisected by two major, adjacent 
east-west canals, a network of canals 
6–10 m wide in Block A and one 
12 kilometre (km) long canal running 
north-south in Block E. The canals 
have had a significant impact on 
peatland hydrology. 

Fourteen community settlements are 
located along the Kapuas River in the 
KFCP project site. These settlements 
form nine village administrative 
units (desa)2 spread across two 
sub-districts (kecamatan) within the 
Kapuas district (kabupaten). A socio-
economic baseline survey conducted 
in 2009 by KFCP showed that 91% of 
residents were part the Dayak Ngaju 
ethnic group, who collectively select 
a traditional leader (mantir adat) in 
each village. 

KFCP activities included assistance 
to formulate statutory-based Five-
Year Village Development Plans 
(RPJM-Des) and building capacity for 
local communities to self-manage 
and implement activities under 
agreements between each village 

and the program. Through these 
Village Agreements (VAs)3, KFCP 
provided opportunities for villages 
to self-manage activities and gain 
direct income-generating benefits 
from small-scale reforestation 
and rehabilitation activities, 
alternative livelihoods activities (like 
rubber plantations, aquaculture 
and agroforestry), participation 
in data collection activities for 
peatland monitoring, and for fire 
management/monitoring. Villages 
received training and long-term 
support for fire management and 
agroforestry through farmer field 
schools. 

KFCP focused its activities on 
program design, scoping and baseline 
assessments in 2009. In 2010, on 
approval for commencement of site 
activities from the Central Kalimantan 
government, KFCP established 
working groups and village 
institutions, set up  procurement 
and other mechanisms necessary to 
execute the program, and undertook 
participatory mapping, surveys and 
needs assessments. By the end of 

2There were seven villages at project commencement. In July 2013 two villages split and formed separate units, bringing the total number of villages 
to nine.

more about
kfcp
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2010, KFCP had moved forward 
with the initial steps for testing 
the planned REDD+ interventions 
on a small scale, including training 
workshops, public consultation, 
participative mapping and facilitating 
RPJM-Des development. KFCP 
attempted to formulate the most 
suitable mechanisms to plan and 
manage activities and to share 
benefits and distribute payments, 
both collective and individual. 

VAs outlined the main principles 
and mechanisms for KFCP-village 
collaboration and village-level 
activities implementation. A range 
of activities relevant to each village 
and its environmental surrounds 
was delivered through VAs. Activities 

under VAs were labelled ‘work 
packages’ (WPs), 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. Villages 
managed the delivery of the work 
packages with technical support, 
supervision and funding from KFCP. 

VAs were signed in December 
2011–January 2012 and activities 
were implemented over the next 
18 months, providing many of the 
lessons learned for the first phase 
of project delivery. At the end of the 
first round of VAs in mid-2013, KFCP’s 
program was extended, with the 
scope of activities refined to focus 

on alternative livelihoods, support to 
local institutions, and documentation 
of lessons learned, strategies, 
guidelines and methodologies. 
Environmental monitoring to support 
peatland GHG emissions factors 
estimation work was also completed. 
New VAs commencing in July 2013 
were signed with seven villages for 
the final year of activities.

Activities carried out under KFCP 
generated tangible outcomes, 
including improved village-level 
capacity for forest management. 
A socio-economic impact study 
conducted in villages in 2013 showed 
that almost all households reported 
better economic conditions than in 
the previous four years. 

3See Week et al. (2014) for further information on VAs.
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REDD+ was a relatively new idea when KFCP started and there was little information or 

practical experience from which to draw in implementing a demonstration activity. 

3.1. Delivering REDD+ activities

KFCP applied common 
development approaches 
(e.g. participatory mapping 
and planning) and 

undertook the necessary steps 
to meet regulatory requirements 
(e.g. environmental monitoring 

and management plans – Upaya 
Pengelolaan/Pemantauan 
Lingkungan Hidup, UKL/UPL) and 
other institutional requirements (e.g. 
Regional Environmental and Social 
Assessment, RESA), adopting REDD+ 
specific principles as they emerged 

from national discussions among 
stakeholders. 

The following steps, inter alia, were 
found to be effective, albeit with 
significant refinement required along 
the way: 

•	 Surveys, assessments and participatory mapping: The UKL/UPL required by Indonesian law and other initial 
assessments were undertaken to understand community needs, the socio-political landscapes, and environmental 
conditions. This information was important for understanding community relations, preferences and concerns, 
and provided household data and benchmarks for project planning and later impact assessments. It also 
served to gauge capacity needs of beneficiaries and targeted institutions. These assessments included baseline 
studies, vegetation studies, and mapping of village groups, institutions, assets and other information. Many of 
the mapping exercises were conducted together with villages, which was important for later community-led 
approaches and joint KFCP-village planning employed by the program. Joint KFCP-village spatial planning occurred 
later in the program, utilising information collected such as GIS data, and a spatial plan was produced for each 
participating village. Future REDD+ initiatives would benefit from working with villages to produce such spatial 
land-use plans early in the program to better understand how planned activities fit together and contribute to 
REDD+. 

•	 Community engagement and communications: Interaction with communities took place continuously 
throughout the project cycle. Program facilitators lived in the villages for extended periods of time, and technical 
staff visited frequently to provide assistance, training and logistical support. These interactions built trust and 
maintained relationships with communities, particularly with villagers. The project was able to better understand 
community needs and inform them about the program. The approach provided an avenue for villagers to request 
specific types of technical and other assistance, particularly when learning new techniques. These actions, 
together with participatory village planning, were intended to achieve collaboration from local communities and 
support from other stakeholders. 

Cross-cutting 
lessons
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•	 Consultation and agreement: Under VAs, KFCP sought to assist local communities by supporting activities 
that were context-relevant and suitable to their expressed needs and views. Consultations with each village led 
to agreement formalised under VAs on how REDD+ activities would be implemented, a payment and verification 
mechanism acceptable to both parties, an initial subset of activities and associated budgets, and processes for 
agreeing further activities and budgets. 

•	 Capacity building: KFCP conducted training, delivered on-the-ground technical support, and provided resources 
for villagers and local government so they could: a) continue to manage ongoing REDD+ activities, b) maximise 
returns from their livelihoods enterprises, and c) be eligible for benefits from REDD+ funds and markets in the 
future. 

•	 Implementation: Each village-level activity generally comprised an initial small trial and at least one larger-scale 
implementation phase. Routine assessment of results and feedback from participants was important to enhance 
the relevance and effectiveness of activities and to refine the techniques used by villagers. 

•	 Monitoring and verification: A cornerstone of REDD+ implementation is a performance-based payments 
mechanism. KFCP jointly monitored activities with village teams to verify performance on a range of standards 
prior to payments being made. 

•	 A holistic landscape approach: For delivering REDD+ activities, a holistic approach is required that involves 
working closely with communities (including government and civil society) in a particular landscape rather than 
on an activity-by-activity basis. KFCP found this landscape and integrated spatial planning approach contributed 
to better multi-stakeholder understanding of different interests, forest management and REDD+ in relation to the 
local landscape in and around the peat dome.

3.2 Stakeholder consultation

KFCP tested various approaches to 
community engagement and the 
development of institutions that 
would allow for the management 
and supervision of activities by 

communities, as well as initiatives 
that directly and indirectly 
contributed to avoided GHG 
emissions, such as hydrological 
rehabilitation through small canal 

blocking, and the promotion of 
alternative livelihoods. The key cross-
cutting lessons learned from these 
approaches were:

•	 Building trust is key for the program to be accepted by villagers. This was best done through steps 
including social assessment (as an early social and political mapping exercise and as continuous process of 
communication and engagement) that identified issues and concerns that might influence how communities 
viewed and engaged with program activities, coupled with collaborative activities that could demonstrate to 
villagers that KFCP would honour the principles outlined in the VAs. Many villages had negative experiences with 
past programs, such as a conservation and biodiversity program that sought to stringently curtail their access to 
particular parts of the forest. Extensive and ongoing consultation through the permanent placement of field staff 
in the villages and regular visits by senior staff and local government officials went a long way in securing trust.

•	 Free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC), and other forms of consultation to seek agreement with 
communities, are not achieved via a one-time agreement. Informed consent and other agreement-seeking 
procedures are processes that take place throughout the project’s lifetime. They should begin in advance of 
adopting an overall approach (such as the VAs) and in advance of any subsequent activity to be implemented. 
Activities must be voluntary and villagers need to have the option to accept or reject any program or subset of 



Practical Lessons from the Field | KFCP 15

activities within a program offered by REDD+ developers. KFCP included stakeholders in program planning, and 
formalised the approach in VAs. Consultation was also conducted prior to specific activities or sets of activities. 
In the later stages of the program local ownership and leadership were reinforced, and KFCP played more of a 
support role. For the second round of VAs, KFCP sought to achieve FPIC as defined by GOI.

•	 Consultation and negotiation are intended to promote learning, understanding and agreement. These 
processes are not just about informing, or persuading. For KFCP, they were effective when as many community 
members as possible were involved through formal channels like village deliberative decision-making meetings 
(Musyawarah Desa, MusDes) and informal ones like house visits and meetings with women’s or farmers’ groups. 
While such processes can be lengthy, it is time well invested to achieve effective working partnerships with 
communities. 

•	 Continuous effort is needed to engage with women and vulnerable groups. Under prevailing social 
norms, communities were not accustomed to including these groups in decision making. This sometimes 
prevented the involvement of such groups in certain activities. Social norms in the villages dictated, e.g. 
that replanting in the deep peat was inappropriate for women. This was due to the distance from the village 
settlements in which activities took place, requiring overnight stays. In line with social norms, women assumed 
they could not participate in this activity. The rate of women’s participation in replanting and other activities rose 
markedly after KFCP staff stressed that these activities were open to women and encouraged their involvement. In 
addition, the participation of marginalised groups was enhanced by: hosting small-group meetings prior to wider 
forums (such as the MusDes) in which village decisions were made; producing targeted communications materials 
(e.g. planting booklets using pictures hand-drawn by villagers and staff); and disseminating these through in-field 
training and practice sessions. 

•	 Continuous communication—written and verbal, and through observed action—is needed to assure 
communities that their lands will not be taken nor their status changed. Based on their perceptions of 
prior programs in the area, communities did not trust that KFCP would not deprive them in some way of their 
lands or change land’s status. Their initial distrust impeded progress, but trust grew over time. Involving villages 
in land-use decision-making and land mapping, providing training on land law and rights, and providing written 
assurances in VAs were measures that were useful in building trust. 

3.3 Program planning

A REDD+ demonstration activity 
involves numerous discrete activities 
delivered simultaneously. For KFCP, 
these took place in a remote setting 

with limited infrastructure, and 
access to the project’s operational 
areas was primarily attained via river 
boat. Many of the lessons learned 

are about identifying and promoting 
effective local solutions and efficient 
coordination. KFCP found that:

•	 Sub-activities in a REDD+ program need to be designed to complement and strengthen each other. For 
example, KFCP’s reforestation program improved planting techniques, which, together with farmer field schools, 
supported the improvement of rubber practices in the livelihoods program.

•	 Engagement with key local stakeholders allows program plans to incorporate local knowledge and 
match local contexts and needs. KFCP’s local stakeholders included customary leaders, farmers and village 
officials. Local-level consultations were used to verify information and assessments by independent consultants 
engaged by REDD+ developers.
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•	 Widely displayed activity budgets and tenders for goods and services promote transparency. KFCP with 
the TPK and village officials prepared budgets for the purchase of commodities such as rubber seedlings produced 
in village nurseries. These budgets were underpinned by market surveys by the TPK/TP and village representatives 
and included the costs of participation (associated meetings and transport to involve as many villagers as 
possible). A small contingency fund was incorporated to protect villages from risks outside their control, such 
as losses due to fire. If not used, the contingency fund was retained when performance standards were met to 
incentivise performance. Wherever possible, locally-sourced materials and seedlings were used to reduce costs, 
improve local incomes, and reduce delays and risks like product damage during transit. Budgets were posted on 
noticeboards and discussed in MusDes to promote transparency. In later phases of the program, agreed budgets 
were also displayed in eateries and other public places, and included a cooling off period (see 4.1 below).

•	 REDD+ program designs should align with and support village development plans. The development of 
rubber plantations e.g. was a medium-term priority for the villages in the RPJM-Des and an alternative livelihood 
option promoted by KFCP. For KFCP, the integration of REDD+ activities and institutions into RPJM-Des promoted 
adoption by local governments and helped contribute to the sustainability of the measures implemented. 

3.4 Program Implementation

How programs will interact with and achieve results in different local contexts will vary between programs that use 
community-managed processes or direct delivery. In implementing the former, KFCP found that: 

•	 Program management should be cognisant of socio-political conditions and tensions in the villages. 
KFCP’s experience showed that, in some cases, the social dynamics, political divides and tensions within villages 
made it difficult for villages to achieve internal consensus, which in turn hindered the implementation of program 
activities. It is important to understand the role of internal and outside influences in creating such tensions. REDD+ 
developers need to maintain neutrality, work closely with appropriate authorities in managing tensions and seek 
to include all relevant stakeholders in a meaningful way within the program. 

•	 Iterative processes allow programs to continuously refine the approaches they adopt as communities’ 
skills, capacity, and understanding are strengthened and their needs evolve. KFCP implemented its 
activities in phases, including a pilot phase of each particular activity (e.g. planting) to identify and anticipate 
challenges, and to improve techniques, and routine evaluations and adjustments along the way. 

•	 Flexibility in program delivery can provide capacity to make relatively simple adjustments to 
accommodate local wisdom, needs and schedules. For KFCP, program delivery flexibility (e.g. scheduling, 
location) was found to go a long way in making the activities fit with village needs and to secure higher levels of 
participation. For example, accommodating requests from women to build more nurseries and to base them close 
to homes significantly increased their participation. 

•	 Community-based projects using participatory approaches require time and money. Such projects 
cannot be rushed, nor are half-measures acceptable. The knowledge and skills that communities derive from 
such programs are not only necessary for them to effectively implement activities, they are also invaluable for 
future REDD+ projects, and for contributing to the long-term resilience of knowledge and practices garnered from 
program activities. 
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•	 Friendly competition among villages is an effective motivational and networking tool. KFCP encouraged 
positive competition among intra- and inter-village groups as a way to motivate groups to improve their work, and 
to cultivate networking within and between villages. 

•	 Adjusting to performance-based payments for collective contributions was a challenge for villagers. 
KFCP villages were accustomed to individual, input-based payments. The timing of payments was a point of 
contention – on the one hand villagers required funds to carry out activities but, on the other, subsequent 
tranches could only be paid if social, environment and technical performance standards were met and verified. 
Some time was needed to reach a compromise between the minimum level of monitoring needed by KFCP and a 
payment schedule acceptable to villages. KFCP needed to refine the payments schedule, and progressively build 
trust in the process.
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AT THE COMMENCEMENT OF KFCP, REDD+ WAS NEW AND LITTLE GUIDANCE 

EXISTED ON ITS IMPLEMENTATION AT THE COMMUNITY LEVEL. As such, KFCP tested 

approaches and activities to determine how to apply a performance-based mechanism 

associated with REDD+ on-the-ground. Villages were wary of KFCP due to negative 

experiences from earlier programs in the area.

KFCP’s approach to working 
with communities was 
framed with regard to 
applying the principles of 

Free Prior and Informed Consultation 
in the initial round of village-level 
program activities under the first 
round of VAs. In the second round of 
VAs, KFCP sought to align with GOI’s 
newly developed draft Principles, 
Criteria and Indicators for REDD+ 
Safeguards in Indonesia (Prinsip, 
Kriteria dan Indikator Safeguards 
Indonesia) which include Free 
Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC). 

4.1 Working with communities 

Studies were conducted to map the 
geography of the villages and the 
project sites, and to understand 
the political situation, customary 
systems, kinship ties, and community 
perceptions, in order to establish 
a socio-economic baseline against 
which to measure impacts. This 
helped determine the varied 
interests of different groups that 
might influence agreement to 
proposed activities, and optimal 
ways of consulting and working with 
each. From these studies, it was 
evident that the village leadership 

could become alienated if village 
consultation and decision-making 
processes, such as the MusDes, were 
circumvented (whether intentionally 
or inadvertently), and that a range 
of communication methods should 
be used to widen participation and 
enhance inclusivity.

The following consultation 
approaches were found to be 
effective in working with KFCP project 
site communities and achieving 
understanding and consent:

•	 Formal small meetings with village elders, the village head and other officials, TPK/TP, the village development 
agency, and customary leaders to explain the activity, respond to questions, receive input, and secure preliminary 
agreement. 

•	 Village deliberative decision-making meetings (MusDes). In the case of regular MusDes, which anyone may 
attend, invitations were often distributed only to village leaders and officials. To communicate the meetings more 
broadly KFCP made house-calls, distributed written invitations, placed notices on public notice boards and in food 
stalls, made announcements in houses of worship (where appropriate) and at meetings of farmers and savings 
and loans groups, and promoted meetings via word-of-mouth. 

Stakeholder 
engagement
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•	 Informal small meetings (e.g. women-only or farmer group meetings) to gain the views of those groups who 
would not usually attend, or speak up, at a general meeting. These smaller discussions were best held prior to the 
MusDes so that these groups had greater awareness of what was to be discussed at the MusDes and were more 
comfortable in attending, or sending a representative, to put their views forward in this wider public forum. 

•	 A ‘cooling off period’ or ‘period to contest’ after decisions were made in the public meetings. During this 
period, which lasted 15–60 days, villagers could contest decisions or have additional inputs into an activity agreed 
to by those at the public meetings before a final decision was made. 

•	 Continued consultation throughout activity implementation. The TPK/TP facilitated meetings with villagers 
on the practical aspects of implementing activities to ensure satisfaction with how payments were managed. KFCP 
supported this process—as requested by the TPK/TP—though answering technical questions and providing in-field 
support during implementation.

4.2 REDD+ and Village Development Plans

Local authorities in Indonesia are 
required to prepare development 
plans. At the village level, the 
instrument that guides development 
is the Five-Year Village Development 
Plan (RPJM-Des) which is elaborated 
annually in the Village Work Plan 
(RKP-Des). Development agencies 
that intend to work in a village should 
ensure their programs are aligned 
with the RPJM-Des. 

KFCP found that the initial capacity 
of villages to plan and manage 
their development was low. In 
2009 assessments found that most 
villages had yet to formulate RPJM-
Des and, in 2010, many were still 
in the process of selecting their 
village heads. KFCP, working with the 
University of Palangka Raya (UNPAR) 
and local NGOs to support villages to 
develop RPJM-Des, saw this situation 
as an opportunity to integrate REDD+ 
approaches and activities into village 
development priorities. 

In support of the development of 
RPJM-Des, KFCP undertook the 
following activities among others: 

•	 Training of Trainers on 
development planning 
regulations, REDD+ approaches, 
climate change, and 
participatory mapping for village 
government officials.

•	 A review of the feasibility of the 
process to formulate RPJM-
Des under Interior Ministry 
Regulation no. 66/2007, in 
relation to REDD+ demonstration 
activities in the villages. 

•	 Participatory mapping of 
agricultural practices, sustainable 
PSF rehabilitation initiatives, and 
community engagement in canal 
blocking and fire prevention. 

•	 Participatory workshops to 
identify villages’ needs and 
to formulate development 
priorities.

KFCP facilitators observed that 
communities had difficulty 
differentiating between needs and 
wishes and that, in some villages, 
government officials rather than 
villagers steered the development 
priorities. Their facilitation in the 
development of RPJM-Des allowed 
more residents to be engaged and 
improved women’s participation. 
Communities reported that the 
process was a positive learning 
experience. 

The RPJM-Des were presented 
in public Development Planning 
Meetings (Musrenbang) at the 
village, sub-district, and district levels 
between January–February 2011 
and were formalised under Village 
Regulations in April 2011. 
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4.4 Key lessons – Community engagement

4.3 Village Agreements 

Most KFCP activities were designed 
to be executed and managed by the 
seven participating villages, with 
technical support and funding from 
KFCP. In early 2011, KFCP consulted 
with communities on the formulation 
of VAs, as discussed above. VAs were 
an effective mechanism for seeking 

and recording agreements reached 
with each village. They acted as 
grant funding arrangements, set 
out the roles of each party and the 
rules of association, and stipulated 
requirements for implementing 
activities. 

Work packages and benefit sharing 
were managed by village-level 
Activity Management Teams 
(TPK) and Monitoring Teams (TP), 
supported by KFCP. 

Key lessons learned specific to community engagement are: 

•	 REDD+ is not easy to introduce to the villagers. Written and highly-targeted brochures, posters and 
illustrations were helpful in explaining REDD+, but insufficient for full understanding of the concept in villages. 
Further understanding came with participation in on-the-ground activities, subsequent rounds of VA consultations, 
and by connecting REDD+ activities to the immediate concerns in the daily life of villagers. However, a clearer 
articulation of what REDD+ is from the perspective of local policy is also needed for local guidance, such as from 
the Regional Strategy (Strategy Daerah, STRADA). 

•	 District and provincial government REDD+ working groups help to coordinate supra-village 
stakeholder inputs and learning. Particularly in the later stages of the program, the working groups formed 
by KFCP that involved local government agencies, assisted the program in introducing and integrating REDD+ 
activities into the village development plans and established a basis for transferring the program to local 
ownership when KFCP ended in 2014. However, these working groups alone were insufficient to incorporate 
the interests of other stakeholders such as NGOs and universities. Future REDD+ endeavours might benefit from 
supplementing such working groups with other supra-village, multi-stakeholder forums or by including other 
stakeholders in government-facilitated forums.

•	 Consultation processes might not reach all registered residents. Some residents worked outside the region 
and were reached through family members living in the villages. In other cases, villagers that tended not to attend 
small group meetings or MusDes preferred door-to-door consultations and information dissemination. KFCP 
sought to accommodate this where possible but it had implications for resourcing and implementation timelines.

•	 VA consultations require significant time and resources. KFCP found that village-led VA consultation 
processes (via the TPK and other teams backed up by KFCP) took significant time and resources. To ease pressure 
and build local capacity REDD+ developers could form and train special consultation teams of villagers (with 
program staff, at least in the initial phases) to ensure as many residents as possible receive accurate information 
about the program. 
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•	 VAs provide a basis for communities to learn about good governance. Communities developed 
understanding about their rights, transparent decision making and budget expenditure, and experienced how 
to work in a participatory way. As a consequence, most villages in the KFCP area are now requiring similar 
agreements with other parties that intend to develop programs there. 

•	 Basing community engagement staff in each village can be highly beneficial. These staff provided a 
continuous link between KFCP and the villages and were a useful barometer for assessing village satisfaction 
levels with the program. They also enabled rapid identification of emerging problems and risks, and could initiate 
appropriate response actions. 
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IN TESTING REDD+ APPROACHES KFCP WORKED WITH LOCAL COMMUNITIES, 

including adat groups. Key to this relationship was the presence and quality of institutions 

that could support the program. 

5.1 Establishing TKP/TP in villages

KFCP mapping exercises 
identified several formal and 
informal organisations in 
the villages, such the Family 

Welfare Movement (PKK), savings 
and loans groups, farmer groups, 
youth groups (karang taruna), and 
local branches of political parties. 
Most groups, while representing only 
a segment of society, were found to 
use participatory decision-making 
processes. However, none had the 
organisational capacity to implement 
REDD+ activities. 

KFCP set the following criteria for 
a village body to manage program 
activities: 

•	 Communicate well with village 
government and community 
members

•	 Have a good administration 
system

•	 Engage all members of the 
community in all phases of the 
projects

•	 Use participatory planning and 
decision making processes

•	 Have transparent and 
accountable systems for financial 
management, planning, project 
implementation, monitoring and 
verification.

Villages felt that the existing village 
institutions and groups did not 
meet these criteria and that a new 
institution was needed to manage 
KFCP activities. Villages agreed 
to form a village-level TPK based 
on a similar model with which 
they were familiar, namely the 
National Program for Community 
Empowerment (PNPM). PNPM is a 
GOI model for community-driven 
development operating in thousands 
of villages in Indonesia. To increase 
transparency, KFCP proposed that 
a TP be established to monitor 
and verify the implementation of 
activities managed by the TPK. Both 
teams reported to the Village Heads. 

The TPK and TP required at least 
three members each. The TPK 
comprised a chairperson, secretary 
and treasurer. Both teams could 
add members as needed to 
manage activities. Anyone could be 
nominated for election or nominate 
themselves as a TPK member. TP 
members were government officials, 
customary leaders and respected 
elders and, like the TPK, were elected 
through public meetings. Some 
factors that influenced the formation 
of these teams were political 
tension (particularly between 
groups competing to be village 
heads), strong kinship ties, lack 
of trust towards KFCP, and lack of 
participation from marginal groups.

KFCP set a quota of 30% for the 
participation of women in the 
teams to ensure more equitable 
and inclusive capacity building. 
Villages initially objected as they 
were unaccustomed to having 
women in leadership roles. In the 
beginning, the women candidates 

Local-level REDD+ 
institutions 
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did not receive enough votes to be 
elected; however, KFCP encouraged 
villages to abide by the quota. Special 
selection rounds in some villages 
improved the gender balance, while 
other villages appointed women as 
TPK members despite lacking the 
requisite votes. There was a degree 
of turnover in the appointments 
when members decided to resign to 
take on other duties. By 2013, three 
villages exceeded the 30% quota for 
TPK membership. In the other four 
villages women comprised 13–29% 
of TPK members although, at certain 
times prior to this, the quota had 
been met in these villages.

KFCP trained the TPK and TP 
members and provided them with 
operating guidelines (written in 
Indonesian). Members learned, 
inter alia, about the KFCP program 
and processes, their roles, REDD+, 
conflict resolution, verifications 
(technical, social and environmental), 

administration and financial 
management.

The roles of the TPK and the TP 
expanded over the duration of 
the program as members gained 
knowledge and skills. For example: 

•	 In 2010, TPK and TP were 
formed in two villages. The TPK 
was tasked with managing work 
and finances for a small-scale 
planting trial, while the TP had 
responsibility for monitoring 
performance. 

•	 In 2011 TPK and TP were formed 
in five more villages. The tasks 
of the TPK expanded to include 
mediating grievances and 
negotiating VAs. The TP became 
involved in verification processes 
(prior to making payments), 
which were KFCP-led at that 
stage. 

•	 In 2012, with their roles 
specified in VAs and following 

training and feedback, TPKs 
could independently manage 
finances and facilitate conflict 
resolution together with the TP, 
while KFCP transferred the task 
of verifying safeguards to TPs4. 

Funding to the TPKs was transferred 
from IAFCP to a village account 
in a series of tranches based on 
milestones, which the TPK could 
access with agreement from the 
Village Head. This was a source 
of tension, notably in relation to 
misunderstandings on how the funds 
were to be used (e.g. the amounts 
to be distributed to villages after 
collective costs were subtracted) 
and related accusations that TPK 
members were embezzling funds. 
To ease concerns, KFCP conducted 
public and small group meetings on 
the budgeting process and gradually 
villagers better understood and 
developed confidence in the process, 
and trust in the TPKs and TPs grew.

5.2 Support to adat institutions 

The Dayak Ngaju ethnic group, which 
made up 91% of the population in 
the KFCP area in 2009, has a strong 
relationship with forests and the 
environment. Dayak people employ 
a traditional system of land use that 
regulates where they can use land 
and for what purpose. Findings from 
studies by KFCP consultants and 
mapping with villages suggested 
that although adat leaders were 
respected and referred to in 
conflict resolution processes, adat 
institutions in the villages were weak. 
Notably, at program commencement, 

several sub-district customary leaders 
(damang) and village-level customary 
leaders (mantir adat) had yet to be 
appointed in several KFCP villages in 
line with the formal recognition of 
adat structures outlined in Central 
Kalimantan Provincial Regulation No. 
16/2008 on adat institutions.

KFCP provided the following support 
for adat institutions within its 
operational area, in cooperation with 
various stakeholders, including local 
governments, Dayak councils and 
UNPAR: 

•	 Training on the roles and 
functions of adat institutions 
at village and district level as 
stipulated in Central Kalimantan 
Provincial Regulation No. 
16/2008 mentioned above. 

•	 Training on the framework for 
the issuance of an Adat Land 
Certificate (Surat Keterangan 
Tanah Adat, SKTA) including 
verifying inventory in the case of 
conflicts over/and overlapping 
claims. 

4See KFCP (2014a) for further information.
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5.3 Coordination and communication forums

•	 Participatory mapping5 of 
collective adat areas according 
to the Governor’s Regulation 
No. 9/2010. This process was 
split into two stages: firstly to 
determine the outer boundaries 
of collective adat land and, 
secondly, the inner boundaries. 
These mapping initiatives helped 
alleviate local concerns that 

KFCP would change the land 
status in the area. 

KFCP engaged adat leaders in the 
villages throughout the program, 
including during consultation 
and negotiation for VAs and the 
formation of the TPK and TP. Mantir 
adat also endorsed the written VAs 
by acting as signatory witnesses. 

The program was mindful of local 
customs and accommodated 
traditional ceremonies where 
villagers advised that these 
were necessary or desirable. For 
example, an adat ceremony (called 
menyanggar) was held in 2012 to 
seek blessings from the ancestors for 
the REDD+ activities in the villages. 

KFCP facilitated the establishment 
of coordination and communication 
forums. The first was the Inter Village 
Communication Forum (Forum 
Komunikasi Antara Desa, FKAD) 
where village heads, mantir adat 
and other village leaders would 
share information and resolve issues 
related to the KFCP program. 

FKAD was first formed in 2012, and 
despite lacking in formal structure, 
it succeeded in mediating some 
issues and coordinated collaborative 
inter-village efforts for activity 
implementation. In 2013 its tasks 
expanded to managing the forests 
in the villages, particularly in 
conjunction with the Ministry of 

Forestry’s new Forest Management 
Unit (Kesatuan Pengelola Hutanan, 
KPH). KFCP provided information on 
KPH to the villages and assisted them 
in developing proposals to apply for 
a Village Forest (hutan desa) permit, 
which is a 35-year concession for 
community management of forests. 
Such a licence would be acceptable 
under REDD+ and could pave the way 
for larger-scale implementation of 
REDD+ activities. 

KFCP also facilitated the formation 
of the Kapuas District REDD+ 
Working Group, which created a 
mechanism for villages to coordinate 
and cooperate with the district 
government, although this would 

have been strengthened if, once 
formed, the FKAD was formally 
represented in working group 
meetings. Initiated in 2011, it was 
initially called the KFCP working 
group. It took part in activities, such 
as participatory mapping, training, 
monitoring and the formulation of 
VAs. 

By 2013, working group members 
included the departments 
of Agriculture and Forestry, 
Environment, Industry and Trade, 
Small and Medium Enterprises and 
Cooperatives, and the Regional 
Planning Agency (Bappeda). The 
head of Kapuas Bappeda chaired the 
working group. 

5See KFCP (2014a) for further information on mapping.
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5.4 Key lessons – Local-level REDD+ institutions

Key lessons specific to the development of local-level REDD+ institutions to support KFCP program are: 

•	 Programs need to assess and, if necessary, build village-level capacity of institutions and groups, but 
deciding on which institution will manage and monitor REDD+ activities should lie with the communities. 

•	 Transparency and communication regarding budgets and payments is essential if the TPK/TP model is 
adopted, as these teams will likely be tasked with managing and supervising relatively large funding allocations. 

•	 Inter-village coordination and regular communication with villages and local government is necessary 
to ensure accurate and up-to-date information about program activities.

•	 On-the-job training is one of the more effective ways to build capacity in the villages, and in the TPK and 
TP. 

•	 Through participatory mapping, programs can help mediate to resolve overlapping land and 
boundary claims between villages, as was the case in KFCP. However, the authority to determine the status of 
the land rests with the adat institutions and local governments, who should be engaged throughout the process. 

•	 Village experience in managing activities, such as that gained in KFCP, is invaluable in future forest 
management programs, such as Green Villages and Hutan Desa. Local politics and involvement from outside 
parties, such as companies, may affect villages’ interest in such programs. 
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A DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM MAY INADVERTENTLY HAVE NEGATIVE IMPACTS 

REGARDLESS OF GOOD METHODOLOGY AND RISK MANAGEMENT PLANS. Safeguards 

are designed to minimise the possibility of negative impacts which, in REDD+, could include, 

eroded land rights, disruption to local livelihoods, and inter alia, inequitable benefit sharing. 

6.1 Safeguards Frameworks

KFCP commenced prior to 
the adoption of REDD+ 
safeguards principles by the 
United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC). In the absence of 
internationally-accepted safeguards 
principles that might define the 
scope of safeguards standards for 
on-the-ground programs, KFCP used 
instruments developed by CARE 
International, GRM consultants, 
the World Agroforestry Centre 
(ICRAF), and the World Bank. Several 
standards emerged in Indonesia 
after this, notably REDD+ Social 
and Environmental Standards 
(SES) and Principles, Criteria and 
Indicators for REDD+ Safeguards in 
Indonesia (Prinsip, Kriteria, Indikator 
Safeguards Indonesia, PRISAI) 

developed by Indonesia’s REDD+ Task 
Force. By 2012 KFCP’s Operational 
Safeguards Framework included 
principles that had been agreed to in 
UNFCCC’s Cancun Agreements and 
the draft PRISAI, and project-relevant 
REDD+ SES standards. 

The development of safeguards 
in KFCP started with conducting a 
socio-economic baseline, livelihoods 
and stakeholder mapping, and 
workshops with communities, local 
governments, and other stakeholders 
to ensure proper understanding of 
the issues6. Safeguards specific to 
village-level activities were included 
in the VAs namely: 

•	 Governance, which included land 
rights, effective participation, 
grievance resolution, 

and integrity in financial 
management

•	 Social, which included equitable 
benefit sharing, improved 
livelihoods and gender equality

•	 Environment, which included 
the quality of ecosystems and 
biodiversity. 

The VAs noted that KFCP would not 
change the legal status of land and 
would acknowledge Indigenous 
Peoples rights regarding land and 
natural resources, and honour 
customary laws in response to 
anxiety expressed by communities 
about the security of land tenure. 
The VAs also stated that benefits 
would be distributed equally to all 
stakeholders, including women and 
vulnerable groups. 

Social 
safeguards 

6See KFCP (2014b) for further information.
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Translating principles into relevant, 
measurable indicators that could 
be understood and implemented 
by communities was a challenge 
for KFCP in the absence of existing 
REDD+ specific criteria and indicators. 
Some principles, such as the need 
to involve women, were new to the 
villagers. KFCP first trialled socio-
economic and governance safeguards 
at the village-level in a small-scale 
nursery project in August 2011. 

Safeguards application was initially 
one of the requirements for work-
package payments. The TPK was 
responsible for organising efforts to 
uphold safeguards from planning to 
execution. Following VA management 
assessments, safeguards were 
de-coupled from work package 
payments. KFCP did not wish to 
penalise villages for non-compliance 
while they were learning this 
new mechanism so continued to 
distribute payments providing there 
was an improvement plan agreed 
in a village meeting. Safeguards did 
however, remain a requirement for 
funds disbursement to TPKs and TPs 
for activities management (called 
the ‘basic package’), as these two 
teams were primarily responsible 
for organising the steps needed to 
implement safeguards and monitor 
and verify results. Safeguards were 
initially verified through a MusDes 
held prior to each payment. 

6.2 Applying safeguards

In 2011, before the VAs were 
signed, KFCP conducted two 
studies: a participatory mapping on 
social welfare ranking to identify 
marginalised groups and a Regional 
Environmental and Social Assessment 
(RESA) to help evaluate the first 
phase of safeguards implementation 
in the program. These studies, and 
others by independent consultants 
in 2012, recommended better 
integration of national international 
safeguards into KFCP’s framework, 
and a more effective grievance 
mechanism7. 

KFCP first trialled safeguards 
criteria indicators in late 2011 in 
the initial nursery production and 
other activities that involved large 
numbers of villagers. KFCP then 
revised the indicators in the second 
period of implementation from 
the end of 2011 to early 2012 to 
incorporate further inputs from 
villages and emerging REDD+ social 
and governance principles. Gender 
balance, access to information and 
decision-making processes, and 
equitable benefit sharing were some 
of the safeguards principles the 
program sought to operationalise. 

In the third trial of safeguards 
implementation phase KFCP 
discontinued using safeguards as 
a payment requirement for work 
packages. The TP at this stage, as  
village representatives, took over 

the task of verification from KFCP, 
aided by tools such as guidelines 
and checklist forms. An evaluation of 
this phase showed that safeguards 
indicators still needed to be clearer8, 
so subsequent refinements to the 
indicators were made by KFCP with 
inputs from villagers. It also showed 
that the MusDes was no longer an 
effective instrument for verifying 
each tranche payment made during 
activities implementation. Significant 
time and resources were needed 
for villagers and KFCP to host the 
increasing number of MusDes 
required for payments verification 
and for other purposes with the 
scale-up in activities. As villagers, by 
this point, were more accustomed 
to the safeguards verification 
process, KFCP was able to change 
the approach. Safeguards for tranche 
payments were subsequently verified 
through triangulating information 
gathered by the TP in focus group 
discussions involving the TPK, 
village administration, mantir adat, 
villagers involved in the activity, and 
vulnerable groups/women. Results 
were reported and discussed at the 
final MusDes for each activity. In 
the fourth and final trial, indicators 
were further refined and learning 
and instruments were shared with 
the Central Kalimantan Social and 
Environmental Safeguards team 
for their work on safeguards in the 
province.

  7See KFCP (2014b) for further information.
8See KFCP (2014b) Annex for a list of principles, criteria and indicators.

Social 
safeguards 



KFCP | Practical Lessons from the Field28

KFCP introduced grievance 
management mechanisms in 
the second half of 2011 when 
the program funded larger-scale 
activities and established VAs. 
The mechanisms were revised in 
2012 based on recommendations 
from villagers and and an external 
evaluation. Through revised 
mechanisms, community members 
could express their concerns or 
make suggestions directly to the 
TP through text messages, direct 

verbal reports to TP or KFCP staff 
and, inter alia, suggestions boxes 
placed in easily-accessible locations. 
By 2013, following evaluations, this 
mechanism was running smoothly, 
with suggestions and complaints 
ranging from activity scheduling 
and funding distribution to general 
feedback to the TPK, TP and village 
administration9. 

KFCP addressed women’s 
empowerment by e.g. encouraging 

TPKs to set a 30% minimum quota for 
women as heads of work groups, to 
make informal approaches to women 
to encourage their participation, and 
to hold small-group meetings prior 
to any larger public decision-making 
forums. With active engagement 
and increasing trust in the program, 
women’s participation substantially 
increased, as shown in Table 1. 

Women’s Participation (%)

Meetings/Focus 
Group Discussions

Village Meetings Socialisation Training

2011 31 28 27 39
2012 38 40 37 51

Table 1: Women’s participation in various KFCP processes

Source: KFCP (2014b)

6.3 Key lessons – Social safeguards

Key lessons specific to the setting of safeguards indicators and their application are: 

•	 Social and environmental studies must be conducted before safeguards are implemented. This will 
enable the identification of possible program impacts, the setting of baselines, the understanding of  social and 
political dynamics, and the gathering of other necessary information.

•	 Safeguards must be built into overarching program designs and into the later design of specific 
activities. Trials, evaluations and improvements of safeguards are necessary parts of the process of developing a 
framework well suited to a specific operational area.

•	 Villagers must be engaged in program planning. This engagement will not only better identify and meet 
their needs, but also meet safeguard requirements. 

•	 Safeguards must be incorporated in cooperation agreements. Safeguards requirements built into 
agreements between the program and those communities executing activities provide a set of criteria for both 
parties to adhere to under the agreement.

•	 Safeguards principles, criteria and indicators must be specific, measurable, attainable, reasonable 
and time-bound (SMART). This will help to meet villager and program needs in practical safeguards application.

9See KFCP (2013) for further information.
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•	 Safeguards principles, criteria and indicators must be made available in languages that villagers 
understand. In the villages in the KFCP area, the Dayak language was the most appropriate language for 
discussions and negotiations. However, literate villagers more frequently used Indonesian in the written form. 
Programs should be cognisant of language issues.

•	 Project developers should evaluate the community’s capacity and readiness to apply safeguards. 
Safeguards would have had a greater impact if they were required as a basis for payments for activity 
implementation. However this can be problematic where villagers are in the early stages of learning how to apply 
them.

•	 Some safeguards may need different time periods to evaluate. Improvement in women’s engagement e.g. 
could only be seen in six months and might not have been apparent in a verification conducted every two months. 
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REFORESTATION WAS ONE OF A NUMBER OF INTERVENTIONS USED TO ADDRESS THE 

DEGRADATION AND LOSS OF VEGETATION in 50,000 ha of mostly degraded areas in Block 

A of the KFCP site and a means to introduce REDD+ to the communities. 

7.1 Preparation phase

There are two types of 
reforestation: artificial 
reforestation, where forests 
are replanted with trees 

suitable for that ecosystem, and 
natural reforestation where naturally-
grown seedlings of potential trees 
are ‘released’ from competing plants. 
Based on silviculture research, 
it was recommended that: 1) In 
degraded forests that had more 
than 1500 seedlings per ha, natural 
reforestation involving release 
would be cheap and effective; 
2) in areas with fewer than 500 
seedlings per ha replanting was 
preferred; and 3) in areas with 
between 500-1500 seedlings per ha, 
natural regeneration combined with 
processes for enrichment would be 
needed. KFCP trialled reforestation 
using the suggested approaches 
for the first and second conditions 
above.

KFCP designed its reforestation 

program to be community-based 
and involve ‘learning-by-doing’. 
The villages, through the TPK/
TP, managed the program and the 
villagers were involved in all stages 
from planning and execution through 
to monitoring. The program started 
with a pilot project in a 50 ha area in 
2010 to determine the communities’ 
abilities in developing nurseries 
and planting trees. Reforestation 
plans were adjusted to improve the 
program and its performance. From 
2011–2013 more than 2.5 million 
seedlings were produced and planted 
in degraded areas covering over 
1900 ha. 

Several surveys were conducted to 
map out the location of seedling 
providers and villages that could 
develop nurseries. KFCP, in 
cooperation with UNPAR, conducted 
silvicultural research to identify local 
plant species suited to peat swamp 
environments. The team identified 

150 local species commonly found in 
Central Kalimantan PSF and selected 
46 with high longevity10. Of these, 
20 species were recommended for 
nurseries and use in the reforestation 
program.

KFCP consulted with villages on the 
reforestation program to secure 
consent and full participation from 
the villages (see Section 4.1 for 
details of the engagement process). 
Villages agreed to determine the 
areas to be reforested in accordance 
with criteria set by KFCP, which 
were subsequently reconfirmed 
as suitable by a KFCP–village joint 
team. Communities also agreed on 
budgets and a tranche payments 
mechanism, for collective payments 
to the village account after each 
phase of the activity was completed. 
Payments were based on the number 
of seedlings, indicators of quality 
seedling growth and care, and 
their survival, as proxy indicators of 
performance. 

10See IAFCP (2009) for further information.

REforestation 
Program
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7.2 Implementation of the reforestation program

KFCP developed guidelines11 for the development of nurseries, replanting and the ‘release’ process, which were used 
as the basis for conducting training. Villagers usually grouped themselves based on kinship ties and/or settlement 
patterns (the close proximity of homes)—two factors that facilitated helping each other in the process. Training 
encompassed simulations of how activities would be implemented before they commenced. 

Natural reforestation or ‘release’ was trialled in one village in an area of 59 ha in 2013, which involved 61 residents. 
The process comprised three techniques, namely: 

•	 Preparing the land, which was divided into plots of 20 x 20 m using a geographical positioning system (GPS) to 
ensure accuracy

•	 Clearing the plots of ferns or competing plants

•	 Making an inventory of the natural seedlings found in the area, including their type, height, amount and 
distribution.

The ‘release’ process went smoothly, particularly as the villagers involved in the activity already had experience with 
tree planting and land clearing. 

For the artificial reforestation, KFCP developed nurseries in all project area villages in two phases between 2011 and 
2013. The nurseries, as one of the early activities implemented under the program, also helped build capacity for 
activity management and meeting performance requirements, and allowed for equitable program participation as they 
were popular with women. KFCP initially planned for one nursery for each of the seven villages, but instead established 
35 in response to villager requests to locate the nurseries close to their homes. Replanting activities took place in five 
villages in Block A in the southern part of the former MRP as this area was heavily degraded compared with conditions 
in Block E in the north of the site.

KFCP staff assisted villagers to develop nurseries, including picking seeds and wildlings, preparing the materials and 
building the nurseries, nurturing seedlings, transporting plants to the replanting areas, planting, and nurturing their 
growth. Several challenges emerged while villagers learned, but they improved over time, namely: 

•	 Inappropriate techniques used by villagers, such as inconsistent watering that halted seed growth, lack of/overuse 
of fertilisers, and not following acclimatisation steps (slowly pulling back the shade covering the nurseries in 
the final month prior to planting so that the seedlings would adjust to increased amounts of light), transporting 
seedlings using plastic bags rather than proper containers which meant some seedlings were damaged, and 
planting unhealthy seedlings. Most villagers eventually followed the techniques prescribed, but only after seeing 
good results from other nurseries and repeating the process several times. KFCP also put forward the groups 
with the best planting techniques as ‘champions’, which motivated other groups. Tree survival rates climbed from 
73%–78% (depending on the village) in the first round of seedling production and planting (2011–12) to 88–95% in 
the second phase (2012–13) as villagers learned and improved. 

•	 Gaining group cooperation to follow schedules for watering and applying fertiliser, and sharing transportation to 
reduce overhead costs. 

•	 Building capacity of the TPK/TP in reporting on activities and finances. 

•	 Women’s participation which increased after nurseries were built closer to homes and after they were informally 
assured of the ‘social acceptability’ of their participation in planting activities. 

11See the Planting and Nursery Guidelines produced by IAFCP at http://forda-mof.org

REforestation 
Program
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The costs of the reforestation programs12 varied depending on factors such as the location of the planting (difficult 
access increased the implementation costs), the mode of transportation and the capacity of villagers (initially, villagers 
did not always use resources efficiently). Natural reforestation, or ‘release’, cost approximately IDR 3.7 m (US$332) 
per ha, with labour cost comprising 46% of the total cost. Including participation costs, the cost to produce seedlings 
ranged between IDR 2700–4300 per seedling. Community-based artificial reforestation in one sample village cost 
IDR 9.2 m per ha, with 1111 seedlings planted per ha. Planting costs made up 34% of the total, while technical 
assistance and capacity building was 20% of the total, reflecting the significant level of assistance still needed to ensure 
the planting program was successful. 

7.3 Key lessons – reforestation program

Key lessons learned specific to the reforestation and nursery projects are: 

•	 Verify the types of plants appropriate for reforestation in the area prior to commencement. To preserve 
local species, the plants chosen for reforestation need to be verified as native species with a high survival rate in 
degraded areas with little tree canopy cover. 

•	 Use natural reforestation (release) in areas with more than 1500 natural seedlings. The cost of ‘release’ 
is significantly less than the more complex process of artificial reforestation. ‘Release’ costs may be as little as one-
third that of replanting. 

•	 Support villages to produce seedlings. Investing in building village-based capacity and securing buy-in to 
KFCP (and REDD+) objectives is a more effective and long-lasting strategy than purchasing seedlings from distant 
suppliers. 

•	 Provide long-term support to villagers to learn and demonstrate good techniques in nursery and 
reforestation. It is important for villagers to see first-hand examples of success, such as from ‘champion’ groups, 
to be convinced of the benefits of prescribed techniques. 

12See KFCP (2014c).
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8.1 Rewetting the peat by blocking small canals

MOST OF BLOCK A, THE SOUTHERN PART OF THE KFCP AREA, CONSISTS OF SEVERELY 

DEGRADED LANDS DUE TO A CRISS-CROSS OF CANALS BUILT TO DRAIN THE PEAT 

SWAMPS UNDER THE FORMER MRP. Drained peatlands oxidise and release GHG emissions 

continuously, and become more susceptible to fire. 

Constructing dams to block 
small or large canals 
helps to reduce peatland 
drainage, and to increase 

the water levels in the surrounding 
areas so as to rewet the peat and 
encourage forest regeneration. This 
process of hydrological rehabilitation 
of peatlands is a key strategy to 
reduce emissions and to improve 
the natural environment in Central 
Kalimantan. 

Some of the canals in the KFCP area 
are large and others are small canals, 
called tatas, which were made by 
villagers prior to and during the MRP. 
Tatas are owned by individuals, who 
charge a fee to others to use them 
to transport timber or travel into the 
forested areas to hunt or fish. 

KFCP’s hydrological rehabilitation 
program was designed to encourage 
and enable universal and voluntary 
participation and environmental 
rehabilitation and protection (e.g. 
encouraging livelihoods that don’t 

involve logging and promoting 
behaviour change). As in other 
activities, KFCP conducted a pilot 
phase in two villages to test its 
approach to tatas blocking, as well 
as consultation, negotiation, and 
information dissemination. The 
initial trial was conducted close to 
villages on the mineral soils so that 
villagers could easily observe the 
process without travelling to the 
deep peat; although KFCP was less 
concerned if villagers later unblocked 
these particular tatas for access to 
nearby lands, as the first round of the 
activity focused on teaching villagers 
the technique. 

Villagers were concerned that the 
canal blocking program would 
involve land transfer. To alleviate 
this concern, KFCP invited tatas 
owners who had already agreed 
to block their tatas to share their 
experiences with others. The villages 
subsequently approved the project 
on the proviso that participation 

was voluntary and that there 
were no restrictions on villagers 
travelling into the forests on foot 
following blocking of the tatas. At 
the suggestion of communities, tatas 
owners and villagers most affected 
by canal blocking were engaged in 
the construction of dams to block 
tatas. While tatas were individually 
owned and users needed to pay a fee 
for access, some observers argued 
that users should also have received 
compensation if they were blocked. 
The KFCP livelihoods program was 
designed to offset any changes such 
as this, but this link could have been 
better communicated to villages and 
observers. 

The involvement of customary 
leaders and adat community 
members in the tatas blocking 
process and other preparatory 
activities for canal blocking was 
especially important to ensure that 
local wisdom was incorporated, 
the process was understood and 

Tatas blocking 
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customary rights were respected 
in anticipation of hydrological 
rehabilitation that might affect 
access.

KFCP conducted area surveys at 
the commencement of the tatas 
blocking, which involved owners, 
customary leaders and the TPK/TP, 
and the collection of data on the 
dimensions, hydrology, topography, 
vegetation and status of the tatas. 
Some 64 tatas were identified, 
spanning 165 m to 9000 m in length 
and 84 cm to 2.87 m in width. 
Of these, 56 were inactive. The 
results were verified through public 
meetings, mapped and shared with 
all villagers. 

KFCP offered compensation to 
tatas owners (given that they 
received income from villagers using 
the tatas), and even sought out 
those who had relocated to areas 
outside the KFCP area. The level of 
compensation was decided with the 
villagers in public meetings, where 
they also discussed the development 
of alternative livelihoods after the 
tatas were blocked. These meetings 
also discussed work plans and 
budgets for the blocking activities, 
which became part of the VAs (see 

Section 4.3). In the scale-up phase, 
tatas owners and villages agreed to 
keep the tatas blocked for a period of 
three years.

The key element in the design of 
tatas blocking is the number and 
position of the dams according to 
the topography of the relevant peat 
dome. KFCP utilised LiDAR, an optical 
remote sensing technology, to collect 
information on dome topography, 
which was then used to determine 
the number of dams needed and 
their locations and sizes13. The dams 
were about 2 m in width and from 
1.44–3.17 m in length, made from 
timber (gelam, belangiran, kaja 
or muhur) with infilling materials 
of leaves, branches and peat from 
around the site to expedite the 
decomposition process. In the KFCP 
area, tatas blocking took between 
14–57 days to complete with 6–12 
workers on each project. 

The costs of tatas blocking14 varied 
according to the location and size of 
the channels to be blocked. The cost 
of material and labour were based 
on prices  from a market survey 
conducted by KFCP to accommodate 
price fluctuations, encourage the 
use of sustainable materials, and 

discourage practices that might be 
harmful to the environment (with 
indicators of appropriate practices 
included in the performance 
indicators). One dam cost between 
IDR 14m (US$1256) and IDR 15m 
(US$1346), with the greatest 
proportion of costs for materials  
(34%) followed by technical support, 
capacity building and monitoring 
(22%). Payment was given in two 
parts, with the first covering material 
costs and the second covering post-
activity completion and verification 
against agreed technical, social 
and management indicators. It was 
expected that, on replication in the 
same area, costs would be reduced 
as efficiencies were made.

Material for the dams was procured 
from nearby villages to the extent 
possible to reduce time and costs, 
and to provide greater benefits 
to the communities. However the 
procurement of gelam (melaleuca) 
timber was eventually done through 
tenders in order to meet volume 
requirements. This was managed by 
the TPK and TP because many tatas 
owners did not know how to legally 
purchase this material. 

8.2 Key lessons – Tatas blocking

Key lessons learned specific to tatas blocking from village learning processes are: 

•	 Engage with customary leaders to reduce the potential for conflicts. As tatas ownership is recognised 
by customary institutions, it was imperative to work within these social structures.

13See KFCP (2012) and IAFCP (2012) for further information.
14See KFCP (2014d) for further information.
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•	 Tatas surveys should be conducted with village and customary leaders and tatas owners. 
Verification of the results of surveys on the location and ownership of the tatas should be done through 
public meetings to provide clarity and minimise future potential conflicts. 

•	 Prepare the program budget in consultation with the village community. Even though tatas are 
owned by individuals, it was important to draw up the budget in consultation with villages and owners to 
promote transparency, minimise the scope for misunderstandings within the communities, and so they can 
see how they might benefit from participating in the activity. 

•	 Topographic data of the peat dome is needed to determine the number and position of dams. This 
is important for discerning the most effective approach to retaining water and rewetting the peat. LiDAR is 
one of the most optimal tools for accurately obtaining this data. 

•	 Dam locations are key to determining the impact on the whole ecosystem. They should be placed 
where the water level differs by 20 cm to attain optimal rewetting. 

•	 Tatas blocking is best conducted in the dry season. Material procurement may be conducted in the wet 
season to ease transport via the canals. 

•	 The span of the blocks must be wide enough to hold with fluctuations in the water table and 
appropriately positioned. This is a technically specific step that may take villagers multiple iterations to get 
right. 
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9.1 Preparation and planning livelihoods activities

MANY VILLAGERS IN THE KFCP AREA WERE AWARE THAT DEFORESTATION AND 

FOREST DEGRADATION OCCURRED DUE TO ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES, such as timber 

extraction and activities that caused forest fires. 

They also understood that 
the destruction of forests 
reduced their income 
sources, such as through 

fishing and the sale of birds. 
However, when forests became 
degraded, local communities were 
left with limited livelihood choices. 

The promotion of alternative 
livelihoods based on sustainable 
natural resources management, 
particularly for forest-dependent 
communities, was one of the key 
program of activities undertaken 
by KFCP. New income sources, or 
expansion of existing ones, enabled 

villagers to reduce and avoid the 
need to clear trees or venture further 
into the peatlands. 

KFCP used the following principles to 
develop its livelihoods program: 

•	 Sustainability (economic, ecological and social), by promoting the sustainable use of forests and peatlands

•	 Inclusion of vulnerable groups in decision-making processes

•	 Gender sensitivity

•	 Not creating or exacerbating conflicts

•	 Supporting efforts to gain equitable access to land. 

A baseline survey15 conducted by 
KFCP showed that rubber was the 
main source of income for half 
of the residents in Block A and 
21% of Block E. Gemor provided 
livelihoods for 9% and 21% in the 
two blocks, respectively. Traditional 

fish ponds in the swamps (called 
beje) contributed to incomes for 17% 
of households in Block A and 45% 
in Block E. Subsequent studies on 
rubber16 and gemor17 identified the 
former as having a high potential for 
sustainable production, while the 

latter was being exploited without 
any preservation efforts. Subsequent 
consultation with communities 
added agroforestry and beje into 
KFCP’s alternative livelihoods 
portfolio. 

15CARE (2009)
16GRM (2010a) 
17GRM (2010b)

Alternative 
livelihoods 
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In explaining this program, KFCP 
again had to address villagers’ fear 
of land being appropriated. KFCP 
eased this concern by integrating the 
livelihoods program into the villages’ 
RPJM-Des. Moreover, the activity 
was aimed at households. It funded 

Livelihoods Training and Implementation Periods

Year

Period 1: Improve rubber 
quality and supply chain 

through rubber farmer field 
schools

Period 2: Implementation of livelihoods program

Training and farmer field 
schools on land preparation 

and other techniques
Implementation

2010

Phase 1: Trial of rubber farmer 
field school (2 villages).  
Focus: rubber quality and 
supply chain.

2011-12

Phase 2: Rubber farmer field 
school (7 villages).  
Focus: rubber quality and 
supply chain.

End 2012

Phase 1: Farmer field school on 
the ground practice (7 villages) 
Focus: land preparation, rubber 
planting, agroforestry and beje

Jan-Jul 
2013

Phase 1: Trial during which 1/3 
of the livelihoods package was 
delivered - agroforestry, rubber 
and beje.

Sep-Oct 
2013

Phase 2: Farmer field school on 
the ground practice (7 villages).  
Focus: land preparation, rubber 
planting, agroforestry and beje

Dec 2013-
June 2014

Phase 2: Full implementation 
during which the second 2/3 
of the livelihoods program was 
delivered - agroforestry, rubber 
and beje. Included participants 
who did wish to join the trial 
phase.

the provision and implementation 
of rubber seedlings (or equivalent 
inputs for agroforestry and beje) 
on households’ own land, or on 
village-designated land for landless 
households.

The livelihoods program, including 
the farmer field schools and the 
implementation of the livelihoods 
options, was divided into overarching 
periods and several phases within 
those periods as described in Table 2. 

Table 2: Timeline for livelihoods farmer fields schools and implementation

Source: KFCP (2014e)

Alternative 
livelihoods 
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9.2 Capacity building through 
farmer field schools

Studies conducted by KFCP showed 
that rubber prices at the farm-gate 
level were based on weight and not 
quality, which tended to be poor due 
to the use of unsuitable coagulants 
and the adding of material like 
wood chips to increase weight. At 
the same time, factories purchasing 
the farmers’ rubber struggled to 
find high-quality rubber. Tapping 
techniques were also determined to 
be poor, and improvement in village 
practices in this area was expected 
to raise output by 25–100%. Another 
factor contributing to low income 
from rubber was a lack of updated 
information on market prices 
for farmers. Prices were instead 
determined through village-based 
negotiations with ‘middlemen’, who 
also served as lenders to farmers 
and received rubber as payment for 
debts. 

Rubber farmer field schools were 
designed to inform farmers of 
market prices and improve rubber 
practices to improve the viability of 
their plantations. These field schools 
were trialled in two villages in 2010 
before being expanded to other KFCP 
villages in 2011 and 2012. 

KFCP conducted two key workshops 
with multiple stakeholders 
from government, businesses, 
NGOs, academics and village 
representatives before the rubber 
farmer field schools and livelihoods 
implementation commenced on 
the ground. The first resulted in an 
agreed vision to provide high-quality 

rubber directly to factories and a 
roadmap for attaining it. Rubber 
farmer field schools were key to 
achieving this. The second workshop 
determined the criteria for high-
quality rubber, including purity, 
the use of appropriate coagulation 
processes, elasticity, and dry rubber 
content. This provided farmers with 
much needed clarity on factory 
requirements. 

The curriculum of the initial 
rubber farmer field schools18 
comprised subjects on rubber 
planting (including water and peat 
management), rubber tapping and 
processing techniques, and value 
chains. Field visits and practical 
sessions were core elements. 
Villagers were consulted on the 
curriculum to verify content 
suitability and proposed timing. 
Access to credit was added as a 
subject after the trial in 2010. 

The effectiveness of the rubber 
farmer field schools was routinely 
evaluated. Participants highlighted 
the usefulness of field visits and 
practical lessons in particular. 
KFCP’s iterative approach, especially 
curriculum refinements, allowed the 
program to be shaped according to 
the villagers’ needs and capacities. 
For example, KFCP provided updates 
on market prices for rubber via text 
messaging and assisted farmers to 
sell directly to factories, as part of 
their efforts to receive better prices. 

At the end of the rubber farmer 
field schools in 2013, the quality of 

rubber as measured by dry rubber 
content climbed to 53% from 45% 
initially. This was still below the 
minimum standard of 60% required 
by factories, but farmers had started 
to sell directly to factories and had 
received better prices. 

From late 2011 onwards, KFCP also 
conducted multiple ‘Training of 
Trainers’ courses for village-based 
‘Farmer Guides’ (Petani Pemandu) 
who were trained as agricultural 
extension workers to support 
villagers over the long term and assist 
with the livelihoods implementation 
process. In KFCP’s seven villages, 
there were 60 Petani Pemandu, of 
whom 22 were women. 

Aside from the initial rubber farmer 
field schools, further farmer field 
schools were conducted in 2013–14 
‘in the field’ prior to implementing 
alternative livelihoods activities. 
Training was provided on aquaculture 
(fish ponds) and agroforestry in line 
with the other livelihoods options 
offered to households under the 
livelihoods program. The Petani 
Pemandu played a key role in 
delivering these field schools.

The field schools were open to 
anyone, including middlemen who 
purchased rubber, and KFCP did not 
offer incentives for people to join. 
They served as a place to garner 
information from outside experts 
and to meet and share experiences 
with other rubber farmers. As 
villagers saw the results of training 
from the first round, the number 

18See KFCP (2014f) for more information on the curriculum. 
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of participants of the rubber field 
schools grew. During the pilot, the 
average attendance was 17 people 
per village. This increased to 43 
people per village (seven women) in 

2011 and 2012. In 2013 this climbed 
further to 111 people per village 
(29 women). KFCP adjusted the 
registration period and aspects of the 
training schedule so that it took place 

outside of the planting season and 
conducted training in the evenings to 
suit villagers’ needs. 

9.3 Implementation of alternative livelihoods

Like other KFCP activities, the 
livelihoods program was run and 
managed by the villages through 
the TPK and TP, with assistance 
from KFCP. This approach was 
taken to build village capacity to 
independently manage similar 

activities in the future. Throughout 
this program of activities, the type 
of livelihoods and the number of 
participants varied, influenced in part 
by each village’s political situation 
and its most pressing economic 
needs. In general, villagers identified 

rubber, agroforestry, aquaculture and 
livestock as their preferred livelihood 
options, based on KFCP studies 
and villager consultations. The 
implementation phases are outlined 
in Table 3.

Period Type 

Jan–Jul 2013

Rubber: Superior variant PB-260

Agroforestry: 
1.	 Fruits, including rambutan, mango and durian 
2.	 Timber, including blangiran and jelutung/galam
3.	 Horticulture, including chilli, pineapple and banana 

Aquaculture: Beje (fishing in canals)

Sep 2013–Jun 
2014

Rubber: Local variant and superior variant PB-260

Agroforestry: 
1.	 Fruits, including rambutan, mango and durian 
2.	 Timber, including blangiran and jelutung/galam
3.	 Horticulture, including chilli, pineapple and banana
4.	 Agroforestry plus rubber (local or PB-260)

Aquaculture: Beje, ponds and fish pens 

Livestock: poultry

Table 3: Livelihoods implementation

Source: KFCP (2014e)

KFCP achieved 90% participation 
from households in participating 
villages in the first phase of 
livelihoods implementation (30% 
of the livelihoods work package 
was delivered in this phase), and 
92% in the second phase (when the 
remaining 70% of the package was 

delivered to households participating 
in the first phase, and 100% to new 
participants). Excluding the two 
villages that did not sign a VA for 
KFCP’s second phase (one of which 
participated in the initial livelihoods 
round), the number of participants 
increased by 32% from its first to 

second phase. This was considered 
to reflect the villagers’ heightened 
trust in KFCP and its livelihoods 
program. Table 4 shows the number 
of participants for each available 
livelihoods option. 
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Table 4: Households participating in the livelihoods package

Source: Milich et al. (2014)

Livelihoods Package Phase I* Phase II

30% of the 
packet

Continuing, 
70% of the 

packet

Latecomers (who 
did not participate 

in Phase I) 100%

Superior rubber (PB260 or IRR) 1 337 224 63

Local rubber 0 728 152

Beje, kolam, and keramba 203 188 96

Agroforestry - fruit trees + horticulture 0 11 0

Agroforestry - local rubber, fruit trees, horticulture 66 113 21

Agroforestry - superior rubber, fruit trees, horticulture 0 5 0

Poultry 0 4 3

Total 1 606 1 608

* These figures include the 236 households in the village that participated in Phase I but not in Phase II of the livelihoods 
component.

KFCP’s commitment to continuously 
improve this program in line with 
villagers’ needs was reflected in 
its use of rubber variants. Villagers 
switched from using a superior 
variant with which they were 
unfamiliar, and that could halve 
tapping time to five years, to a 
mostly local variant that required 
less maintenance and enabled 
communities to produce their own 
seedlings using traditional practices 
rather than purchasing them from a 
vendor. In the second phase, on the 

request of villagers, KFCP supported 
villagers to switch livelihoods choices 
from the first phase and to mix 
their packages (often they chose 
livelihoods options in this phase 
that diversified their long and short 
term income sources, such as a 
combination of agroforestry and 
some rubber). While more difficult 
to implement, time consuming, and 
requiring greater technical support 
compared with selecting only one 
option, KFCP saw the merit in this 
and respected village requests. 

KFCP developed guidelines and 
introduced new planting techniques 
for rubber and agroforestry, which 
were similar to those taught 
to villagers in the reforestation 
programs. Land clearing techniques 
and fire controls/breaks were 
introduced, as many villagers tended 
to utilise fire to open new areas for 
their fields. The TPK and TP gradually 
took over conducting technical 
verifications as well as safeguards 
verifications (see Section 4.2 for 
more details). 

9.4 Key lessons – Alternative livelihoods 

Key lessons learned specific to the development of alternative livelihoods for communities in the KFCP area are: 

•	 Farmer field schools provide villages with additional information and access to support for their 
development plans. KFCP provided learning materials and experiences related to planting and marketing 
techniques, and opened access to information from local government, the private sector and universities. 

•	 Participants tend to be most interested in field visits and practical on-the-ground lessons. KFCP found 
this allowed participants to make direct observations with respect to rubber processing. 
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•	 Access to capital and credit is likely to be one of the main challenges to developing a rubber business. 
KFCP identified that farmers may need credit e.g. to cover transportation costs in selling directly to factories. 

•	 Training and planting schedules need to align with villagers’ schedules and the seasons. KFCP observed 
that participation levels may be adversely affected where these schedules are misaligned. There are seasonal 
constraints to planting trees e.g. the water table must be at a specific level. Program schedules need to anticipate 
and plan for potential problems, such as delays in seedling deliveries. 

•	 Farmers need access to current market prices. KFCP found that updated information on market prices not 
only allowed farmers to negotiate better, but also linked them to global trends, which helped moderate their price 
expectations. 

•	 Petani Pemandu are effective change agents. As locals, they were pivotal in helping to promote the 
independence and sustainability of the program. They can also help retain a focus on village ownership of small-
scale industrial processing.

•	 Participatory approaches facilitate villages to take full responsibility for selecting the commodities 
and better accommodate livelihoods preferences in line with their needs. Through village-led processes 
and iterative improvements that accommodated village inputs, the livelihoods program better met village 
needs and provided villagers with greater choice and access to inputs (e.g. fertiliser). The approach meant that 
villages could designate unused areas of village land to community members who did not have sufficient land to 
implement their preferred activity. 

•	 Training in forest fire prevention and forest management provides information for villagers on actions 
that reduce impacts on the environment in deep peat areas. Following the capacity building activities 
conducted by KFCP, village-implemented activities were confined to the shallow peat or mineral soil areas and 
changes in village practices were observed, such as the more frequent use of fire breaks. 
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10.1 Background and preparation

REDD+ SEEKS TO REDUCE GHG EMISSIONS by incentivising efforts to avoid actions in land 

and forestry use which, had they continued as usual, would likely have contributed to the 

release of carbon into the atmosphere. 

The Measurement, Reporting 
and Verification (MRV) 
component of REDD+ 
assesses and determines 

if, and to what extent, reduced 
emissions have been achieved. In the 
future, MRV mechanisms will likely 
trigger payments to the relevant 
governments and other participating 
stakeholders, including communities. 

KFCP established three teams early 
in the program to contribute to MRV 
through on-the-ground peatland 
monitoring and data collection—

the Vegetation Monitoring team 
(VMTeam), the Fire Management 
Monitoring team (FMTeam) and the 
Peat and Hydrology Monitoring Team 
(PHMTeam), which are described in 
the section below. 

At the commencement of KFCP there 
were no globally agreed methods 
to estimate GHG emissions, so KFCP 
needed to develop and trial methods 
suited to its program of activities 
and to contribute to the science 
on PSF. Monitoring units were 
required to measure environmental 

conditions, as little information was 
available on the Central Kalimantan 
peatlands, which comprised most 
of the KFCP area. The monitoring 
teams were tasked with collecting 
data that would be used to assess 
changes in the local environment 
to assist KFCP and the Indonesia 
National Carbon Accounting System 
(INCAS) to establish methodologies 
for estimating GHG emissions from 
peatlands and measure the effects 
of any physical interventions and  
human activity. 

10.2 Undertaking GHG emissions monitoring

Eight locations were selected for 
vegetation monitoring19 to represent 
the forest types in the KFCP area. 

All locations were situated in the 
vicinity of hydrology transects and, 
consequently LiDAR flight paths, 

to facilitate data transfer. Plots 
were established at 50 m, 100 m, 
400 m and 700 m from the canal, 

Peatland Monitoring 
Program 
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resulting in 12 plots per location. 
All tree vegetation was given an 
individual tag and its species was 
recorded; every year its diameter at 
breast height (DBH) and total height 
were re-measured. Environmental 
conditions, including light intensity, 
groundcover vegetation, fire 
history, hydrology, peat depth and 
subsidence, were also measured, 
with the data entered into the 
custom-designed KFCP Vegetation 
Monitoring Access database.

The fire monitoring comprised 
hotspot monitoring within 
the KFCP site using MODIS 
(Moderate Resolution Imaging 
Spectroradiometer) satellite 
data, and fire event investigation 
using data from hotspot satellites 
and information provided by 
communities. Data collected 
comprised fire location, start/end 
date, land tenure, weather, cause 
and motivations of the fire, total 
area burnt, and fire intensity. To 
complement this, KFCP collected 
data on the types and distribution 
of assets of residents. KFCP also 
attempted to record land cover and 
fire history using the Heavy Fuel Load 
Method using the measurements of 
dead organic matter like trunks, roots 
and branches found on the peat 
surface20. 

The PHMTeam established a series 
of transects and 460 dipwells to 
measure ground water level monthly 
or fortnightly in the dry season. The 
team also measured surface water 
in 39 locations where transects 
intersected a canal, and installed 
gauges for monthly rainfall on six 

transects and for daily rainfall in 
three villages. Over 800 holes were 
drilled across the KFCP area to 
measure peat depth, and samples 
were taken in 59 locations to observe 
the characteristics of the peat. The 
rate and volume of peat subsidence 
due to oxidation and compaction 
were measured in 59 locations 
adjacent to dipwells. 

As the monitoring locations fell 
within the jurisdictional control 
of the villages, KFCP coordinated 
closely with village administrations 
and residents. Where possible, 
monitoring activities were conducted 
under VAs or managed through the 
TPK. Monthly peat and hydrology 
monitoring, and some aspects of 
vegetation monitoring activities, 
were largely outside the VAs. This 
was a consequence of: 1) the high 
technical supervision of villagers 
needed for unfamiliar processes, 
2) of teams needing to comprise 
the same village members (to 
progressively develop knowledge 
and skills), 3) of villagers preferring 
to rotate data collectors, and 4) of 
data collection commencing prior to 
VA signing in 2011. KFCP community 
engagement teams still conducted 
planning with the TPK, which were 
responsible for organising field 
logistics and recruiting villagers 
wherever possible as part of the 
data collection team. Such technical 
monitoring was something new to 
villages and the TPK and KFCP initially 
experienced challenges in helping 
people understand these processes. 

As the TPK aimed to provide 
fair opportunity for all villagers, 

recruitment sometimes failed to 
meet the monitoring team’s need for 
accurate and regular data collection 
(e.g. some villagers were illiterate 
and/or innumerate). In retrospect, 
more time was needed to ensure 
all parties understood not only the 
activities and related requirements of 
the communities, but also the goals 
and background of those activities.

Community involvement in each of 
the three monitoring teams differed. 
The FMTeam needed direct inputs 
and information from the community 
in order to collect data, whereas 
the VMTeam and PHMTeam were 
more focused on seeking community 
agreement and support regarding 
more abstract activities. Villagers 
provided detailed information for 
fire investigations (e.g. land tenure, 
land management, fire history) and, 
in the case of an active fire, the 
FMTeam would work together with 
the local communities to extinguish 
the fire. The involvement of local 
communities in heavy fuel load 
surveys was essential given the scale 
of the exercise and the opportunities 
it afforded villagers to see the 
relationship between fuel and fire. 

Village participation had its 
challenges. Firstly, it increased the 
risk of plot damage and undesirable 
activities, such as logging from 
the nearby forest. KFCP found 
that it was far more important to 
increase education within local 
communities than forbid such 
activities. Monitoring schedules, 
which had minimum flexibility to 
ensure accurate and appropriate 
data collection, sometimes coincided 

19See Graham and Mahyudi (2013) for further information. 
20See Graham et al. (2014) for further information.
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with other commitments (e.g. 
planting rice fields) which reduced 
the number of available villagers. A 
rolling recruitment system developed 
by villages to provide opportunity 

for all community members 
for some monitoring activities 
adversely affected skills quality and 
necessitated higher training inputs 
at each expedition. Establishing 

a single, motivated and trained 
community team might have been a 
better option for the specific roles of 
monitoring. 

10.3 Key lessons – peatland monitoring program

Key lessons learned specific to peatland monitoring processes are: 

•	 Time should be set aside to ensure villagers understand the monitoring program’s goals. Monitoring 
involved technical aspects that were new to many of the villagers. A minimum level of villager understanding is 
particularly relevant for abstract physical science activities, such as carbon emissions monitoring, and with respect 
to activity requirements. 

•	 Monitoring activities should be conducted as a separate exercise outside of VAs and work packages, 
and with program staff to undertake difficult monitoring activities. Determining a successful and fair 
route to involve the community in monitoring activities, while not compromising the quality of the data, can 
be challenging. Unlike other REDD+ activities, this type of monitoring is normally conducted by a small team of 
trained staff rather than as large-scale community activities like reforestation.
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KFCP invested significant resources, effort and time to maximise the potential for many of its 

program components to continue after KFCP’s cessation. 

Prior to its closure in mid-
2014, communities strongly 
indicated a need for ongoing 
assistance. KFCP worked 

closely with key local governments 
and other agencies to identify 
options for meeting expressed needs 
and, as a result, local government 
was, at the time of writing, sourcing 
funding to support the ongoing 
implementation of different aspects 
of KFCP. 

The approach to reforestation taken 
by KFCP has been adopted by a 
number of mining companies in the 

area and Indonesia’s Ministry of 
Forestry has embarked on a seedling 
program called Kebun Bibit Rakyat to 
continue the work of KFCP’s network 
of nurseries.

Funding has been confirmed for the 
continuation of the canal blocking 
program through the blocking of 
a major canal on the KFCP to test 
a methodology developed by the 
program.  The peatland monitoring 
program will continue to operate 
to gather data about changes in 
emissions levels after the canal has 
been blocked.

The KFCP Working Group will 
become the Kapuas REDD+ Working 
Group and seeks to continue to lead 
on producing REDD+ outcomes, 
and FKAD intends to continue to 
meet post-KFCP to enhance the 
development of the villages through 
collaboration and communication. 

It is hoped that these lessons learned 
and the many other findings from 
the KFCP experience will support 
the development of REDD+, and 
the reduction of GHG emissions 
and, ultimately, the impact of global 
climate change. 

Ex Post Plans 
and Outcomes 
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