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PREFACE  

 

As KFCP operates in Indonesia and functions under the Australian Government-funded Indonesia-Australia Forest 
Carbon Partnership (IAFCP), it must comply with Indonesian and Australian environmental laws. In 2011-12, when the 
regional social and economic assessment (RESA) was undertaken, it was anticipated that a trust fund under World Bank 
management would be established to finance livelihood improvements and other REDD+ benefits for local 
communities. Therefore, it was determined that KFCP also needed to comply with the World Bank’s environmental and 
social safeguard policies. Given the link between the KFCP and the proposed trust fund as well as the broad 
convergence of the World Bank’s social safeguard policies with those of the Australian Government, the two are 
considered as a single operation from and safeguards perspective.  As KFCP is in a region with existing, significant, and 
interrelated environmental problems, and the project could have significant region-wide impacts the World Bank 
requested a regional assessment. 

The RESA reports completed in 2012 should be read in this context.  While the trust fund is not proceeding as planned, 
many of the recommendations of the RESA are still relevant to KFCP.  The assessment and recommendations serve as a 
benchmark not only for KFCP but also provide a model for uptake and further development by other REDD+ and 
peatland rehabilitation projects. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This research was carried out in collaboration with the Governments of Australia and Indonesia, but the analysis and 
findings presented in this paper represent the views of the authors and do not necessarily represent the views of those 
Governments. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Objective of the Regional Environmental and Social Assessment (RESA) 
The Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP) is a demonstration activity for Reducing Emissions from 
Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) within a single peat dome of 120,000 hectare (ha) within the Ex-Mega 
Rice Project (EMRP) area in Central Kalimantan, Indonesia.. This single peat dome of 120,000 ha is the environmental 
region that will be analysed in the RESA. For simplicity, and as this report analyses the KFCP activities within this 
spatial setting, this region is referred to in this report as the ‘KFCP Region’. The main purpose of rehabilitating the 
area is to demonstrate potential carbon emission reductions, but doing so would have direct impacts on peat swamp 
forest (PSF), peatlands, land use, livelihoods and villages close to the site. The KFCP officially commmenced in 2010, and 
subect to GoI and GoA approval for a proposed program extension from June 2013, completion is expected to be in 
June 2016. 

There has been recent recognition of the need to rehabilitate the EMRP area, notably in the Presidential Inpres 2007/2 
and within the Master Plan for the Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the Ex-Mega Rice Project Area in Central 
Kalimantan (“the Master Plan”). 

There is an alignment between current government planning objectives and KFCP. KFCP will plan and implement its 
activities within the framework of the Inpres 2007/2 and the Provincial Master Plan. There is also a law banning 
development in areas of deep peat (Presidential Decree 32/1990), which ostensibly limits development options over 
the majority of the KFCP region. The main additions from KFCP are: the KFCP program REDD+ objectives and potential 
revenue streams, the methods to implement and manage various programs to address deforestation and 
environmental degradation of the area and whether there are any other feasible alternative land use and livelihoods 
options within the area. UNFCCC defines REDD+ as reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, 
conservation of forest carbon stocks, the sustainable management of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon 
stocks. 

The primary purpose of a RESA is to identify the preferred environmentally and socially sustainable development option 
within a regional setting, where there may be a number of plans or projects within the region. The KFCP RESA has been 
designed in line with the World Bank’s Regional Environmental Assessments, 1996, and the Client’s Terms of Reference 
(ToR).  

As KFCP operates in Indonesia and functions under the AusAID-funded Indonesia Australia Forest Carbon Partnership 
(IAFCP), it must comply with Indonesian and Australian environmental laws. It also needs to comply with World Bank 
Environmental and Social Safeguard Policies, as KFCP intends to use an independent World Bank trust fund (the 
Kalimantan Forests and Climate Trust Fund – KFCTF) to manage a demonstration incentive payment mechanism for 
community activities related to the REDD+ objectives. Given the link between the KFCP and the KFCTF, the two are 
considered as a single operation from an safeguards perspective and as KFCP is in a region with existing, significant, and 
interrelated environmental problems, and the project could have significant region-wide impacts the World Bank have 
requested a RESA.  

The KFCP RESA is furthermore desired by the government partnership; safeguarding the REDD+ social and 
environmental setting is a core component of the emerging international framework for REDD+, as discussed at the 
2010 United Nations Climate Change Conference (CoP 16). 

The ToR specifies that a key objective of this RESA is to identify and compare two development scenarios through an 
assessment of cumulative impacts on Valued Eco-System Components. The development scenarios have been defined 
as a ‘without-project’ (business as usual) scenario and a ‘with-project’ scenario, where the project is the KFCP 
demonstration activities. Furthermore, the RESA aims to provide information which is useful to the KFCP program 
developers in identifying feasible alternatives in the project design and assistance in the preparation of KFCP.  
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Methodology 
The method used to develop this RESA consisted of a review of the existing documentation, including numerous studies 
carried out by or on behalf of KFCP; consultation with project personnel to develop a field work plan; and field work at 
the 14 settlements in the KFCP region to verify data and address information gaps through observation and direct 
consultation via interviews and focus group discussions in each of the village locations, as well as discussion with 
government agencies at the provincial and district level. Government planning and policies, laws and regulations, and 
other relevant data have also been reviewed. 

The overall structure of the RESA document informs the cumulative impact assessment (CIA) process, which is:  

1. Define the region for CIA. 
2. Identify key environmental and social issues within the KFCP region. 
3. Identify key resource use trends within the KFCP Region. 
4. Identify key activities, plans and developments for the KFCP Region. 
5. Define the parameters of the with- and without-project Development Scenarios. 
6. Identify the baseline situation within the KFCP Region. 
7. Identify Valued Ecosystem Components (VECs), based on consultation, directives in planning, and understanding of 

resource use and priorities in the area. 
8. Assess impacts on VECs from multiple sources. 
9. Assess impacts on VECs from multiple sources plus project. 

The CIA process directly informs the analysis of alternatives, as the with- and without-project impacts on VECs are 
clearly defined in the CIA and can be directly compared. Further analysis of the alternatives allows for broader 
consideration of the alignment and differences between the two development scenarios. Both of these inform the 
recommendations.  

URS has noted significant areas of uncertainty due to data limitations, conflicting plans or significant external influences 
that could alter the development scenarios or impact assessment.  

Development Scenarios 
Existing Conditions 

The KFCP region is a single peat dome of approximately 120,0001 ha in the northern part of the EMRP area in Central 
Kalimantan. The region is divided between areas of the EMRP Block E and Block A; roughly half of the site is located in 
the northern part of Block A, and half to the north in Block E. The KFCP region is bordered by the Kapuas River to the 
west and southwest and the Mantangai River to the east and southeast. The demonstration site lies completely within 
Kapuas District, divided between the sub-districts of Mantangai and Timpah. 

The demonstration site is sparsely populated. Approximately 9,000 residents (mostly indigenous Kapuas Dayak people2) 
live in 14 settlements (seven villages and their hamlets) strung out along the banks of the Kapuas River The residents of 
these villages use land near their villages for food crop and rubber cultivation, while harvesting timber, non-timber 
forest products (NTFPs), and fish from more remote parts of the demonstration site. Agricultural activities, including 
food crops and family-owned rubber plantations, are limited to the areas of community land along the Kapuas River, 
where mineral soils and shallow peat predominate. Villages are relatively remote and have limited public infrastructure. 
The level of access to (and quality of) health and education services is low. Development is constrained by existing 
levels of poverty, limited resources (including good quality agricultural land) and distance from markets. Further 
constraints include inclement weather, droughts in the dry season and flooding of the Kapuas River during the wet 
season, and heavy losses due to fire (EMRP 2008a).  

The Mega Rice Project (MRP) commenced in 1995. By 1997, it was already evident that major environmental 
degradation had occurred to the area, and the project was finally abandoned in 1999. Prior to the construction of the 

1 KFCP Design Document, July 2009 p.3 
2 The term Ngaju Dayak is also used, but is a broader term for a number of different groups.  
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MRP canals and subsequent land clearing, the land cover was primarily PSF. Block A is crossed by an extensive grid of 
large canals, while small, locally dug tatas and handil canals extend inland from the river throughout the region. The 
MRP’s canal building dramatically altered the area’s hydrology and morphology, drying out the peat and increasing the 
severity of fires. This was because the irrigation canals dug for rice paddies unintentionally became drainage canals due 
to the peat dome being elevated above the river. The canals drained the peat, dried it out and made it more susceptible 
to fires (EMRP Technical Report 2, 6:2009). The canals also opened access to the PSF in Block A. Much of the forest has 
now been cleared or degraded, mainly due to the disastrous series of major fires that ensued from 1997 onwards but 
also to some extent due to both clearing for agriculture through swidden techniques and illegal logging. Subsidence of 
the peat due to drainage has changed the morphology of the region and created mini peat domes between the canals, 
further inhibiting natural rehabilitation. It has been noted that Block A (in its entirety) is only marginally suited for 
agriculture, and then only within the best areas (EMRP 2008a).  

Relatively intact PSF covers the northern half of the dome (Block E), although it has been subject to timber harvesting in 
some areas. The differences between land cover types in Block A and Block E are illustrated in Figure 3-1. 

The peat dome (peat over three metres in depth) is very sensitive to disturbance. Tropical PSFs are distinctive 
ecosystems that have a characteristic forest type and related plant and animal species, many of which are endemic. 
PSFs are the preferred habitat of orang-utans, and the demonstration area contains a relatively large population of this 
flagship species.  

Fires within the deep peat are very difficult to extinguish. The burning results in high carbon emissions and severely 
degrades the landscape. Normally, PSF would be too damp for fires to significantly take hold, but the drying out of the 
peat caused by the EMRP canals has reduced this natural protection against fire. Fires also have a significant impact on 
communities. It is estimated that the average cost of fires per household is 12 million rupiahs in Block A and 8 million 
rupiahs in Block E (Suyanto et al 2009). It is not clear over what period these estimates are for but they appear to 
represent a value two to three times the average annual household income. Large swathes of rubber plantation, at 
differing levels of maturity, were completely lost by most of the KFCP communities during the major fires of 1997, 
1998, 2003, 2006, 2007 and 2009. 

Therefore, there is a compounding issue of poverty and environmental impacts, where both influence the other. 
However, the canals, along with the resultant loss of forest cover, are the leading cause of the environmental issues 
within the area.  

Key Resource Use Trends 

In addition to baseline data collection (outlined below), the World Bank sought better understanding of key livelihoods 
trends. These were: timber extraction, rubber production and marketing, gold mining, expansion of the oil palm 
industry, and out-migration for employment.  

The RESA found the following:  

• The current likelihood of significant illegal timber extraction within the region and community involvement in the 
practice is low and will likely remain so as long as enforcement of law remains strong. Timber harvesting within legal 
frameworks will be dependent on government decision-making and approval processes, and aligned with land use 
planning frameworks.  

• Community involvement in both the production and marketing of rubber is likely to increase as long as market 
prices do not fall too low – it’s one of the few viable commodities for the area, and rubber crops can survive some 
degree of flood inundation, to which all of these communities are prone. 

• It is likely that artisanal gold mining will decrease in the medium to long term, due to high capital costs for the 
pumping units and low returns; community involvement in wage work will follow accordingly. However, zircon 
mining is becoming a more popular option in the Muroi River (outside the KFCP region). It is likely that artisanal 
zircon mining (and community involvement) will increase over the short term, as long as permits and resource 
availability allows.  
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• In the KFCP region, there is unlikely to be any expansion of the oil palm industry in the deep peat in Block A or Block 
E, assuming that the rules banning oil palm developments hold firm. There may, however, be some expansion of the 
oil palm industry in either mineral soils or shallow peat in the longer term, particularly in Block A. There could be 
some village co-planting if a village was close to the oil palm site, but rubber is more popular and there are noted 
issues with food security, compensation and economies of scale in oil palm production. In regions external to the 
sites, expansion of oil palm plantations and land use change may occur in the medium to long term in concessions 
that have been granted but are not yet operational. 

• Consultation indicated that there are only marginal levels of out-migration for employment and it is likely that this 
will remain stable in the short to medium term. It may increase over time if there is a strong incentive for people to 
seek additional income, either because they are drawn due to higher wages in mining areas (outside the area) or 
out of necessity if there are reduced livelihoods options at the site. The road development at the western border of 
the site (under development) might simplify access to education, and therefore, over time, result in improved skills 
and employment capacity, which may facilitate increased outmigration in the longer term.  

Key Planning and Activities within the Region 

Regional planning documents of relevance to the RESA are as follows: 

The Forestry Master Plan is an elaboration of the Inpres 2/2007 and a basis for further detailed planning processes 
such as the EMRP Master Plan (2008). The Forestry Master Plan can be an important trigger for the rehabilitation effort 
of the EMRP area. It is a forest conservation/rehabilitation effort that will be undertaken by the central government 
that can be a base policy and a trigger for any similar effort in rehabilitating the area. 

The Central Kalimantan Provincial Long-term Development Plan (RPJP), 2005–2025, recognises some critical 
environmental issues, such as over-exploited forest, illegal timber logging, and illegal mining. The plan indicates the 
need for policy on environmental sustainability, while realising that agriculture and mining activities will be economic 
main sources for the next 20 years. The Plan does not specifically mention the rehabilitation of the EMRP area, 
although it recognises the needs of maintaining the environmental sustainability. Given that the Provincial 
Development Plan was prepared before the initiation of KFCP, there is clearly a will from the provincial government to 
manage its natural resources in accordance with environmental sustainability principles. 

The Central Kalimantan Provincial Medium-term Development Plan, 2011–2015, refers to the EMRP area and the 
need to protect peatland due to its unique function. It shows the need for conservation in the province, which is similar 
to the intent of KFCP. Due to this similarity, these plans provide an indication of policy support for the KFCP project 
implementation. 

The Kapuas District Medium Term Development Plan, 2008–20133, provides specific references to rehabilitation and 
conservation of the EMRP area. This will be a strong support to any conservation program in the EMRP area in Kapuas 
District. The Plan also recognises the existence of non-government agencies that are working in the district. With this 
background in the District Medium Term Development Plan, along with its mission statement and objectives, the EMRP 
rehabilitation appears to be obtaining endorsement from the district government in terms of its policies and 
commitments. 

The Provincial Spatial Plan (under discussion), including Ministry of Forestry (MoF) Proposals, either at provincial or 
district level, allocate the KFCP region mainly for protection forest and partly for conservation area. It is a revision 
process from the previous land use allocation under the MRP project that the area was mainly for agricultural activities. 
While the spatial plan agreement is still an ongoing process, there is a clear direction that the KFCP region is allocated 
for protection forest that will provide a strong support for peatland rehabilitation and conservation. 

The Kapuas District Land Use Plan allocates the KFCP area as mainly a protection forest, and partially as a conservation 
area. 

3 Another relevant plan is the Kapuas District Long Term Plan, which was not available at the time of writing. However, objectives from this plan would also be considered 
in the Kapuas District Medium Term Development Plan.  
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The Master Plan for the Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the Ex-Mega Rice Project Area in Central Kalimantan4 is 
based on Inpres 2/2007 and the timeline is aligned to the national long term planning of 25 years (2008–2033).The 
EMRP Master Plan covers rehabilitation and conservation of the EMRP area of 1.4 million ha. It has been produced with 
a comprehensive planning process and is supported by a national policy of rehabilitation and conservation. The EMRP 
Master Plan has a strong connection with the KFCP project, in that both share similar programs and interventions in 
achieving broader goals of peatland rehabilitation. 

 

Other projects and developments in the KFCP region 

There are few other developments within the region, as summarised in the table below.  

Other Projects/ 
Developments Type Location 

Agriculture Oil palm plantations 

External to the KFCP Region: 
In the Kapuas District, PT RAS has a 20,000 ha concession area 

in Mantangai Subdistrict. PT Graha Inti has 12,100 ha, and 
there are two others at the border of Mantangai and Murung 

(still in planning). 
There are eight plantations in total in the EMRP area. 

Industrial mining Coal mining External to the KFCP region. There are developments in the 
areas to the north and south. 

Artisanal mining Gold, zircon Kapuas River in Block E, Muroi River (external to the KFCP 
Region). 

Infrastructure Road construction Along the eastern side of the Kapuas River, linking villages 
from the north to the south of the KFCP region. 

Transmigration 
settlements 

Transmigration settlement 
(Inpres 2/2007) 

In the southern end of Block A (NW) (plan only, no 
transmigration has occurred). 

Conservation/ 
community 

development 
programs 

REDD+ support (specifically, 
with additional support for, 

orang-utan preservation, 
conservation etc.) 

Approximately 20 programs across Central Kalimantan 
Province are listed by the Office for REDD+ Support, 

Palangkaraya. 
The Borneo Orang-utan Survival Foundation (BOSF) have a 

conservation area in Block E. 

Without-project Development Scenario 

The without-project scenario is the ‘business as usual’ development scenario for the region. It is based on existing 
conditions, planning and resource use trends for the region. It should be noted that KFCP has been present within the 
region since 2009, and may have already had some influence on the baseline or regional planning in the without-project 
scenario.  

The without-project scenario assumes that:  

• Existing social and environmental conditions continue and that current laws and planning remain in place and are 
generally applied; 

• The KFCP region will have protected forest areas (either through zoning or over-arching regulations) and will not be 
used for any broad-scale agricultural production or development, although there may be some in shallow peat and 
mineral soils; 

• A road development linking the north and south of the block will be completed in the short term; 
• Transmigration may occur within a planned zone at the south of Block A, although it is not likely in the short term; 

and 
• There is Government will for rehabilitation in the area, but there might be limited supporting funding or activity. 

4 Master Plan for the Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the Ex-Mega Rice Project Area in Central Kalimantan Main Synthesis Report October 2008 
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Overall, the without-project scenario suggests that the rehabilitation and conservation process in the KFCP area will be 
slow or marginal, spontaneous development activities may occur wherever planned by investors, forest fires will 
continue to occur, and the degradation of peatland will continue. Socio-economic conditions are not likely to show 
much improvement, although there may be some marginal improvements in education and employment options in the 
longer term. 

With-project Development Scenario 

The Government of Indonesia (GoI) and Government of Australia (GoA) are cooperating through the Indonesia-
Australia Forest Carbon Partnership (IAFCP) to test and demonstrate approaches to REDD+. KFCP is a major activity 
under this program. KFCP aims to demonstrate and test approaches to REDD+ through improved hydrology and the 
effective management, rehabilitation and conservation of tropical PSFs. It will use community-based activities and 
incentives as drivers to change, in addition to a number of environmental interventions. KFCP has been designed with 
direct reference to InPres 2007/2 and the Master Plan. KFCP will operate within the demonstration site, but in itself will 
not claim any land tenure, though it may influence land use or zoning change. 

The with-project scenario assumes that: 

• KFCP will be implemented as per the KFCP Design Document 2009 and the KFCP Rolling Prioritisation Plan 
2010/2011 and adds to or modifies assumptions in the without-project scenario; 

• Current laws and regulations will remain in place and that there will be a desire from both community and 
government for ongoing rehabilitation and community development efforts, including eventually self-managed 
programs; and 

• Existing environmental and social conditions outlined in the without-project scenario, including resource and 
livelihood trends, would initially be applicable.  

Over a period of 3.5 years (January 20105 – June 2016), KFCP aims to complete the following activities: deliver 
community livelihoods programs and incentives to bring about land use change and offer alternatives to existing 
practices (that are accessible to men and women, and that do not require burning, drainage canals or illegal logging); 
block the EMRP canals and tatas through negotiated agreements using locally available materials such as canal 
overburden, burnt forest materials and local timber; plant canal verges with endemic seedlings and saplings; and begin 
reforestation of 27,500 ha in Block A (estimated to be 2,050 ha within the time of KFCP).  

Should KFCP complete the planned activities, the short to intermediate term outcomes are anticipated to be: a raised 
water table within 300–500 metres laterally from the blocked canals that will reduce the risk of fire and facilitate 
regeneration of the PSF6; emissions reductions and greater economic stability due to decreased fires; natural 
vegetation and tree regeneration and an established stock of endemic forest species within targeted regeneration 
areas; conservation of bio-diversity; improved market access for community products such as rubber; and efforts to 
clarify land tenure. Local capacity to manage the REDD+ program would also be increased, through a village-based 
system of activities and payments. There may still be some localised use of fire to clear land, but this may be offset by 
improved hydrology in the area, meaning that fires are less likely to spread.  

Longer term outcomes could be: further improvements to the water table; higher emissions reductions due both to the 
reduction of fires and greater volumes of established trees and vegetation; potentially increased bio-diversity; forest 
conservation in Block E and re-establishment of forest cover through the reforestation program and increased bio-
diversity; and productive alternative livelihoods from established rubber plantations or other community programs. As 
part of efforts to demonstrate and test payment mechanisms for future REDD+ markets, the proposed World Bank 
Trust fund will provide incentive payments for these REDD+ related environmental services. It is also possible that 
REDD+ will become established within carbon markets and, if this is the case, REDD+ credits could provide an additional 
revenue stream to both the environmental service providers (villagers) and the government. 

5 Timing of official project announcement 
6 Canal blocking is likely to have more localised effects (radius of 300–500 m) in the short term. The longer the blocks remain in place, the better the results will be. 
Reduction of carbon emissions would follow a similar pattern, in that they may be lower in the short term and are likely to improve over time if the canal blocks remain in 
place (Master Plan for the Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the EMRP Area in Central Kalimantan, 2008:20). 
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Baseline Conditions 
Environmental Conditions 

The KFCP region climate has a dry season generally occurring from May/June until September and a wet season from 
September to April. The area is prone to both dry periods and flooding, and rain is quite variable. There is no air quality 
data available, although particulates from smoke have been anecdotally raised as an issue. The regional morphology is 
low land area with slope of 0–2°, with average elevation ranging from 5–10 metres above sea level (some elevations are 
above 12 metres, with a maximum of 25). Hydrogeology within the region: the rock formation at the proposed project 
area is a mix of sandstone-conglomerate in Dahor Formation and alluvium. From the physical properties, the Dahor 
Formation has the potential to create a shallow layer aquifer. It has been indicated that the groundwater table closely 
follows the topography line, indicating that groundwater table fluctuations are mainly influenced by local rainfall, 
evapo-transpiration, and surface run off, rather than by groundwater flow, which affects the groundwater table over an 
area of 500 m width at most. Peatland hydrology in the EMRP area is mostly affected by drainage of the canals, with 
possible different conditions for Block E (as it consists of predominantly intact peat swamp forest). Because the 
drainage impact in the EMRP area is far more severe in the vicinity of canals, subsidence has resulted in relatively steep 
surface slopes away from canals. Potential fire frequency has also been greater there due to drying, and drying of the 
peat causes faster run-off. Peat surface elevations 1 km away from canals are now generally 0.5–1 m higher than canal 
sides. A ‘mini-dome’ topography has in fact developed in 12 years that now controls hydrology. Flooding within the 
area is occurring and is anticipated to increase as the peat continues to subside. Water in peatland is naturally acidic 
and there are indications that there is some pollution from mercury and chemicals (phenol) within the Kapuas River, 
possibly from artisanal gold mining. There is a hypothesis that the canals or canal blocking may have further influence 
on acidity and this assumption should be tested. Further water quality data is needed to assess the conditions prior to 
the placement of canal blocks. Mineral soil in the area is limited to the areas near the banks of the Kapuas River. In 
Block A, drying out due to the canal system and the impacts of fires have reduced the natural function of peat, reducing 
the absorptive capacity and causing decomposition and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Research indicates that this is 
a perpetuating process. Vegetation and forest coverage in the area is markedly different between Block A and Block E. 
Block A has been cleared due to the EMRP and fires. Block E has been logged over but maintains some natural 
protection against fires as the area has not been drained. Land cover studies and satellite images clearly indicate 
significant changes to land cover from 1991 to 2010 within Block A. Burned forest areas are primarily located within 
Block A along canals and transport zones, and fire hotspot studies indicate that these areas are repeatedly burned. 
Before the execution of the MRP, the area held a rich variety of habitats for wild animals and aquatic biota, from 
freshwater swamps, beach swales, peat swamps and riparian vegetation, to rivers and lakes. Of these examples, the 
dominant natural forest habitat was PSF. Much of the natural habitat (especially the forest habitat) has been lost or 
damaged/changed because of conversion of forest land into cultivated land. Fauna studies within the broader EMRP 
area stated that land conversion in the EMRP area has generally decreased the diversity of local species (vegetation, 
wild animals and aquatic biota), which have been replaced with opportunistic organisms or organisms adaptable to a 
disturbed area. Animals in the EMRP area include mammals (orang-utans/mawas, monkeys, lutung, proboscis monkeys, 
squirrels, bats, trenggiling and other varieties of carnivore), birds (eagles, elang tikus, elang laut, owls, nuri/serindit, 
raja udang, trinil, ketilang, egret birds, blekok, kokokan laut), and reptiles (turtles, pythons, and crocodiles). Among 
these, several species are on the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 
(CITES) list. According to the Social Assessment report, fish production has declined over time in Block A and Block E, 
and so the yield of fish in the area has decreased over time. It was not clear whether the reduction was due to over-
fishing or because of decreasing water quality.  

Social Conditions 

As noted above, the site is home to some 9,000 people living within 14 settlements (administratively seven villages and 
their hamlets). Demographically, there are very few differences between Block A and Block E. There are virtually no 
statistical differences between the two blocks in gender and age make up. Over the whole area, children between the 
ages of 0 and 15 make up 40% of the population. Adults from the ages of 16 to 65 make up 57.6% of the population and 
those over 65 make up just 2.5%. Approximately 91% of the population are Indigenous Kapuas Dayak people. Other 
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groups include the Banjar and Javanese. The multi-ethnic communities (Dayaks, Banjar and Javanese) in the villages do 
not significantly reduce the intensity of the traditional values in the area. The vast majority (99%) of the inhabitants in 
the project area use the local Ngaju dialect at home, and many are not fluent in the national Indonesian language. The 
predominant religion in the area is Islam (63% of the population in Block A and 87% in Block E). Protestant Christians 
make up 10% of Block E and 22% of Block A. Only 0.8% of the households in both Blocks identify themselves as Catholic. 
The traditional Hindu Kaharingan beliefs are stronger in Block A, where 13% still follow them; only 3% of the families in 
Block E identify themselves as Hindu Kaharingan (an animist religion or belief system associated exclusively with the 
Indigenous Peoples of Kalimantan).  

There are several social domains in which customary institutions in the district of Kapuas continue in the lives of local 
community members – for example, customary law recognition of both collective and individual rights in and over land, 
including rights of use and rights of ownership. Many community conflicts continue to be dealt with according to 
customary law, instead of civil law. Land ownership is still generally organised through customary law mechanisms, 
although formal land certification is becoming more common where land values have risen. However, land ownership 
based on customary law is not always acknowledged by the government (or is not administered correctly according to 
traditional systems), which can lead to conflicts. 

There exists a patrilineal bias in Kapuas Dayak culture (Kapuas Dayak are by rule patrilocal; married couples reside in 
the husband’s village of origin). Customary tenure over land is male focused, with the exception of the marriage 
bestowal7, and females (even from single female-headed households) have difficulty asserting control over land. 

Livelihoods are derived from a combination of activities, mostly related to management and/or exploitation of natural 
resources. In general, the Dayak Ngaju people practice a shifting cultivation system using slash and burn methods to 
produce rice for subsistence; tap rubber from planted trees and sell it to traders; and fish, for consumption and sale. 
They traditionally gathered forest products such as ‘gemor’ (bark from the Alseodaphne coriacea tree) and rattan, 
although these activities have declined dramatically – gemor due to over-extraction and rattan due to poor market 
prices. Despite these general livelihood patterns in the KFCP area, particular livelihood strategies differ between the 
villages and between the blocks, depending on the condition of the remaining forests that they access.  

The key activities currently providing incomes to villagers in the KFCP area are rubber, fishing and mining. Other 
contributions to village economies come from the wages of public servants (up to 5% of households in Mantangai Hulu, 
fewer in settlements that have only a couple of primary school teachers and the hamlets that have only a hamlet head 
and neighbourhood (Rukun Tetangga or RT ) head in receipt of a small wage from the District Government). Many also 
augment their basic incomes from rubber or fish by running small shops. In Mantangai, for example, it was estimated 
that up to 10% of households conducted some sort of commercial operation, mostly grocery or fuel sales; the number 
is lower elsewhere. A few households in each community build small boats. Very few people work in the formal sector 
for private companies because the wages offered are generally much lower than can be obtained even by tapping 
rubber in another’s garden on a ‘divide the product’ basis. The hours of work are also significantly longer in the formal 
sector. Although some people work in the nearby oil palm plantations, most regard the wages as too low. 

Economic activities that may be expected to increase community incomes in the coming years include cultivation of 
some plantation timber, such as ‘sengon’ and acacia, which are both used in the manufacture of plywood, the harvest 
and planting of galam (a species of melaleuca native to the peat swamps and forests), and the construction of ‘swift’s 
houses’ (rumah wallet) for cultivating bird’s nests for sale to lucrative Chinese markets. 

Households in both Block A and Block E have used fire to clear land, although there now exist prohibitions on burning. 
However, it is the cheapest and most readily available method for land clearing.  

There may be some use of canals for fishing, but it is suggested that these are only rarely used for this purpose, and 
there are more convenient locations near the settlements rather than in deep peat. Most community members 

7 In other respects, women in Kapuas Dayak communities have well entrenched rights. The custom still applied across all three major religions in these communities is for 
the wife to be bestowed either a portion of marriage gold and/or a parcel of land from her husband’s family as part of the marriage contract. If the couple should divorce, 
the wife has the right to retain ownership of this land and to pass it on to her heirs (land given is often a hectare of rubber garden). If a couple divorces due to adultery, for 
instance, then marriage contracts have generally stipulated that the party at fault will have to pay the other a fine of around IDR 15 or 20 million. 
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acknowledge that any economic benefits from access to the canals are minimal since logging activities in these areas 
ceased. For much of the year, the water level is too low to use many of these canals as a means of transport. 

Community health is poor, as are standards of nutrition. Access to health services and proper sanitation is very low and 
there are noted issues with water-borne gastrointestinal diseases.  

The average education level attained by most adults is primary schooling, although the education levels are marginally 
higher in Block A than in Block E. 

Transportation within the region is limited primarily to water transport along the Kapuas River, and tatas/handils to 
access inland areas. Water transportation can be expensive due to the remoteness of the area and the high cost of fuel. 
The road that will link the western side of the region from north to south may facilitate greater population movement.  

There are physical cultural resources (PCR) within the KFCP region, but consultation with representatives of each of the 
local communities has indicated that there are very unlikely to be any within the proposed sites for KFCP works. As the 
activity teams are local people, they will also be able to readily identify any PCR.  

Implementing Institutions 

To implement environmental and social safeguards, KFCP will work with a number of agencies. Those that are primarily 
involved with direct implementation of environmental and social management and mitigation activities are the 
Environmental Agency (BLH), the Village Activity Monitoring and Implementing Group (TP/TPK) and the Protection 
Forest Management Unit Model, or Kesatuan Pengelolaan Hutan Lindung (KPHL).  

BLH is not considered to have any significant institutional capacity issues, although there is a need to facilitate ongoing 
understanding of KFCP and REDD+ objectives.  

TP/TPK are new community groups formed for the purpose of implementing and monitoring KFCP works and will 
require initial support, training and monitoring during the implementation of activities in order to achieve 
environmental and social sustainability.  

KPHL is a Central government initiative for forest management and is currently in the planning stage.  

The Kapuas Working Group and the Forestry Dinas also have a role in environmental safeguarding, and the KFCP and 
its contractors are also one of the implementing institutions.  

Cumulative Impact Assessment and Analysis of Alternatives 
VECs are those components (resources) of the natural or human world that are of value for environmental, social, 
economic, aesthetic or moral reasons.  

A comparative table of the without-project and with-project impacts on VECs is below.  

For the purposes of regional planning, the overall ecosystem to consider is the peat dome and the remnant PSFs. 
Within this ecosystem, valued components have been identified based on current and foreseen environmental and 
social issues. The Kapuas River forms a natural boundary to the region, and the riparian mineral soil areas are also 
considered. 

The selected VECs are primarily the natural (non-human) resources that are relied on by the people within the region or 
are considered to be of concern. Local populations are also included in the VECs. While local populations do not quite 
fit into the criteria for VECs (VECs are generally considered to be resources, or, expressed differently, something used by 
populations, rather than the populations themselves), it is very important to capture the high-level social 
considerations8 relating to the activities and developments within the KFCP region. VECs have been selected based on 
environmental and social issues identified through consultation, analysis of regulations and planning in Sections 2 and 

8 A detailed social assessment of the impacts of KFCP activities has also been completed in accordance with World Bank Operational Policy OP 4.10 Indigenous Peoples. 
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3.4, and professional judgement. Therefore, the rationale for selection can be an objective, a risk or an issue of concern, 
or a value.  

The CIA indicates that KFCP will have a positive influence in the majority of cases on the VECs. Given that there are 
always trade-offs between environmental protection and economic development, KFCP initiatives will need to carefully 
monitor the social conditions within the KFCP site.  
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VEC Without Project With Project 

Peatland 
Hydrology 

The combined impacts have 
an overall significant negative 
impact on hydrological 
function.  
This may worsen in the 
medium to long term as the 
road is established. 
When considered on the 
whole, while the Government 
plans to rehabilitate the 
EMRP area are positive, they 
only provide a low counter to 
the above negative impacts. 

Overall, combined activities from the with-project scenario will 
increase the positive impact on peatland hydrology. The overall 
outcome from KFCP activities generates major positive impact.  
With the influence from the without-project scenario, the cumulative 
impact may be reduced to a moderate positive impact on the peatland 
hydrology VEC. The interaction between the without- and with-project 
scenarios could create sub-optimal implementation of the project. 
The main KFCP activity that addresses the major issue of peatland 
hydrology is the canal blocking that directly changes the current canal 
operation and condition of peatland hydrology.  
Other activities (such as alternative livelihoods, community 
engagement and fire management) will support the key activities to 
improve the peatland hydrology. 
Positive cumulative impacts in the improvement of peatland 
hydrology will be seen in the medium to long term period after the 
main activity of canal blocking is completed. This is because the longer 
the blocks remain in place, the better the outcome. 
Government support related to EMRP rehabilitation is a crucial issue 
that affects the rehabilitation of peatland hydrology. The main 
challenges that may affect the final result are road construction 
activities and canal use as a medium for transportation. 

River and 
peatland 

aquatic eco-
systems 

The combined impacts have 
an overall significant negative 
impact on river water quality 
and the aquatic ecosystem. 
Furthermore, these impacts 
are predicted to continue in 
the longer term, and (in 
addition to reducing the 
environmental quality) may 
also have a negative health or 
livelihoods effect for the 
people who rely on this VEC. 

The overall with-project scenario will have a major positive impact on 
the river and peatland aquatic eco-systems. Canal blocking and 
livelihood activities are the main activity component that will 
positively affect this VEC. 
Three activities from the without-project scenario with major negative 
impacts are the most important issues related to this VEC to be 
overcome by the KFCP activities: artisanal gold mining, livelihood 
activities due to river transportation, and expansion of oil palm 
plantation.  
However, not all impacts from without-project activities can be 
countered directly by the KFCP project. Some activities can only be 
mitigated through broader environmental control and management, 
or even through law enforcement: coal mining, river transportation, 
the expansion of oil palm plantation, and the government plan for 
irrigation. 

Biodiversity 

The combined impacts have 
an overall low to medium 
negative impact to 
biodiversity conservation. 
Three main activities (timber 
extraction, road construction 
and oil palm plantation) may 
worsen the biodiversity value 
in the region over time. 

Activities from the with-project scenario will generate a major positive 
impact on this biodiversity VEC. KFCP activities, combined with the 
government plan and other initiatives from non-government 
organisations (NGOs) on rehabilitation and conservation, will 
strengthen the VEC.  
However, for this biodiversity issue, the with-project scenario could 
not provide actions to mitigate negative impacts to biodiversity from 
road construction and from the expansion of oil palm plantation 
outside the region. 
The combined impacts have an overall positive impact on the 
biodiversity VEC. 
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VEC Without Project With Project 

Forest cover 

The combined impacts have 
an overall significant negative 
impact. 
The Government plan to 
rehabilitate the EMRP area 
and other conservation 
activities only provide low to 
moderate counter impact to 
the above negative impact. 

The combined impacts from the with-project scenario have an overall 
major positive impact on this VEC (forest cover).  
The main pressures on forest cover are from the existing canal system, 
road construction, swidden and traditional agriculture, the 
government development plan relying on timber/forest product, and 
from the transmigration plan. 
The combined impacts have an overall positive impact on the forest 
cover VEC. 
 
However, impacts to forest cover and timber are only mitigated within 
the region though incentives; the risk of extraction from outsiders to 
the region remains an issue. 

Flagship 
animal 
species 

(orang-utan, 
sun bear) 

The combined impacts have 
an overall significant negative 
impact and pressure on 
wildlife. 
The Government plan to 
rehabilitate the EMRP area 
and other conservation 
activities only provide low to 
moderate counter impact to 
the above negative impact. 

The combined impacts have an overall positive impact on wildlife 
protection. However, two major impacts from the current existing 
condition may risk the overall positive outcomes: from the current 
canal operation and from hunting and fishing traditions in local 
communities. 

Air quality 

The combined impacts have 
an overall significant negative 
impact on air quality in the 
region. 
The Government plan to 
rehabilitate the EMRP area 
and other conservation 
activities only provide low to 
moderate counter impact to 
the above negative impact. 

Reducing carbon emissions is the main objective of the with-project 
scenario. Fire management is the next most important issue, reducing 
smoke that will affect the ecosystem and public health around the 
region.  
The cumulative impact for this VEC is a moderate to major positive 
impact in reducing carbon emission from canal blocking and from fire 
management. However, the with-project scenario would not be able 
to overcome dust and gas emission from other activities outside the 
area, or even from road construction in the region, because it has no 
direct activity to mitigate it. 

Arable Land 

The combined impacts have 
an overall negative 
impact/pressure on the use 
of arable land in the region. 
However, road construction 
might allow more linear 
movements to mineral soil 
plots, rather than horizontal 
movements into the deep 
peat.  
The Government 
development plan and 
conservation 
program/initiative provide 
some measures to optimise 
the use of arable land, 
although covering less area of 
the region. 

The overall cumulative positive impact on the use of arable land is low 
to moderate, because there is no main activity mitigating the negative 
impact on this VEC. 
The only contributions from KFCP to the mitigation are the alternative 
livelihoods and the community engagement, which are actually 
intended to support the main activity of canal blocking and 
reforestation. Alternative farming techniques introduced by KFCP may 
improve the farming and decrease the pressure to use more arable 
land and risk of burned land. 
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VEC Without Project With Project 

Local 
Populations 

The combined impacts have 
an overall low to medium 
positive impact on local 
populations. 

The combined impacts have an overall positive impact on local 
populations.  
Care needs to be taken with payment mechanisms and distribution of 
benefits to ensure that they are equitable and that measures to 
improve equitability themselves do not cause conflict. 
The proposed project enhances the current positive results by 
providing more possibility to gain positive impacts. 
The project’s main activities of canal blocking, reforestation, and 
alternative livelihoods provide more opportunities for income sources 
for the short term and potentially into the longer term.  
Indirect results of capacity building activities from the proposed 
project during community engagement and the preparation of REDD+ 
payment, together with the government development plan, when 
implemented harmoniously, will result in a cumulative higher than 
normal positive impact on the local community. 

Comparative Analysis of Scenarios 

There is alignment between KFCP and existing government objectives for rehabilitation and REDD+. Both of the 
development scenarios take government plans and policies into consideration and KFCP has been designed with 
consideration of Inpres 2/2007 and the Master Plan. KFCP will function within the framework of many existing or 
planned conditions from the without-project scenario and may not necessarily alter the impacts of these, but will add a 
number of potential environmental and social benefits. There is also potential for some negative impacts if the program 
is not carefully managed or implemented (including ensuring the use of participatory approaches).  

There are few regional developments planned or in progress in the without-project scenario, and KFCP would not 
impact on these going ahead and may indirectly facilitate improvements to essential social infrastructure. Both the 
with-project and without-project scenario will still be subject to the construction of the north-south road along the 
western edge of the KFCP region, the proposed transmigration area within the south of Block A (NW), possible 
developments in mineral soils or shallow peat, and external oil palm and mining operations. In-migration to the KFCP 
region or increased people movements as mines open up or expand in the northern and southern areas would still 
occur under both the with-project and without-project scenarios, and may be increased under the with-project 
scenario if REDD+ incentive payments are seen as an opportunity for non-local populations, potentially causing conflict. 
Possible improved access to education or employment opportunities due to the road construction would exist under 
both the with-project and without-project scenario. In addition, KFCP facilitates the government objectives for 
rehabilitation and conservation, while as an indirect impact potentially allowing government to direct funding to 
essential services such as health, education or infrastructure, which may have precedence over rehabilitation efforts in 
the without-project scenario.  

The with-project scenario will still allow people within the region the same traditional access to resources within 
customary zones and NTFPs within the areas of deeper peat as would exist under the without-project scenario9. The 
main consideration is that accessibility will be changed back to the pre-MRP conditions, although a number of canals 
will remain open at the request of villages. Tatas blocking within village and customary zones is undertaken through 
negotiated agreements. Community conflict over land rights and resources will have continued impacts in the without-
project scenario, and the with-project scenario would not be excluded from the impacts of this base condition. Risks 
associated with project implementation include conflict related to administration and distribution of incentive 
payments, for example due to social standing and perceived eligibility for involvement: intra and inter village, and 
village with other institutions. There are risks of non or sub-optimal implementation of the physical works. If these are 
linked to incentive payments and people’s perception of revenues, this could induce dissatisfaction and a lack of local 
participation in the program reducing both the social and environmental benefits. Under both scenarios, it is possible 

9 See ARPF for community access to resources in Protection Forest Status (should this change go ahead).  
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for illegal logging to re-commence in Block E in the medium to longer term if laws prohibiting the practice are not 
enforced or there are not sufficient alternative livelihoods options.  

While the overall goal of the KFCP is demonstration of REDD+ activities, the means to achieve this through 
environmental rehabilitation and incentives for alternative livelihoods will have direct environmental and social 
benefits. Indirect benefits will also accrue to the environment through alternative livelihoods options, while the 
environmental rehabilitation is likely to have an indirect socio-economic benefit through the reduction of fires. KFCP 
addresses the existing forest degradation, biodiversity impoverishment, GHG emissions, and fire risk associated with 
the current highly drained, badly degraded peat forest and associated dry soils of the project area. Without program 
intervention, the majority of these existing levels of impact from other sources would remain extremely high. Program 
interventions are likely at worst to improve these environmental conditions in part or most of the project area, 
although there are also social considerations that would require careful management and strong participation.  

There will be short term environmental impacts from KFCP activities associated with the construction of canal blocks 
and the main benefits from the canal blocking and reforestation activities will occur in the longer term. The short term 
impacts would be far outweighed by longer term environmental benefits; however, canal blocks will need to remain in 
place for a long (10–20 year) period of time to achieve this. Positive social impacts will occur in the shorter term 
(shorter term as the current KFCTF has a finite distribution period) through incentive payments and programs, but, as 
noted, there may also be short term negative impacts associated with perceptions of land use and institutional 
arrangements for payment distribution, which could bring about longer term conflict if not carefully managed. The 
social impacts from an improved environment and reduced fires would also occur in the longer term. However, 
aversion to the short term negative impacts and expectations for immediate outcomes may cause a lack of community 
acceptance. In addition, any expected land use/resource use changes would also require a longer timeframe. In the 
short term without-project scenario, rehabilitation is not likely to have such a concentrated effort and there will be 
ongoing degradation of the environment and associated impacts. 

In the longer term, a key consideration is the sustainability of the KFCP physical works, being canal blocking and 
replanting. While the future of REDD+ as a carbon mechanism is still being discussed at a global level, a key legacy could 
be medium and longer term environmental and social stability within the region, should rehabilitation and conservation 
efforts be realised. Optimal environment outcomes (re-wetting the peat, raising the water table, reforestation, 
reduction in fires and reductions in GHG emissions) are achieved through a gradual process over time that requires 
canal blocks and forest cover to remain in place. However, canal blocks may be removed post-KFCP if local populations 
are not well informed of the value to the environment and, ultimately, their own livelihoods.  

To ensure environmental stability and the full benefits of rehabilitation, there needs to be strong institutional will at 
both government and village level to ensure that the KFCP efforts are maintained or at least not removed. This requires 
understanding and acceptance of the positive impacts that will accrue in the longer term, such as reduced loss of 
productive crops through reductions in fire and flooding, and broader environmental sustainability within district and 
province. For this to occur, a short term impact under the with-project scenario would have to be successful 
institutional engagement and capacity building to deliver a REDD+ program. To achieve this as a positive impact, KFCP, 
government and villages would need to apply significant effort to harmonise their goals and implementation. In the 
without-project scenario, however, this rehabilitation and potential reduction in GHG is not likely to occur at such a 
broad scale and in such a concentrated effort, therefore KFCP represents an opportunity for it to occur.  

Main Actions and Recommendations 
The main actions and recommendations consider key issues identified during the CIA. The recommendations consider 
the intersection between the KFCP initiatives, planning, external trends and threats, and the potential impacts and 
benefits to local communities and the regional environment. These issues include:  

• Effectiveness and sustainability of KFCP initiatives, related to understanding of the longer term benefits, 
• External trends and potential threats to the KFCP region and the effectiveness of KFCP initiatives,  
• Regional environmental and social sustainability and direction of REDD+,  
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• KFCP implementation and local participation,  
• KFCP implementation and local natural resource use and reliance,  
• Sustaining longer term regional benefits from KFCP and the potential successor institution. 
 
Other recommendations to enhance KFCP program design mitigation measures are included in the Action Plan in the 
Social Assessment, the Environmental Codes of Practice for Reforestation and Canal Blocking, the Physical Cultural 
Resources Assessment, the Public Consultation and Disclosure Plan and the Access Restriction Process Framework.  

 

Table 1 Regional Action Plan 

Issue Recommended Action 
Responsible 

Parties 

Target 
date and 
priority 

Estimated 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 
sources 

Effectiveness and 
Sustainability of 
KFCP Initiatives, 
with consideration 
of:  
 
• Local 

Understanding 
of Benefits and 
REDD+ 

• Removal of 
canal blocks  

• Illegal logging 
in Block E 

• Haul road, and 
increased 
access to the 
area 

• Oil Palm 
Expansion 

Develop and implement a comprehensive 
communications strategy to publicise what 
the project is doing and why it is beneficial, as 
well as what sorts of actions could reduce or 
offset benefit. The strategy needs to consider 
both village level and wider stakeholders, 
particularly government departments or 
agencies that have an interest in the project. 
 
Provide government agencies such as the BLH 
and Dinas Kehutanan (Forestry Agency at 
District and Provincial level), with capacity 
building, or information, in REDD+. 

IAFCP 
Communications 
Officers, KFCP 
CE Team 

End of third 
qtr 2012 
 
High 

Included in 
IAFCP 
budget 
allocations 

N/A 

External Trends 
and Potential 
Threats to KFCP 
Region and the 
Effectiveness of 
KFCP Initiatives, 
with consideration 
of:  
 
• Artisanal 

Mining  
• Industrial 

Mining 
• Oil Palm 

Expansion 
• Illegal logging 

in Block E 
• Transmigration 
• Haul road, and 

increased 
access to the 
area 

Disseminate the RESA document and clear 
information on the external trends and 
threats (listed at left) that could affect the 
KFCP region, but cannot be controlled by 
KFCP, to decision-makers and advisors 
(politicians, agency officials, local 
governments, NGOs, etc.) 

KFCP Third Qtr 
2012 
 
High 

Included in 
CE budget 
allocations 

N/A 
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Issue Recommended Action 
Responsible 

Parties 

Target 
date and 
priority 

Estimated 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 
sources 

• Hunting 
Regional 
Environmental and 
Social 
Sustainability and 
Direction of 
REDD+, with 
consideration of:  
 
• Artisanal 

Mining  
• Industrial 

Mining 
• Oil Palm 

Expansion 
• Illegal logging 

in Block E 
• Transmigration 
• Haul road, and 

increased 
access to the 
area 

• Hunting 
• Gender 

inclusiveness 

Strengthen the Working Groups (district and 
provincial) to encourage/enable/empower it 
to make decisions that will lead to sustainable 
good results.  The kinds of questions the 
Working Groups might deal with would be 
whether the transmigration community will 
come to be, mining or logging licenses that 
threaten the peat forest directly or indirectly, 
control of the expansion of oil palm, etc.  
 
Endeavour to include the District Office of 
Women’s Empowerment and Child Protection 
in the Kapuas District Working Group. 
 
Facilitate meetings between the IAFCP 
Technical Committee in Jakarta and the local 
Working Groups on REDD+ issues and 
direction.  

KFCP, Working 
Group 

Ongoing 
support 
 
High 

Included in 
IAFCP 
budget 
allocation 

N/A 

KFCP 
Implementation 
and Local 
Participation, with 
consideration of: 
 
• Effectiveness 

and equity 
relating to 
incentive 
payments and 
alternative 
livelihoods 
programs 

• Equity 
between 
villages and 
sub-villages 

• Equity 
between 
villages (or 
perceived 
inequity 
between 
villages) 

• Equity 
between 
landed and 
landless, and 
overall 

Ensure that there is sufficient technical 
training available for communities so that the 
works and performance payments are 
realised. Ensure provision of adequate 
administrative support. If necessary, 
undertake participatory review of activities 
and re-design as appropriate. 
 
Review women’s aspirations in relation to 
involvement in KFCP programs and noted 
barriers to their participation. Integrate 
actions, to facilitate women’s involvement in 
the KFCP program, in the design of work 
packages and alternative livelihoods options 
to facilitate greater involvement from 
women.   
 
Outline a training program for TP and TPK to 
address issues relating to opportunity and 
payment equity. For any specific issues 
relating to gender equity, provide gender-
awareness training or guidance to TP/TPK to 
facilitate equitable access to employment and 
payments between sexes. 
 
Ensure consistent monitoring of payments 
distribution and contracting mechanisms, 
with a focus on understanding who is most 
benefiting from the program; if necessary 
modify contracts or work agreements to 
enable greater participation or benefits 

IAFCP/KFCP 
(ensuring link 
between policy 
and operational) 

Third Qtr 
2012 
 
High 

Included in 
RPP 
budget 
allocations 

N/A 

RESA - KFCP Page 28 
 



 

Issue Recommended Action 
Responsible 

Parties 

Target 
date and 
priority 

Estimated 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 
sources 

program 
inclusiveness 

• Equity issues 
surrounding 
Gender 

distribution.  
 
Review options for faster payments or smaller 
tranches, so that people with less financial 
reserves can more easily participate.  
 
Review procedures relating to transport for 
community members (e.g. for 
meeting/training attendance) and 
communication methods with the more 
remote hamlets to ensure their active 
participation in the program.  

KFCP 
Implementation 
and Local Natural 
Resource Use and 
Reliance, with 
consideration of: 
 
• Land 

availability for 
agriculture 

• Use of fire in 
land 
preparation 

• Availability 
and 
sustainability 
of natural 
resources and 
livelihoods 
options 

Facilitate alternative livelihoods that favour 
food security and crop intensification, in 
addition to rubber (where feasible given 
growth conditions). 
 
Ongoing monitoring of resource use and 
reliance, including the potential for increased 
pressure on other resources leading to over-
extraction and reduced reliability as an 
alternative.  
 
Undertake a study to measure the livelihoods 
reliance on burning – using existing land 
management and in consideration of 
alternative land management and agriculture 
techniques. 
 
Conduct further livelihoods research to 
rapidly define and trial alternative activities to 
be carried out with the interested sections of 
the community. 
 
Actively engage with local and national NGOs 
and institutions for research and monitoring 
functions. 

IAFCP M&E 
Specialist 
KFCP Livelihoods 
team 

Ongoing Included in 
M&E 
budget 
allocations 
in RPP 

Other 
REDD+ 
donors 

Sustaining longer 
term regional 
benefits from 
KFCP, with 
consideration of: 
 
• Successor 

institution 

Actively support the process of establishing 
the successor organization that will manage 
the area post-project, this may be the KPHL or 
another institution, soon enough to have a 
year overlap with the project. Communicate 
project sustainability planning to stakeholders 
including local government and villages.  
 
If changing the status from Hutan Produksi to 
Hutan Lindung is an option, provide advice 
and any technical support that MoF might 
need to facilitate the change.  

KFCP 
 
KFCTF 

Commenced 
immediately 
and 
finalised by 
June 2015 
(1 year 
overlap) 
High 

Included in 
IAFCP 
budget 
allocations  

World 
Bank, other 
REDD+ 
donors 
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11. INTRODUCTION 

As part of the effort toward reducing emissions from deforestation and degradation (REDD+), the Governments of 
Indonesia and Australia have formed a development cooperation known as the Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon 
Partnership (IAFCP).  Through this partnership, AusAID finances the Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP), 
an official REDD+ Demonstration Activity of the Government of Indonesia (GOI). KFCP, financed by the Australian 
Agency for International Development (AusAID), operates in an officially defined location within a peat swamp area in 
Central Kalimantan, Indonesia’s REDD+ pilot province.   

The World Bank administered Kalimantan Forests and Climate Trust Fund (KFCTF), is being established with AusAID 
financing to operate an independent payment mechanism in support of KFCP. KFCTF is being established as a Bank trust 
fund to test performance-based payment approaches with community participation, to model an independent, 
internationally credible payment and financial oversight system, and to draw on the Bank’s expertise in carbon and 
climate finance. The KFCTF will have both Bank executed activities and recipient (including local villages) executed 
activities through a grant agreement with CARE, an international CSO.  

From a World Bank Safeguards perspective, the KFCP and KFCTF are considered to be a single operation and therefore 
this safeguard document and any revisions apply to both the KFCP and the KFCTF until completion. The KFCP officially 
commmenced in 2010, and subect to GoI and GoA approval for a proposed program extension from June 2013, 
completion is expected to be in June 2016. 

The KFCP is located on a single peat dome of 120,000 hectare (ha) within the Ex-Mega Rice Project (EMRP) area in 
Central Kalimantan, Indonesia. This single peat dome of 120,000 ha is the environmental region that will be analysed 
in the Regional Environmental and Social Assessment (RESA). For simplicity, and as this report analyses the KFCP 
activities within this spatial setting, this region is referred to in this report as the ‘KFCP Region’. The main purpose of 
rehabilitating the area is to demonstrate potential carbon emission reductions, but doing so would have direct impacts 
on peat swamp forest (PSF), peatlands, land use, livelihoods and villages close to the site. 

The EMRP area (some 1.4 million ha of land in total) is located in Indonesia’s Central Kalimantan Province. The Mega 
Rice Project (MRP) was initiated in the 1990s and was designed to convert one million ha of largely peat-swamp land 
into areas for growing rice, the country’s staple food crop. It proved to be a misguided effort, as it was ultimately not 
suited to the environment, and the objective has been abandoned since the economic crisis and change of government 
in 1998. However, substantial areas have been cleared of existing forest cover and major drainage systems were 
constructed, which have caused significant changes to the hydrology of the peatland and the peat itself. There has been 
recent recognition of the need to rehabilitate the EMRP area, notably in the Presidential Inpres 2/2007 and within the 
Master Plan for the Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the Ex-Mega Rice Project Area in Central Kalimantan (“the 
Master Plan”). 

There is an alignment between current government planning objectives and KFCP. KFCP will plan and implement its 
activities within the framework of the Inpres 2/2007 and the Provincial Master Plan. There is also a law banning 
development in areas of deep peat (Presidential Decree 32/1990), which ostensibly limits development options over 
the majority of the KFCP region. The main additions from KFCP are the KFCP REDD+ objectives and potential revenue 
streams, how various programs to address deforestation and environmental degradation of the area would be 
implemented and managed, and whether there are any other feasible alternative land use and livelihoods options 
within the area. 

As KFCP operates within Indonesia and functions under the AusAID-funded IAFCP it must comply with Indonesian and 
Australian environmental laws. It also needs to comply with World Bank Environmental and Social Safeguard Policies, 
due to the KFCTF. As the KFCP is in a region with existing, significant, and interrelated environmental problems, and the 
project could have significant region-wide impacts, the World Bank has requested a RESA in addition to the Indonesian 
and Australian regulatory requirements.  
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1.1 Objectives of the Regional Environmental and Social Assessment 
The primary purpose of a RESA is to identify the preferred environmentally and socially sustainable development option 
within a regional setting, where there may be a number of plans or projects within the region. The KFCP RESA has been 
designed in line with the World Bank’s Regional Environmental Assessments, 1996, and the Client’s Terms of Reference 
(ToR). The KFCP RESA is also desired by the government partnership; safeguarding the REDD+ social and environmental 
setting is a core component of the emerging international framework for REDD+, as discussed at the 2010 United 
Nations Climate Change Conference (CoP 16). 

World Bank OP4:01 states: 

Regional [Environmental Assessment (EA)] is an instrument that examines environmental issues and impacts 
associated with a particular strategy, policy, plan or program, or a series of projects for a particular region (e.g. an 
urban area, a watershed, or a coastal zone); evaluates and compares the impacts against those of alternative 
options; assesses legal and institutional aspects relevant to the issues and impacts; and recommends broad 
measures to strengthen environmental management within the region. Regional EA pays particular attention to 
potential cumulative impacts of multiple activities.  

The ToR specifies that a key objective of this RESA is to identify and compare two development scenarios through an 
assessment of cumulative impacts on Valued Eco-System Components. These development scenarios have been 
defined as a ‘without project’ (business as usual) scenario and a ‘with project’ scenario, where the project is the KFCP 
demonstration activities. Furthermore, this document aims to provide information which is useful to the KFCP program 
developers in identifying feasible alternatives in the project design and assistance in the preparation of KFCP.  

With consideration of the overarching requirements for regional assessment, the KFCP RESA will provide:  

• Plausible development scenarios for the program area under both (i) a business-as-usual scenario (without project) 
and (ii) the with-project scenario; 

• Identification and prediction of the cumulative impacts of the selected scenarios; 
• Assessment and description of the significance of these impacts and the likelihood of occurrence; 
• The social and environmental distribution of these impacts to determine priority issues; 
• An overview of the biological and hydrological state of the program area; 
• An understanding of trends in natural resource use and an understanding of the expected status of resources in the 

project location, taking into account external influences within the surrounding region where these factors are 
relevant to patterns of resource use within the project location; 

• Description of major expected conflicts between resource uses (local villages, conservation non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs), local governments, etc.); 

• Description of expected institutional arrangements for planning and control of development in the project area and 
their expected adequacy to deal with the priority issues; 

• Identification of priority issues/areas requiring management action as seen by different levels of government 
(national, district, village), agencies such as the Ministry of Forestry (MoF), relevant NGOs, and local communities; 
and 

• Identification and description of the current legislative, regulatory and policy framework, including a gap analysis of 
the Analisis Mengenai Dampak Lingkungan (AMDAL) process in relation to the RESA requirements. 

The RESA was intended to complement the KFCP AMDAL – the Indonesian Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) process – which was required under Indonesian law at the time the RESA ToR were 
developed, and was planned to be completed in parallel with the RESA. The main purpose of the AMDAL, in 
relation to the RESA, was to fulfil regulatory requirements and to assess site-specific environmental and 
social impacts due to the project activities (and define related management and monitoring efforts), 
whereas the RESA is intended to identify region-wide and cumulative impacts, along with a number of 
documents to address other World Bank social and environmental safeguards. A Kerangka Acuan (KA)-
ANDAL (ToR for the EIS, which includes significant background information) has been completed, but 
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direction from the Provincial Environmental Agency Badan Lingkungan Hidup (BLH) in September 2011 is 
that an Upaya Pengelolaan Lingkungan – Upaya Pemantauan Lingkungan (UKL-UPL) – the Indonesian 
Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan – will suffice in place of an AMDAL.  

A high-level gap analysis to further identify how these studies complement each other is included in 
Appendix A.  

A structure for the Environmental and Social Safeguards documents, including UKL UPL, is included at Appendix B 

1.2 Definition of REDD+ 
The UNFCCC provides the following definition of REDD+:  

Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, conservation of forest carbon stocks, the sustainable 
management of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks. 

To achieve REDD+ goals, observers, such as NGOs, state the scheme must recognise that local actors will have a primary 
role in securing and maintaining emissions reductions. Within that role opportunity costs need to be recognised, 
incentives for change provided and co-benefits realised. To achieve this requires ongoing engagement with local actors, 
to ensure that their rights are respected and eventually their participation and self-management of REDD+ concessions 
is realised.  

1.3 Methodology 
1.3.1 Spatial Boundaries for the RESA 

The KFCP region that this RESA addresses is located in the Kapuas District (Kabupatan Kapuas) of Central Kalimantan 
Province and crosses two sub districts: Kecamatan Mantangai for the majority of the region and Kecamatan Timpah at 
the northern point of the region. See Figure 1-1. 

The KFCP region is divided between EMRP Block E and Block A. Roughly half of the region is in the northern part of 
Block A, and the northern half of the region is in Block E. Relatively intact PSF covers the northern half of the region 
(Block E), although it has been logged over in some areas. The southern part of the region (Block A North) is a mixture 
of logged and degraded PSF and cleared agricultural land. Block A and E are currently classified as production forest, 
but there is potential for this to change to protection forest, particularly in Block E10. Land has mostly been cleared 
through swidden (burning) agricultural techniques. Block A is crossed by many canals, built either for irrigation or 
access. An extensive grid of large canals drains the area and small, locally dug handil and tatas canals extend inland 
from the river throughout the project area. The region is sparsely populated; approximately 9,000 residents (mostly 
indigenous Kapuas/Ngaju Dayak) live in 14 settlements (seven villages and seven hamlets) along the banks of the 
Kapuas River.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

10 The legal basis for production forest may be supported by the Forest Land Use Agreement in 1982 (TGHK – Tata Guna Hutan Kesepakatan). However, the provincial land 
use plan in the Provincial Government Regulation 8/2003 categorises the region as mainly deep peatland and hydrology conservation areas with various small land use 
allocation such as flora & fauna (wildlife area, black water ecosystem, production forest, production area, and settlement area. Nevertheless, there is evidence of recent 
intentions to allocate the region mainly as protection forest/area (with small allocations for other land uses) as in various proposals and plans:  INPRES 2/2007, Forestry 
master plan for EMRP area 2007, MoF Directives 2009 & 2010, land use proposal from the Province 2006 and from the District 2009, and the recent MoF Decree 2011. 
Land use plan for the Province and District is still in discussion process between central and local governments and therefore the Province and Districts agree to refer to 
the Regulation 8/2003 as the current legal basis for permitting proposed activities in their areas. 
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Figure 1-1 Spatial Boundary for the RESA and KFCP 

 

1.3.2 Development Scenarios 

Defining the development scenarios and initial setting assists to scope the most important considerations for the 
baseline information, key trend and impact assessment.  

The without-project scenario has been established through an understanding of existing conditions, government 
planning and regulations, and resource use trends. It assumes that current planning and regulations will have some 
impact on the existing and future conditions and land use. The with-project scenario adds the project activities onto the 
without-project scenario and interprets how the partnership activities may modify the conditions or possible outcomes 
of the without-project scenario. It assumes that the partnership activities will be conducted as per the KFCP Design 
Document 2009 and the KFCP Rolling Prioritisation Plan 2010/2011. URS notes significant areas of uncertainty due to 
data limitations, conflicting plans or significant external influences that could alter the development scenarios.  

1.3.3 Baseline Information and understanding of resource use trends 

Baseline environmental and social information has been collected from secondary sources and reviewed against gap 
analysis frameworks. These frameworks were essentially the report tables of contents, based on the requirements in 
the Client’s ToR, and criteria to address scoped environmental and social impacts and understand development 
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scenario trends. Information gaps that were not expected to be filled under the AMDAL have been supplemented by 
field data collection, including interviews and consultations with identified stakeholders.  

Much of the secondary information has been sourced from the Master Plan and the KA-ANDAL, which in turn has been 
based on secondary information and a reconnaissance survey. KFCP has also undertaken significant planning, design 
and studies for the intended project; these documents have been referred to as necessary and also informed the KA-
ANDAL. Government planning and policies, laws and regulations, and other relevant data have also been reviewed. URS 
has noted where there are limitations to the baseline data. 

1.3.4 Impact Assessment 

The cumulative impact assessment identifies the impacts from multiple sources. Within the no-project option, the 
cumulative impact assessment considers the projected baseline.  

As a starting point, Valued Ecosystem Components (VEC) were identified through expert judgement and analysis of 
stakeholder (both village and institutional) comments. VECs are those components (resources) of the natural or human 
world that are of value for environmental, social, economic, aesthetic or moral reasons, Establishing VECs enables the 
region to move towards desired outcomes over the longer term, and to develop recommendations to facilitate these 
desired outcomes, rather than simply establishing project-based impacts and means to mitigate them. Understanding 
the VECs also implies that a balance between these components and desired outcomes must be understood, as well as 
the trade-offs and net costs or benefits that come with placing a higher value on a particular component.  

The impacts on these VEC were considered in a without project and with project development scenario. In both cases, 
the impacts were determined on a cumulative basis – whereby the overall activities and planning and trends within the 
region were considered to evaluate the potential impacts within the development scenario. The with-project scenario 
considers how certain projected impacts under the without project scenario might change, given the project’s likely 
influence within the area.  

1.3.5 Analysis of Alternatives 

The analysis of alternatives of developing recommendations for the most environmentally and socially feasible option, 
or modifications to the options. Two alternatives are analysed: one based on the ‘do nothing’ (without-project option) 
and a with-project option. It is assumed that the components under the with-project option are relatively fixed given 
the nature of the rehabilitation efforts, but within these components, there may be alternatives to how the 
components are implemented. A comparative analysis of the objectives and impacts for the alternative scenarios has 
been completed to establish net benefits and negative impacts.  

1.3.6 Stakeholder Consultation 

Stakeholder consultation has informed the understanding of the regional setting, resource use and potential impacts 
and benefits, including consultation with the 14 villages and hamlets that are located along the border of the 120,000 
ha site and with key government agencies. During these visits, the purpose of the RESA and safeguard instruments was 
discussed.  

1.4 Information Sources 
As indicated, the RESA has primarily been informed by secondary information and (where gaps or the requirement for 
verification were noted) consultation. This is in part because the RESA was not developed at a ‘green’ site; KFCP has had 
a relatively long history of engagement with stakeholders, including Indigenous populations.  

RESA consultation included discussions with key informants within villages, village focus group discussions (FGDs), 
discussions with local agencies and discussions with KFCP staff. 
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Key documents include:  

• KFCP Design Document, 2009; 
• KFCP Peatland Rehabilitation Strategic Plan, 2009; 
• CARE KFCP Design Phase Reports, 2009; 
• ICRAF KFCP Report, 2009; 
• Livelihood Reports, 2009 2010 (ICRAF, GRM International); 
• KFCP Report on Land Cover Assessment, 2009 (Wetlands International); 
• Master Plan for the Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the Ex-Mega Rice Project Area in Central Kalimantan, 2009; 
• Master Plan, Technical Reports, 2009; and 
• Government of the Republic of Indonesia regulations and planning documents. 

A summary of consultations has been included in Section 8. 

A full list of references has been included in Section 9. 

1.5 Data Limitations 
As the RESA has been developed based on secondary information and consultation, rather than detailed surveys or 
sampling programs, there is a limit to the amount of quantitative information included in this report. Furthermore, 
there are some limitations on information relating specifically to the KFCP region as opposed to the broader EMRP area. 
These limitations should be considered when reading the report and recommendations.  
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22. LEGISLATIVE, REGULATORY AND POLICY FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Introduction 
This chapter outlines key regulations that are relevant to KFCP planning and implementation. The KFCP area is mainly 
managed by the Indonesian Ministry of Forestry and located in the EMRP area. This chapter sets out the principal 
environmental and forestry legislation and other regulatory framework applicable to the region and likely development 
activities, beginning at the national level and progressing to local level.  

2.2 National Laws and Regulations 
Promulgated by the House of Representatives, Act 32/2009 and Act 41/1999 (see below) are the highest level of 
legislation in Indonesia applicable to KFCP. The implementing regulations of those acts can be in the form of Central 
Government Regulations (Peraturan Pemerintah), Ministerial Regulations and Decrees (Peraturan and Keputusan 
Menteri), Instructions (Instruksi) and Circular Letters (Surat Edaran). These are promulgated by the President and 
Ministers at the central government level.  

2.2.1 Laws of the Republic of Indonesia 

Law Relevance 

Act 32/2009 Environmental 
Management and Protection 
(Undang Undang Perlindungan 
dan Pengelolaan Lingkungan)  

Outlines broad framework of environmental management in Indonesia, including 
general provisions on authority, conservation, compliance, settlement of disputes, 
litigation, and criminal and administrative sanctions. An important aspect for KFCP is 
a requirement to undertake environmental assessment, either via an AMDAL or UKL-
UPL. The Act is also a legal basis for various environmental quality standards in 
Government Regulations to be implemented when applicable. 
Linked to:  
• Government Regulation 27/1999 Environmental Impact Assessment (Analisis 

Mengenai Dampak Lingkungan Hidup) 
• Presidential Decree 32/1990 Protected Area (Kawasan Lindung) 
• Ministry of Environment (MoE) Regulation 11/2006 on the EIA screening list 
• MoE Regulation 08/2006 on the Guideline for preparing EIA documents. 

Act 41/1999 Forestry 
(Kehutanan) 

Provides legal foundation for forest management including defining forest status and 
function, administration, planning, management, research and development, 
supervision, authorities, community participation, and further provisions on forest 
conflict resolution and sanction. Since KFCP activities will take place in forest areas 
and involve forest rehabilitation and conservation, some of these principles/legal 
requirements should be adopted. 
The main objective of the Forestry Act 41/1999 is to utilise and manage forests as 
resources for national development through specific licenses. There are also 
provisions for forest rehabilitation and a specific license for environmental services 
use of protected forest and production forest. 
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2.2.2 Government Regulations 

Government Regulation Relevance 

Government Regulation 
27/1999 Environmental Impact 
Assessment (Analisis Mengenai 
Dampak Lingkungan Hidup) 
(recently amended with GR 
27/2012 on Environmental 
Permit – Izin Lingkungan) 

Provides a framework for the AMDAL process. This is important for KFCP during its 
planning stage, especially to predict and mitigate any potential adverse 
environmental impact. 
Linked to:  
• AMDAL for wetland area (MoE Decree 5/2000), community health aspects 

(Bapedal Decree 124/1997), and social aspects of AMDAL (Bapedal Decree 
299/1994). 

Government Regulation 6/2007 
Forest Management Plan and 
Utilisation (as amended by 
Government Regulation 
3/2008) 

Includes particular provisions for carbon storage and sequestration as part of 
environmental services utilisation of forest areas. It relates to the KFCP forest 
management plan in general and possible use for carbon trade in the future for the 
project area. 

Government Regulation 
76/2008 Forest Rehabilitation 
and Reclamation (Rehabilitasi 
dan Reklamasi Hutan) 

Provides a basis for any forest rehabilitation activity as part of forest management 
practice. This is closely related to the effort of rehabilitation and conservation of the 
EMRP area, especially for areas to be converted into forest areas such as protection 
forest and conservation area. 

Izin Usaha Pemanfaatan Jasa 
Lingkungan pada Hutan 
Produksi atau Hutan Lindung 
(IUPJL) (as in Government 
Regulation 6/2007 and 
Government Regulation 
3/2008) – licence for the 
Utilisation of Environmental 
Services in Production Forest or 
Protection Forest 

The licence is applied for any activity related to carbon sequestration and/or storage. 
The environmental service licence (IUPJL) will be granted for a maximum of 30 years 
and can be extended, subject to evaluation, certain conditions, and fulfilment of 
obligations of the licence holder. The regulation also distributes authority to grant 
the IUPJL licence among three levels of government.  Moreover, general licensing 
procedures are also provided in the regulation, including the obligations of the 
licence holder and compulsory contributions or levies to the government. 

2.2.3 Decrees and Instructions of the President of the Republic of Indonesia 
There are five relevant decrees (Keppres) and instructions (Inpres) of the President of the Republic of Indonesia, as 
follows: 

Decree/Instruction Relevance 

Presidential Decree 32/1990 
Management of Protected 
Areas 

Outlines general provisions for managing protected area, including peatland. KFCP 
will execute its project in a peat forest, which is considered a protected area. 
Therefore, this Decree should be referred to. It also leads to the AMDAL 
requirements for KFCP.  
It specifies that areas of deep peat (>3m) are legally protected, which means that 
while Block A and E are zoned as production forest, but are both afforded a degree of 
protection from development or extraction as they contain vast areas of deep peat 
(>3m) 

Presidential Decree 82/1995 
Peatland Development Project 

Guidelines for implementing the 1995 peatland development project (the Mega Rice 
Project). The PLG steering committee was led by the National Development Planning 
Agency (BAPPENAS – Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Nasional). Its technical team 
was led by the Minister of Public Works for physical construction, supported by the 
Department of Agriculture, the Department of Transmigration, and the Department 
of Forestry during implementation.  

Presidential Decree 80/1999 
General Guidelines for 
Planning and Management of 
Peatland Development Area in 
Central Kalimantan  

Guides the rehabilitation effort for the EMRP area. The Decree describes the 
acceleration of rehabilitation and revitalisation of peatland area in Central 
Kalimantan and assigns responsibility to the Governor to lead an integrated 
implementation of the program, consisting of four main programs: conservation, 
cultivation, community empowerment, and coordination and evaluation. 

Presidential Instruction 2/2007 
The Acceleration of 
Rehabilitation and 
Revitalisation of Peatland 

Supports Presidential Decree 80/1999. 
The Master Plan for Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the EMRP area (2008–2009) 
was commissioned in order to improve implementation of the Instruction. The KFCP 
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Decree/Instruction Relevance 

Development Area in Central 
Kalimantan 

project is a critical effort to realise those rehabilitation/revitalisation programs since 
then.  
It specifies that areas of deep peat (>3m) are legally protected and provides guidance 
for various rehabilitation activities, including canal blocking. This means that the 
majority of Block A and E, while zoned as production forest, are effectively protected 
areas.  
Under this guideline, development and extension of oil palm plantations is limited to 
10,000 ha. 
This is valid for 5 years, from 2007 to 2012. 

Presidential Instruction 
10/2011 Postponing the 
Issuance of New Licences and 
Improving Governance of 
Primary Natural Forest and 
Peatland (Penundaan 
Pemberian Izin Baru dan 
Penyempurnaan Tata Kelola 
Hutan Alam Primer dan Lahan 
Gambut) 

In principle, this is a moratorium for new forest permits in primary forests and 
peatland areas (not only deep peat). The Instruction is intended to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. There are 
specific instructions to the Minister of Forestry to postpone issuance of new licences 
in the primary natural forest and peatland areas, in order to control activities in those 
areas. At the same time, the Instruction also requests the MoF to improve forest 
management practice.  
The Minister of Environment (MoE) is instructed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
from forest and peatland areas by improving environmental management of 
proposed activities in those areas. This corresponds with efforts from the KFCP 
project to assess its potential impacts on environment and social aspects, which 
should be clearly outlined in its environmental management plans. 

2.2.4 Ministerial Regulations, Ministerial Decrees and Environmental Impact Management Agency (Bapedal) 
Decrees 

Environmental regulations and decrees promulgated by the MoE, as the central government institution responsible for 
setting up national environmental policies, still primarily apply throughout Indonesia. Besides all environmental quality 
standards, the MoE provides technical guidance for the AMDAL process.  

Ministerial Regulations, 
Decrees Relevance 

MoE Regulation 11/2006 the 
EIA screening list 

Provides a screening list for AMDAL or UKL-UPL requirement. According to this list 
and other related regulations, KFCP is currently required to undertake an AMDAL 
study.  
The regulation does not specifically list the KFCP project. However, the proposed 
KFCP project area is located in the protected area of peatlands, as listed in Article 37 
Presidential Decree 32/1990. Therefore, the KFCP project needs to undertake an 
AMDAL study. Once an AMDAL is required, there are other guidelines for preparing 
the AMDAL document, such as MoE Regulation 08/2006 and other ministerial 
regulations and Bapedal Decrees for EIA review process and technical guidelines. 

MoE Regulation 08/2006 
Guideline in preparing EIA 
documents. 

Provides guidance in preparing AMDAL documents. Once a proposed activity is 
required to undertake an AMDAL study by MoE Regulation 11/2006, the preparation 
of AMDAL documents is guided by MoE Regulation 08/2006. There are other related 
guidelines for completing the AMDAL during approval stage, such as MoE Regulation 
24/2009 on AMDAL review and some other MoE Regulations outlining AMDAL 
institutions (such as MoE Regulations 05/2008 on AMDAL Commission, 06/2008 on 
Licensing Local AMDAL Commission, and 11/2008 on AMDAL Certification for 
consultants). 
These guidelines will need to be referred to when undertaking national EIA, as well as 
other assessments such as the RESA. 

MoE Decree 5/2000 Technical 
Guideline for AMDAL in 
Wetland Area 

Provides a specific technical guideline for undertaking an AMDAL in a wetland area. 
The KFCP area is mainly located in peatland or swamp forest, and therefore this 
guideline is applicable. 
Other general technical guidelines are also provided by previously national 
environmental agency (Bapedal11), such as Bapedal Decree 124/1997 on Community 

11 This agency has been merged into the MoE, but some local governments still use this name for the agency. The regulations are still referred by the MoE and local 
government agencies 
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Ministerial Regulations, 
Decrees Relevance 

Health Aspects, Bapedal Decree 299/1994 on Social Aspects in AMDAL, and Bapedal 
Decree 08/2000 on Public Involvement and Information Disclosure in the AMDAL 
Process. 
KFCP will need to refer to those guidelines when preparing its EIA to fulfil national 
requirements. 

Bapedal Decree 124/1997 on 
Community Health Aspects, 
Bapedal Decree 299/1994 on 
Social Aspects in AMDAL, and 
Bapedal Decree 08/2000 on 
Public Involvement and 
Information Disclosure in the 
AMDAL Process 

Technical guidelines for preparing environmental management documents. 
KFCP will need to refer those guidelines when preparing its EIA to fulfil national 
requirements. 

MoF Decree 13/2009 on the 
Establishment of Working 
Group on Climate Change in 
the Department of Forestry 
(superseding MoF Decree 
455/2008) 

Provides institutional support for climate change issues in forestry activities. The 
working group will support REDD+ projects by continuously advising the MoF on 
policy, strategic plan and program, and activities related to climate change initiatives 
in the forestry sector. Later, KFCP is expected to trigger carbon trading from its 
rehabilitated forests, and therefore any future planning needs to refer to this decree. 

MoF Regulation 68/2008 on 
the Implementation of 
Demonstration Activities for 
Reducing Carbon Emissions 
from Deforestation and Forest 
Degradation 

Established as a response to the decisions of the 13th Conference of Parties to the 
United Nations Framework Conventions on Climate Change in Bali. Provides 
guidelines for implementing REDD+ demonstration activities. The regulation is an 
essential legal foundation for the KFCP project. 
Article 1 and 2 of the regulation state that demonstration activities for REDD+ involve 
continuous testing and development of methodology, technology and forest 
management institutions aimed at reducing carbon emissions through controlling 
forest deforestation and degradation. 

MoF Regulation 30/2009 on 
Procedures for Reducing 
Emissions from Deforestation 
and Forest Degradation 

Provides guidelines for implementing actual REDD+ activities. According to Article 1 
(12): “REDD+ is all forest management efforts in order to avoid and/or reduce the 
quantity of reduction of forest cover and carbon stock through various activities.” The 
regulation is a legal foundation for the later stage of the KFCP project when carbon 
trading is ready for implementation. 
The regulation specifies REDD+ requirements according to the type of forest. Specific 
for REDD+ in production, protection, and conservation forest areas, the following 
requirements apply:  
• Having a copy of the MoF Decree designating the forest with specific functions of 

production, protection, and conservation forest areas; 
• Obtaining recommendation from the local government for the REDD+ 

implementation; 
• Meeting location criteria for a REDD+ project; and 
• Having a REDD+ implementation plan. 

MoF Regulation 36/2009 on 
Procedures for Licensing of 
Utilisation of Carbon 
Sequestration and/or Storage 
in Production and Protected 
Forests 

Outlines procedures for the licensing of carbon sequestration and storage projects 
(including licences: IUP RAP-KARBON and IUP PAN-KARBON). The working group will 
assess any application for demonstration activities such as the KFCP project. If 
recommended by the working group, the MoF will approve implementation of the 
demonstration activity. The regulation is a legal foundation for the later stage of the 
KFCP project, when carbon trading is ready for implementation. 
There are also provisions related to authorities in issuing the licenses, either by the 
District Head, Governor, or the Minister of Forestry. In addition, the regulation has 
provisions on the annual contribution to the state’s revenue, scenarios on REDD+ 
project development and carbon marketing, independent verification process to 
obtain a Verified Emission Reduction (VER), and the arrangements for distributing 
Value of Environmental Service Sale (Nilai Jual Jasa Lingkungan, or NJ2L) of carbon 
among government, communities, and the REDD+ proponent.  

MoF Decree 247/2011 Area for 
Kapuas Protection Forest 

Provides the legal basis for managing a protection forest in the project area. It 
allocates the current KFCP area for future protection forest that will be managed by a 
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Ministerial Regulations, 
Decrees Relevance 

Management Unit Model 
(Kesatuan Pengelolaan Hutan 
Lindung – KPHL) in Kapuas 
District 

forestry unit. The Decree is specifically designed to create a management model for 
an area of 105,372 ha; this area directly overlaps the KFCP area. 

Ministry of Agriculture 
Regulation 14/2009 Guidelines 
for the Use of Peatland for Oil 
palm Plantation 

Provides guidelines for the use of peatland area with certain criteria for oil palm 
plantation. Two determinant factors are that the plantation can only be undertaken 
in shallow peatland areas (< 3 m) and are located in production areas (not protected 
area such as protection forests). 

 

In the broader context of provincial land use, the MoF is also involved in the preparation of national spatial land use 
plan by allocating a specific quantity of forest area for the province, as in its letter S.407/Menhut-VII/2009 in 2009, 
proposing map for forest area in the provincial spatial plan revision. Later on, the MoF revised its forest land use plan 
for the province in its letter S.486/Menhut-VII/2010. These are not directly related to the KFCP project area, but they 
show a strong policy of maintaining the total size of the forest area in the province. 

Closely related to the KFCP project, the MoF recently enacted a decree regarding a Forestry Unit (KPHL) to manage the 
KFCP area. This decree (MoF Decree No. 247/2011, enacted on 2 May 2011) allocates the current KFCP area for future 
protection forest that will be managed by the unit. The Decree is specifically designed to create a management unit 
for an area of 105,372 ha; this area directly overlaps with the KFCP area (see Figure 2-1 below). With this new 
regulation, the KFCP area is expected to be kept as protection forest in the future, in line with the current spatial 
planning process for the area (although the current status is Production Forest), as well as in line with the EMRP Master 
Plan that will be discussed later in the next chapter. Moreover, the decree also indicates an implementing institution to 
manage the area once the KFCP project is ended in the area. 
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Figure 2-1 Proposed Protection Forest area to be managed specifically by the Forestry Unit (KPHL) 

 

 

Source: MoF Decree 247/2011 

 

2.2.5 Governor Regulations and Decrees 

The implementing regulations of any Act at local government (province) level can be in the form of Provincial 
Regulations (Peraturan Daerah Provinsi) or Governor Regulations and Decrees (Peraturan and Keputusan Gubernur). In 
terms of environmental management, there are some Central Kalimantan Governor Decrees and Regulations related to 
environmental quality standards that are relevant to the KFCP Project, as follows. 
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Provincial Regulation, Governor 
Regulation & Decree Relevance 

Provincial Regulation 8/2003 on Spatial 
Plan for Central Kalimantan Province 

Provides directions for land use allocation for the province. The KFCP area is 
allocated for conservation area (Block E) and deep peat area (Block A); both 
need specific management to conserve the areas. 

Provincial Regulation 12/2005 
(superseded by Provincial Regulation 
4/2010) on Provincial Long Term 
Development Plan 2005–2025 

Provides a strategic plan for the province in which the KFCP area is located. 
Therefore, KFCP needs to refer to this regulation to understand the 
provincial plan and adopt it in its assessment. 

Provincial Regulation 13/2005 on 
Provincial Mid Term Development Plan 
(Rencana Pembangunan Jangka 
Menengah RPJM) 2006–2010 

Provides a strategic plan for the province in which the KFCP area is located. 
Therefore, KFCP needs to refer to this regulation to understand the 
provincial plan and adopt it in its assessment. 

Provincial Regulation 1/2011 on 
Provincial Mid Term Development Plan 
(RPJM) 2011–2015 

Provides a strategic plan for the province in which the KFCP area is located. 
Therefore, KFCP needs to refer to this regulation to understand the 
provincial plan and adopt it in its assessment. 

Governor Decree 3/1995 regarding 
Water Quality Standards in the Central 
Kalimantan Province, as a guideline to 
assessing the water quality in the study 
area 

Outlines water quality standards for the province for any activity using 
water that discharges its treated wastewater into the environment. Any 
KFCP activity potentially affecting water quality in this province will need to 
refer to the standard.  

Governor Decree 96/1995 regarding 
Rivers’ Functions in the Central 
Kalimantan Province 

Reference for KFCP to recognise the Kapuas and Mantangai rivers’ functions 
and to mitigate any impacts so that KFCP will not degrade related rivers. 

Governor Decree 241/2001 on the 
Establishment of a Provincial AMDAL 
Commission for Central Kalimantan 

Outlines tasks and structure of the AMDAL Commission. If KFCP is required 
to undertake an AMDAL study, it will be reviewed by the AMDAL 
Commission for approval.  

Governor Decree 660/253/BPPLHD/2006 
regarding Community Development 
Programs in the AMDAL Document 

Stipulates obligations to develop and implement community development 
programs and establish an environmental unit in any company operating in 
the Province. KFCP has some activity components that relate to community 
developments and environmental assessment that need to refer to this 
decree. 

Governor Regulation 13/2007 regarding 
Procedures for Community Involvement 
and Information Disclosure in the 
AMDAL Process 

This is in line with Bapedal Decree 08/2000, as a guideline for KFCP in 
conducting public announcement and consultation for its environmental 
assessment. 

Governor Regulation 39/2008 on Main 
tasks and functions of Central 
Kalimantan Environmental Agency 
(Badan Lingkungan Hidup) 

Outlines tasks and functions of the environmental agency in the province. 
KFCP will need to consult the agency for managing environmental issues 
created by the project. 

 

The content of the above plans will be discussed in the next chapter as part of the inventory of regional plans. There are 
also some provisions on customary rights in several Provincial Regulations, such as in Provincial Regulation 16/2008 
regarding Dayak Customary Institution in Central Kalimantan (Kelembagaan Adat Dayak di Kalimantan Tengah) and 
Governor Regulation 13/2009 regarding Customary Land and Customary Rights at Central Kalimantan Province (Tanah 
Adat dan Hak-Hak Adat di atas Tanah di Provinsi Kalimantan Tengah). Customary issues will be discussed below, under 
the section of local customary laws. 

2.2.6 District Regulations 

Similar to the provincial level, the implementing regulations of any Act can be in the form of District Regulations 
(Peraturan Daerah Kabupaten/Kota) or District Head Regulations and Decrees (Peraturan and Keputusan 
Bupati/Walikota). The content of the plans below will be discussed in the next chapter as part of the inventory of 
regional plans. The District Regulations relevant to the KFCP Project are as follows: 
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District Regulation Relevance 

District Regulation 3/2002 on 
Spatial Plan for Kapuas District 

Provides directions for land use allocation for the district. The KFCP area is located in 
the area which the regulation applies to. 

District Regulation 7/2006 on 
District Long Term 
Development Plan 2005–2024 

Provides a strategic plan for the district in which the KFCP area is located. Therefore, 
KFCP needs to refer to this regulation to understand the district plan and adopt it in 
its assessment. 

District Regulation 11/2008 
District Mid Term 
Development Plan 2008–2013 

Provides a strategic plan for the district in which the KFCP area is located. Therefore, 
KFCP needs to refer to this regulation to understand the district plan and adopt it in 
its assessment. 

District Regulation 5/2008 on 
Organisation and Tasks of 
Technical Institutions for 
Kapuas District 

Outlines district’s government organisation and describes tasks and roles. KFCP will 
need to understand all agencies in the district in order to obtain relevant information 
for its environmental assessment. 

The Head of District Decree 
212/2008 on the Establishment 
of AMDAL Review Commission 
for Kapuas District 

Outlines tasks and structure of the AMDAL Commission. If KFCP is required to 
undertake an AMDAL study, it will be reviewed by the AMDAL Commission for 
approval. 

The Head of BLH Decree 
660/306/BLH/VI/2009 on the 
Establishment of AMDAL 
Technical Team and AMDAL 
Secretariat for Kapuas District 

Outlines tasks and structure of the AMDAL Technical Team and Secretary. If KFCP is 
required to undertake an AMDAL study, it will also be reviewed by the Technical 
Team, supported by secretariat office. 

2.2.7 Local Customary Laws 

Local Customary Laws Relevance 

Forestry Act 41/1999 Chapter 
IX on Customary Law, Article 
67 

Relevant as a basis for KFCP in recognising customary rights under the national law. 
The article provides a strong foundation for the community to use natural resources: 
communities with customary rights can collect any forest product for their livelihood, 
manage their forests in accordance with customary laws as long as this does not 
contradict the Indonesian Acts, and obtain empowerment to improve their welfare.  

Provincial Regulation 16/2008 
(supersedes Provincial 
Regulation 14/1998) 

Establishes institution foundation and coordination for the Dayak People in 
Kalimantan with formal hierarchies of Dayak People organisations.  
The formal hierarchies of Dayak People organisations are: 
• National Dayak Customary Council (Majelis Adat Dayak Nasional); 
• Provincial Dayak Customary Council (Dewan Adat Dayak Provinsi); 
• District Dayak Customary Council (Dewan Adat Dayak Kabupaten/Kota); 
• Customary Law Institution (Lembaga Pemangku Hukum Adat – Kedamangan); 
• Sub-district Dayak Customary Council (Dewan Adat Dayak Kecamatan); and  
• Village Dayak Customary Council (Dewan Adat Dayak Desa/Kelurahan). 

 
 

The regulation in principle recognises customary rights and links them with provincial 
governance. 
Customary rights include the right to life by utilising existing resources within 
indigenous territories, based on customs, habits, and customary laws, as known in 
the local indigenous Dayak institutions. 
The customary laws for facilitating the public consultation process include forums for 
Dayak people, which are available in five council levels (from village to national 
council), where the strongest customary forum is at the sub-district level: 
Kedamangan. The customary Kedamangan should work together with the head of 
sub-district in partnership. Among other tasks (Article 8), Damang Kepala Adat (Head 
of Kedamangan) has main roles in: 
• Solving any customary dispute 
• Providing advice on customary issues to the local government 
• Maintaining and developing local arts, native culture, and cultural heritage 
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Local Customary Laws Relevance 

• Assisting local government in development activities 
• Managing customary rights. 
Although the Regulation only provides a forum for dispute resolution, a similar forum 
may function to discuss any issue related to Dayak concerns. These forums are 
available in village and sub-district levels, called Kerapatan Mantir/Let Perdamaian 
Adat. The regulation defines and recognises customary lands and specific customary 
leaders with rights and obligations, such as: 
• Mantir/Let adat 
• Kerapatan Mantir/Let Perdamaian Adat 
• Kerapatan Mantir Adat atau Kerapatan Let Adat 
• Damang Kepala Adat  
• Kedamangan. 
KFCP needs to recognise this customary institution in its project area to communicate 
and obtain related information and accommodate relevant interests from the local 
communities.  

Governor Regulation 13/2009 
regarding Customary Land and 
Customary Rights at Central 
Kalimantan Province 

Defines customary land and customary laws managing Dayak people’s lands.  
Customary land is defined as the land and its contents in the Kedamangan and village 
area or region that is controlled by customary law, both forest and non-forest, with 
clear boundaries (either personal property or common property) whose existence is 
recognised by the Damang Kepala Adat. Customary lands are controlled by Dayak 
leaders in village and sub-district levels by issuing land letter/certificate (Surat 
Keterangan Tanah, or SKT).  
The regulation is a strong effort to recognise customary land rights and also outlines 
arrangements for Dayak communities to take opportunities for registering (via 
certification and inventory) their customary lands into the state’s land system. The 
regulation also assigns customary leaders at village and sub-district levels to 
supervise customary land uses and transfers. 
The majority of the population in the KFCP Region are Kapuas Dayak. 
Governor Regulation No. 4 / 2012, clarifies conditions pertaining to the issuing of 
these certificates. The regulation states that land thus certified cannot be resold for a 
period of 25 years from date of issuance but can only change hands through 
inheritance during that time. 

2.3 International Requirements 
The implementation of the KFCP project involves the Government of Australian (GoA) – because the project is a 
partnership project between GoA and the Government of Indonesia (GoI) – and the World Bank as a financing 
institution. Therefore, environmental requirements from GoA and the World Bank Safeguard policies have also been 
considered in addition to those of GoI. 

2.3.1 Government of Australia and AusAID Requirements 

The Government of Australia Environmental Compliance Report commissioned by IAFCP and undertaken by URS (2009) 
determined that, despite the obvious sensitivity of the environment (a major criterion for determining issues as 
significant), no significant adverse impacts were identified under GoA guidance. This was based on mitigating criteria 
relating to assessing significance under GoA guidance, including the fact that pre-existing levels of impact from other 
sources (namely, the current highly degraded nature of much of the KFCP area) existed. Program interventions are 
therefore likely to at least improve these conditions, even if they did not succeed in complete restoration of former 
peat forest areas in the KFCP project area. Without the KFCP, however, the existing levels of impact would remain 
extremely high. 

Furthermore, the majority of on-site and off-site adverse impacts associated with such activities were not deemed to 
be significant in the context of causing a total impact which can be attributed to the action over the entire geographic 
area affected, and over time.  
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Based on the review of KFCP activities against the GoA environmental assessment processes (the AusAID Environmental 
Management Guidelines Key Marker Questions and the requirements of the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act, 1999), KFCP was judged to fall under ‘Scenario 3’. Scenario 3 specifies that IAFCP undertakes an EIA, 
but does not require referral of the project to the Australian Minister for Environment, Heritage & the Arts (for further 
consideration).  

As IAFCP commissioned an AMDAL to fulfil GoI environmental requirements, no performance of an EIA independently 
under GoA guidance was felt to be required as the AMDAL was considered to satisfy GoA EIA needs under EMG 
guidance – however this may need to be confirmed with regards to the revised requirements for a UKL/UPL instead of 
an AMDAL. 

However, as “the specifics of program activities, sub-activities or parts of these will remain undefined until 
implementation” (these specifics essentially being the precise placement of dams and forest re-establishment blocks), 
GoA obligations require that KFCP develops a program-level Environmental Management System to ensure a systematic 
approach to managing the KFCP impacts on the environment (hazards). 

2.3.2 World Bank Safeguards 

The World Bank has defined environmental and social safeguard requirements in the KFCP RESA ToR and the Integrated 
Safeguards Data Sheet Concept Stage 2010. Table 2-1 outlines the World Bank’s assessment of Safeguard policies that 
have been triggered by proposed KFCP activities. In addition to the RESA document that, together with the UKL and 
UPL, meet the requirements of Operational Policy 4.01, Environmental Assessment, the World Bank requires12: 
Environmental Codes of Practice (ECoP) for Reforestation and for Canal Blocking. While the RESA focuses on regional 
and cumulative impacts, the UKL UPL and ECoPs address the local impacts of individual interventions. The UKL UPL 
specifies environmental and social management and monitoring efforts, implemented primarily by the project. The 
ECoPs draw on environmental and social management considerations in the UKL UPL or other Safeguards, and are 
designed primarily for use by contractors and community during the implementation of reforestation or canal blocking 
work packages. Requirements of Operational Policy 4.10 Indigenous Peoples consist of an Indigenous Peoples Plan and 
Social Assessment. Operational Policy 4.12 Involuntary Resettlement requirements are met by a Resettlement Process 
Framework. Operational Policy 4.11 Physical Cultural Resources is triggered because of the possibility of disturbance to 
physical cultural resources. The Physical Cultural Resources Assessment indicates that no known cultural resources are 
likely to be affected, however; consequently, a cultural resources management plan is not needed, but the chance finds 
procedure defined in the Assessment will be incorporated in all contracts for canal blocking. Operational Policies 4.04 
Natural Habitat and 4.36 Forests are also triggered. Since the project seeks to restore damaged natural habitat rather 
than to convert natural areas to other uses, and has a main objective of the preservation of biodiversity, no separate 
analysis is required under OP 4.04. Similarly, the project is not financing or promoting commercial logging; instead, its 
main objective is to bring 120,000 ha of peat swamp forest under management that is sustainable and that will meet 
requirements of REDD+, and its design is intended to accomplish this objective. No additional study or instrument is 
thus required for OP 4.36. 

Table 2-1 Safeguard Policy overview 

Safeguard policies triggered Yes No To Be Determined 

Environmental Assessment (OP/BP 4.01) X   

Natural Habitats (OP/BP 4.04) X   

Forests (OP/BP 4.36) X   

Pest Management (OP 4.09)   X 

Physical Cultural Resources (OP/BP 4.11) X   

Indigenous Peoples (OP/BP 4.10) X   

12 While an Environmental Management Framework (EMF) was included the original ToR, the World Bank has since advised that an EMF is not required because the 
project activities are already defined (31 May 2011 and 11 August 2011). 

RESA - KFCP Page 45 
 

                                                      



 

Involuntary Resettlement (OP/BP 4.12) X   

Safety of Dams (OP/BP 4.37)  X  

Projects on International Waterways (OP/BP 7.50)  X  

Projects in Disputed Areas (OP/BP 7.60)  X  

Piloting the Use of Borrower Systems to Address Environmental and Social 
Safeguard Issues in Bank-supported Projects (OP/BP 4.00) 

 X  

Source: Integrated Safeguards Data Sheet Concept Stage (World Bank, 2011), modified for Physical Cultural Resources 

KFCP Project Phases and Implementation of World Bank Safeguard Documents 

This RESA was prepared during the Early Implementation Phase of the KFCP project (in July and August 2011 and 
updated in January-February and July 2012) due to the World Bank becoming involved in KFCP as Trust Fund managers 
of the Kalimantan Forests and Climate Trust Fund (KFCTF),which will trial performance based payments with 
communities. 

The KFCP Design Document (2009) defines the project as having an ‘Early Implementation Phase’ and an 
‘Implementation Phase’. See Table 2-2. In reality, KFCP has experienced some delays, and a project extension has been 
determined to June 2016.  

As such, for practical purposes, the early implementation phase, where preparatory activities took place, has been 
through to June 2011; and the main implementation will be from July 2011 to June 2016. The safeguard instruments as 
presented in World Bank form have been prepared and will be implemented in this main KFCP implementation period 
(see also 0). Beyond the KFCP period, the lead agency for what is still to be determined, though discussions have 
commenced and a sustainability strategy is in development.   

It should be noted that some of the KFCP activities were in the Implementation Phase prior to June 2011, such as village 
planning, institutional planning and GHG monitoring. There exists a degree of flexibility and pragmatism within the 
overall timeframes meaning that those activities which can be implemented earlier have been implemented earlier. At 
the time of the social assessment, KFCP had a well-staffed core team and a variety of project partners carrying out a 
range of planning, demonstration and training activities in the project area. 

As the KFCP commenced activities prior to the World Bank’s involvement some preparatory activities have progressed 
in the absence of Safeguard instruments. However, many of these activities, such as the development of the village 
agreements based on full and effective participation and a design that emphasises incentives for change and 
minimisation of impacts, reflect the principles of the Safeguard documents – though not all of the directives. Therefore, 
the existing, ongoing and planned KFCP initiatives for consultation, baseline studies and social research, design 
elements for mitigating impacts and community development are used as a basis for such requirements as Free, Prior 
and Informed Consultation leading to broad community support and the development of the Safeguard documents 
such as the Social Assessment, Indigenous Peoples Plan and Access Restriction Process Framework. 

Some gaps may exist between the established and planned KFCP initiatives and the Safeguard requirements. KFCP is 
now endeavouring to ensure that gaps are closed; this will occur during the Project Implementation Phase. The gaps 
will be addressed through the Safeguard documents. 

Table 2-2 KFCP Project Phases 

Timing as per Design 
(Revised Timeframe) 

Project Phase 

1 January to 30 June 2009 
 
(1January to June 2011) 

Early Implementation Phase 

These activities lay the foundation for full-scale implementation to socialise REDD, create a 
socioeconomic baseline, design a GHG estimation and monitoring system, build the 
institutional framework for the KFCP at the province and district levels, and complete the 
design of the overall activity. These activities are carried out by implementing partners, 
consultants, and the Peat and GHG Working Group, under the direction of the Partnership 

RESA - KFCP Page 46 
 



 

Timing as per Design 
(Revised Timeframe) 

Project Phase 

Office (PO). 
 
Tasks during this phase include: 
• Design the socioeconomic baseline survey and assess procedures/criteria for selecting 

livelihood options;  
• Conduct the socioeconomic baseline survey in local villages/settlements and prepare 

for the village land use planning process, GHG monitoring system, and livelihood 
interventions with emphasis on those impacting on gender;  

• Assess land cover and forest status in Blocks A and E and contribute to development of 
the Peatland Restoration Strategic Plan;  

• Develop approaches to reforestation and assess community use of forest resources;  
• Assess governance issues related to REDD implementation at all levels and propose 

options for strengthening the legal framework and institutions and ensure equal access 
for women and men;  

• Analyse (with consideration of gender-sensitivity) land tenure, land use as it affects the 
implementation of KFCP activities, and assess the potential for agroforestry systems as 
livelihood options for both women and men;  

• Develop GHG measurement and monitoring protocols for peat swamp forest. Peat and 
GHG Group has met twice and a draft review of the state of knowledge on peat and 
GHG measurements and emissions is completed and will be published;  

• Develop options for payment mechanisms which enable equal access and benefits for 
women and men;  

• Develop a Peatland Restoration Strategic Plan to guide canal blocking and 
reforestation;  

• Develop the GIS/Remote Sensing System; and  
• Review silvicultural and ecological requirements for rehabilitating peat areas and 

identify research needed to support the rehabilitation process.  

 
1 July 2009 – 30 June 2012 
(extended to 30 June 2016) 
 
(1 July 2011 to 30 June 2016) 

Implementation Phase 

The Managing Contractor (MC) takes over implementation of the KFCP under the direction 
of the KFCP Coordinator.  
 
Rapid scaling up of implementation activities based on the knowledge and groundwork 
created during the Early Implementation Phase.  
 
Emphasis is on capturing knowledge relevant to REDD while continuing to pursue 
implementation in all components.  
 
Implementation of the Kalimantan Forest and Climate Trust Fund. 
 
A post-project sustainability strategy is under development (as at July 2012)  

 

 

 

 
 

3
3. KFCP REGION DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 

3.1 Introduction 
This section includes an overview of the existing environmental and social conditions and resource use trends, 
examines strategic planning for the region, outlines two development scenarios, and identifies areas of uncertainly in 
the identification of the development scenario.  
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To better understand the environmental and socially sustainable options within the region, two development scenarios 
have been identified. These are the with-project scenario and the without-project scenario, where the with-project 
scenario includes the KFCP initiatives. To identify the development scenario, the existing conditions and trends are 
considered, as are plans and policies, and the regulations identified in Section 2.  

The without-project scenario is the ‘business as usual’ development scenario for the region. Essentially, it is based on 
existing conditions and planning and resource use trends for the region without KFCP implementation.  

The with-project scenario assumes that the KFCP will be implemented as per the KFCP Design Document 2009 and the 
KFCP Rolling Prioritisation Plan 2010/2011, and adds to or modifies base conditions assumptions in the without-project 
scenario.  

The scenarios are informed by the analysis included in the Master Plan. This covers a broader region than is being 
examined under this RESA, but does provide insight into existing conditions and potential development scenarios within 
the KFCP region.  

3.2 Overview of Existing Environmental and Social Conditions within the Region 
The KFCP region is a single peat dome of approximately 120,00013 ha in the northern part of the EMRP area in Central 
Kalimantan. The region is divided between areas of the EMRP Block E and Block A; roughly half of the site is located in 
the northern part of Block A, and half to the north in Block E. The KFCP region is bordered by the Kapuas River to the 
west and southwest and the Mantangai River to the east and southeast. The demonstration site lies completely within 
Kapuas District, divided between the sub-districts of Mantangai and Timpah. 

The demonstration site is sparsely populated. Approximately 9,000 residents (mostly indigenous Kapuas Dayak 
people14) live in 14 settlements (seven villages and their hamlets) strung out along the banks of the Kapuas River The 
residents of these villages use land near their villages for food crop and rubber cultivation, while harvesting timber, 
non-timber forest products (NTFPs), and fish from more remote parts of the demonstration site. Agricultural activities, 
including food crops and family-owned rubber plantations, are limited to the areas of community land along the Kapuas 
River, where mineral soils and shallow peat predominate. Villages are relatively remote and have limited public 
infrastructure. The level of access to (and quality of) health and education services is low. Development is constrained 
by existing levels of poverty, limited resources (including good quality agricultural land) and distance from markets. 
Further constraints include, inclement weather, droughts in the dry season and flooding of the Kapuas River during the 
wet season, and heavy losses due to fire (EMRP 2008a).  

The MRP commenced in 1995. By 1997 it was already evident that major environmental degradation had occurred to 
the area, and the project was finally abandoned in 1999. Prior to the construction of the MRP canals and subsequent 
land clearing, the land cover was primarily PSF. Block A is crossed by an extensive grid of large canals, while small, 
locally dug tatas and handil canals extend inland from the river throughout the region. The EMRP’s canal building 
dramatically altered the area’s hydrology and morphology, drying out the peat and increasing the severity of fires. This 
was because the irrigation canals dug for rice paddies were unintentionally drainage canals due to the peat dome being 
elevated above the river. The canals drained the peat, dried it out and made it more susceptible to fires (EMRP 
Technical Report 2, 6:2009). The canals also opened access to the PSF in Block A. Much of the forest has now been 
cleared or degraded, mainly due to the disastrous series of major fires that ensued from 1997 onwards but also to 
some extent due to both clearing for agriculture through swidden techniques and illegal logging. Subsidence of the peat 
due to drainage has changed the morphology of the region and created mini peat domes between the canals, further 
inhibiting natural rehabilitation. It has been noted that Block A (in its entirety) is only marginally suited for agriculture, 
and then only within the best areas (EMRP 2008a).  

Relatively intact PSF covers the northern half of the dome (Block E), although it has been subject to timber harvesting in 
some areas. The difference between land cover types in Block A and Block E are illustrated in Figure 3-1. 

13 KFCP Design Document, July 2009 p.3 
14 The term Ngaju Dayak is also used, but is a broader term for a number of different groups.  
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The peat dome (peat over three metres in depth) is very sensitive to disturbance. Tropical PSFs are distinctive 
ecosystems that have a characteristic forest type and related plant and animal species, many of which are endemic. 
PSFs are the preferred habitat of orang-utans, and the demonstration area contains a relatively large population of this 
flagship species.  

Fires within the deep peat are very difficult to extinguish. The burning results in high carbon emissions and severely 
degrades the landscape. Normally, PSF would be too damp for fires to significantly take hold, but the drying out of the 
peat caused by the EMRP canals has reduced this natural protection against fire. Fires also have a significant impact on 
communities. It is estimated that the average cost of fires per household is 12 million rupiahs in Block A and 8 million 
rupiahs in Block E (Suyanto et al 2009). It is not clear over what period these estimates are for but they appear to 
represent a value two to three times the average annual household income. Large swathes of rubber plantation, at 
differing levels maturity, were completely lost by most of the KFCP communities during the major fires of 1997, 1998, 
2003, 2006, 2007 and 2009. 

Therefore, there is a compounding issue of poverty and environmental impacts, where both influence the other. 
Though, the canals, along with the resultant loss of forest cover, are the leading cause of the environmental issues 
within the area.  

Further detail on the baseline conditions is included in Section 4, KFCP Region Environmental And Social Baseline.  
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Figure 3-1 Land Cover in the KFCP Region 

 

Source: Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership Design Document, 2009 
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3.3 Key Land Use, Resource Use and Livelihoods Trends 
The following section outlines the likelihood of certain activities, as defined in the ToR, within the KFCP region, as well 
as the level of community involvement in these activities.  

3.3.1 Timber extraction 

Within the broader EMRP area, timber extraction was noted as a major problem in the Master Plan 2008. Between the 
closure of the EMRP area in 1999 and 2007, a large part of the forest within the area had either been logged, or 
severely degraded due to burning and drainage. Some of these operations were completed within licenced 
arrangements, whilst other timber harvesting was completed without legal compliance.  

Within the KFCP region, the reduction of forest cover and degradation in Block A over the last 20 years is clearly 
illustrated in Figure 4-9, within the Baseline section, although this is also due in part to land clearing under the MRP. 
Block E has also been logged in some areas, which has resulted in much of the cover being secondary forest.  

Within the KFCP region, the KFCP Social Assessment determined that illegal timber extraction has been reduced to 
minimal levels between 2009 and July 2011 due to stronger enforcement of laws to restrict the practice, and possibly 
also due to depletion of timber stocks in Block A. People from most of the communities within the region have been 
prosecuted, jailed and fined for the activities. For those who benefited from illegal timber extraction, greater 
restrictions would engender a reduction in income and jail time would also potentially reduce incomes used to support 
families. Therefore, without some form of alternative livelihood option, increased enforcement may reduce livelihoods 
options and potentially create tensions between the communities that extract forest resources and the agencies that 
promote an environmental conservation agenda.  

Extraction of gemor, which was once a strong commodity following the enforcement of bans on timber extraction, has 
also decreased over this time due to over-harvesting and is now considered to be ‘finished’, though it may increase if 
there is a market demand and if stocks are re-established.  

Due to the nature of the activity, it is not possible to ascertain how many people may still be involved; however, few 
active saw mills were noted within the area, and those that remained were most probably used for small scale 
community construction activities on a needs basis, rather than for commercial logging. It is increasingly difficult to 
market timber from the Mantangai area because it cannot be transported to markets either by the Kapuas River or by 
road via Timpah and Palangkaraya. District police from Kuala Kapuas and provincial police from Palangkaraya conduct 
frequent patrols of both the Kapuas River and of the road to coastal markets.  

Therefore, the current likelihood of significant illegal timber extraction within the region and community involvement in 
the practice is low as long as enforcement of law remains strong. Timber harvesting within legal frameworks will be 
dependent on government decision making and approval processes, and aligned with land use planning frameworks.  

3.3.2 Rubber production and marketing 

As increasing restrictions were placed on timber extraction, around 2008 many people in the region communities 
changed their livelihood option to rubber and began planting rubber seedlings in large numbers. These plantations, 
many of them planted among existing mixed secondary forest, will not become productive in most cases for another 4 
to 10 years (depending on the mode of cultivation and maintenance). In the meantime, many people support their 
families on low levels of income derived from tapping rubber owned by other households.  

The income from a plot of rubber is highly variable, as it depends on both the quality of the trees (and therefore the 
yield) and market prices. Some villages have very little productive rubber – Tumbang Muroi is a notable case in point, 
with only around 10% of households having productive rubber at present. While large numbers of families have up to 2 
ha of productive rubber in Block A (yielding up to Rp.3–4 million a month), the majority of families from Block E have 
only non-productive rubber at present. At the same time, however, income from rubber declines drastically during the 
4 or 5 months of the wet season (November to April), as rainwater impairs the quality of the latex, resulting in reduced 
income for weeks at a time in some circumstances.  
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While this section assesses base conditions, it should be noted that there has already been some degree of KFCP 
influence within rubber production and marketing. The marketing of rubber has already been influenced by the KFCP 
Farmer Field Schools, and the Agriculture Dinas also promotes and supports this community rubber plantation by 
assisting communities with seed and technical guidance provisions.  

The community involvement in both the production and marketing of rubber is likely to increase as long as market 
prices do not fall too low – it’s one of the few viable commodities for the area, and rubber crops can survive some 
degree of flood inundation, to which all of these communities are prone. 

3.3.3 Gold mining  

Findings from the Social Assessment suggest that alluvial gold mining is no longer conducted at all in Block A. There are 
still a large number of rafts strung across the Kapuas in Block E from Petak Puti down to Tanjung Kelanis, pumping up 
gold-bearing sand and mud from the river bottom. There are in the vicinity of 100 such pumping units operating on the 
Kapuas River in Block E alone, and more further up the Kapuas and along the Muroi River, each manned by three men 
on average. The communities who own the most mining units are Teluk Kajang and Tanjung Kelanis, with around 30 
units each. Most of the workforce comes from local villages, but some workers come from further away (including from 
villages in Block A: at Katimpun it was estimated that up to 5% of local men were engaged in this work upriver, and half 
of all household heads from RT4 of Mantangai Hulu alone – 70 in all – were also reported to be similarly engaged). This 
work was adopted extensively only in 2009 when the illegal logging trade ground to a halt.  

Returns on the work are reportedly minimal but provide some constant income to those involved. Many live in hope of 
an extraordinary strike, but in several cases returns have reportedly not covered the investment costs of the enterprise 
(it takes around Rp.30 million to purchase all the necessary plant for an operative unit). In mid-July 2011, gold was 
being purchased locally at Rp.360,000 to Rp. 385,000 per gram. Most operators feel themselves fortunate if a 200 litre 
drum of diesel fuel (costing from Rp. 2,150,000 down to Rp. 1,850,000 in July 2011) yields them 8 or 9 grams of gold 
(the drum is used in 3 to 5 days). After the unit owner’s share has been deducted, workers would receive approximately 
Rp.100,000 a day; often it is significantly less, sometimes more, but the work is at least constant (some report a mere 
Rp.300,000 a month). 

It is likely that artisanal gold mining will decrease in the medium to long term, due to high capital costs for the pumping 
units and low returns; community involvement in wage work will follow accordingly. 

During 2011, another kind of mining in the area has attracted a large number of youths from local communities. There 
are presently several thousand people working up the Muroi River, which enters the Kapuas River at Tumbang Muroi 
village. They dredge up river sand that is rich in what locals call “puyaq”. There are both ‘red’ and ‘black’ puyaq. Black 
puyaq appears to be zircon, and it was fetching very high prices in mid-July 2011, with people being paid at the rate of 
Rp.10,000 a kilo, and the average worker currently being paid around Rp.150,000 clear for 8 hours of work. The returns 
from this work are reportedly better than from the alluvial gold mining, as both less fuel is used and the mineral price is 
very high. Most of this sand is purchased at the location by middlemen and, it is said, processed in Palangkaraya and 
Sampit. Heavy river sands that contain puyaq also contain gold, which is separated in the refining process. During the 
period of this social assessment, a police team went into the area to ensure buyers had the necessary permits. In mid-
July 2011, large numbers of young men from Block E were engaged in this work – reportedly around 50 from Kanjarau, 
fewer from other communities. 

It is likely that artisanal zircon mining (and community involvement) will increase over the short term, as long as 
permits and resource availability allows.  

3.3.4 Expansion of the oil palm industry  

Within the KFCP region, current planting of oil palm is minimal. In the vicinity of the Block A villages, the major oil palm 
plantation operating is PT Rejeki Alam Semesta (PT RAS) – which operates in Block B to the west of the communities of 
Sei Ahas, Katimpun and Kalumpang. PT RAS has a concession area of 20,000 ha in Mantangai Sub District, although 
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community protests have resulted in only some 12,000 ha being cultivated to date. Another plantation in Mantangai is 
Graha Inti with 12,100 ha in production. There are two others at the border of Mantangai and Murung, still in the 
planning stage. The 2006/2007 Kapuas District Statistics recorded around 300 ha of planted oil palm (not yet in 
production). By 2008 and 2009, 18,025 ha of oil palm plantation were recorded (the same figure for both years) but are 
not in production as yet, although they are noted as operational (Provincial Statistics Book 2009, 2010). As they are 
included in the statistics book for 2008, the concessions for PT RAS, KSU Warga Jaya and PT Globalindo Agung Lestari 
must have been granted before this time. PT Free Elgreen Power appears to be a newer concession. Oil palm 
concessions are illustrated in Figure 3-2. 

Community involvement in oil palm is limited to wage work; some people from Mantangai Hulu work in the nearby oil 
palm plantations, but most people regard the wages as too low to attract their interest. The other two villages in the 
project area that are bordered by oil palm plantations are Sei Ahas and Katimpun, and no one from these villages works 
in these operations anymore because of the low wages offered (these vary according to the world market price of oil 
palm, but are reported as Rp.42,000 per day in mid-July 2011).  

The other villages and their hamlets within the KFCP project area from Katunjung to Petak Puti are that they will not 
allow oil palm operations within their village domains on any terms, because they are aware that in other villages so 
much land has been appropriated that not enough was left for local people to pursue adequate farming livelihoods.  

There is a limited guidance from government on plantation permits issued either within the KFCP region or external to 
the area. Due to the potential zoning of the KFCP region as protection or conservation forest, it would be less possible 
for major oil palm concessions to operate within the KFCP area than in other EMRP areas, and even less so within the 
deep peat. However, given that the KFCP region remains as production forest, with large areas have been cleared of 
forest cover, it may still be possible, but less so given that much of the peat is greater than 3 m deep and therefore is a 
protected area, as well as the recent two year moratorium of issuing new oil palm licences within peatlands. Oil palm 
requires a low water table for growth and may therefore be incompatible with the objectives of KFCP, or other 
rehabilitation measures, to raise the water table. It is also a recommendation in the Master Plan that all oil palm 
licences on deep peat are revoked. This limits the current possibility of oil palm expansion within the KFCP region, but 
does not preclude it from occurring in the future if land use zones and regulations are not enforced or regulations are 
changed.  

In the KFCP region, it is unlikely for there to be expansion of the oil palm industry in the deep peat in Block A or Block E, 
assuming that the rules banning oil palm developments hold firm. There may, however, be some expansion in either 
mineral soils or shallow peat in the longer term, particularly in Block A. There could be some village co-planting if it was 
close to the oil palm site, but rubber is more popular and there are the noted issues with food security, compensation 
and economies of scale in oil palm production. In regions external to the sites, expansion of oil palm plantations and 
land use change may occur in the medium to long term in concessions that have been granted but are not yet 
operational, and some spontaneous development may occur. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RESA - KFCP Page 53 
 



 

Figure 3-2 Oil Palm Concessions near KFCP Region (dark orange sections) 

 

Source: KFCP 2011 

3.3.5 Outmigration for employment 

In total, very few people from the seven villages within the region appear to seek employment elsewhere. There was 
limited noted interest in working for the oil palm plantations (a few from Mantangai Hulu accepted), nor do they seek 
employment in any numbers in the formal timber industry (HPH operations) either within (no longer operative in any 
case) or outside the KFCP region. Some from Tanjung Kelanis in particular hope to gain employment from the coal 
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mining operation that will have its stockpile area located there. In time, some of these people may end up employed in 
the mining area some 200 km up the Kapuas River; interest in this work was evident. Apparently the final permits that 
will allow mining operations to commence are nearing completion and operations are expected to begin later in 2011 
or in 2012.  

A few people (20 at most) from Petak Puti, Kanjarau and other communities in Block E (including Tanjung Kelanis) work 
for the company constructing the coal haul road to Tanjung Kelanis (which is close to completion and is a gazetted 
public road). Most people from this area working outside their communities of origin are working in the alluvial mining 
industry – mining gold or other minerals such as zircon. Possibly several hundred people from the Block E and A 
communities are working in these industries, mainly on the Kapuas River in block E and on the Muroi River. 
Employment outside the area in other industries is minimal, which may be linked to education levels. A few of the more 
fortunate students, mainly from the two communities that have secondary schools (Mantangai Hulu and Petak Puti, as 
well as some students from Kalumpang perhaps) go on to gain tertiary qualifications, mainly in Palangkaraya. Very few 
members of these communities end up with sufficient education to become teachers or nurses, or to enter other 
professions.  

Given the existing patterns, it is likely that the level of outmigration for employment will remain stable in the short to 
medium term. It may increase over time if there is a strong incentive for people from the KFCP region to seek additional 
income, either because they are drawn due to higher wages in mining areas or out of necessity if there are reduced 
livelihoods options at the site. The other development that may have an influence on out-migration for employment is 
the road that will be built from Mantangai Hulu to Tanjung Kelanis (scheduled for 2012), which will extend a road fit for 
4 wheeled traffic from the bridge currently being built between Mantangai Hulu and Mantangai Tengah, and which will 
link all of the villages in the KFCP region from north to south. This might simplify access to education, and therefore, 
over time, result in improved skills and employment capacity, which may facilitate increased outmigration in the longer 
term.  

3.4 Plans and Projects within the Region 
The following section is a summary of key plans and associated objectives that overlay the KFCP region and may have 
some influence on the development scenario over time.  

Figure 3-3 displays the key planned and noted developments, which are predominantly external to the KFCP region. The 
key developments are oil palm, mining and transmigration. These are based on information in the Master Plan and 
Inpres 2/2007. Key developments are also overlayed on deep peat to understand the scope of existing or potential 
development within these areas.  

3.4.1 Plans Overlaying the Region 

Forestry Master Plan (2007–2017) 
Summary of objectives:  

• Ensure the existence of adequate forest areas to support livelihoods in the EMRP area and surrounding areas. 
• Optimise forest functions for conservation, protection and production to achieve sustainable and balanced 

environmental, social, cultural, and economic benefits. 
• Improve carrying capacity of river/watershed in the EMRP area. 
• Improve the capability and capacity of communities to participate in the conservation of the EMRP area. 
• Ensure fair and sustainable distribution of forest benefits. 

Relevance to RESA: 

The Forestry Master Plan is an elaboration of the Inpres 2/2007 and a basis for further detailed planning processes such 
as the EMRP Master Plan (2008). The Forestry Master Plan can be an important trigger for the rehabilitation effort of 
the EMRP area. It is a forest conservation/rehabilitation effort that will be undertaken by the central government that 
can be a base policy and a trigger for any similar effort in rehabilitating the area. 
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Central Kalimantan: Provincial Long Term Development Plan (RPJP) (2005–2025) 
Summary of objectives: 

• Adequate public infrastructure for local development. 
• Sustainable food security from agriculture, plantation, fishery and forestry activities, oriented to agribusiness and 

agro-industry. 
• Improving local investments. 
• Accelerating the development of small and medium scale businesses and cooperatives. 
• Developing education for communities. 
• Mainstreaming healthy life options in communities. 
• Implementing professional and responsive governance for accelerating local development. 
• Maintaining public order based on community capital development and nation integrity. 
• Achieving partnership between local government and the communities and empowering community participation in 

development. 
• Improving population and workforce quality. 
• Maintaining balanced environmental functions to support communities’ economy, social, and cultural functions. 
• Optimising productive spatial use. 

Relevance to RESA: 

The Provincial Development Plan provides a foundation for the provincial government in achieving its development 
objectives. The Provincial Development Plan recognises some critical environmental issues, such as over-exploited 
forest, illegal timber logging, and illegal mining. 

The Provincial Development Plan indicates the need for policy on environmental sustainability, while realising that 
agriculture and mining activities will be economic main sources for the next 20 years.  

A specific mission is to manage natural resources and environment to support development, with directions to have 
inter-sector coordination for environmental management, community empowerment in forest resource management, 
developing community forest, improvement of community capacity in biodiversity management, and supervision of ex-
timber logging area. Although the Provincial Development Plan does not specifically mention the rehabilitation of the 
EMRP area, it recognises the needs of maintaining the environmental sustainability in the province’s policy.  

Given that the Provincial Development Plan was prepared before the initiation of the KFCP, there is clearly a will from 
the provincial government to manage its natural resources in accordance with environmental sustainability principles. 

Central Kalimantan: Provincial Medium Term Development Plan (2011–2015) 
Summary of objectives: 

• Strong economic centres at the provincial and district / city level. 
• Spatial planning that recognises the sustainability of the resource area. 
• Implementation of a quality and affordable education system. 
• Access to rural education. 
• Improved system of affordable and quality basic health services. 
• Access to basic health services to remote areas. 
• The implementation of business partnerships between the regional economy with large scale economies. 
• Increased capacity of the community to pursue livelihoods options. 
• Improved governance. 
• Improved transport and communications networks. 
• Solidarity among social groups. 
• Energy availability for the public. 
• The implementation of economic equity. 
• Availability of irrigation infrastructure to support food security. 
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Relevance to RESA: 

The provincial medium-term development plan refers to the EMRP area and the need to protect peatland due to their 
unique function. It shows the need for conservation in the province, which is similar to the intent of KFCP. Due to this 
similarity, these plans provide an indication of policy support for the KFCP project implementation. 

Kapuas: District Medium Term Development Plan (2008–2013)15 
Summary of objectives: 

• Agriculture: develop and enhance the potential of integrated farming with agro-industry based on leading 
agribusiness based economy. 

• Economic Democracy: improving equitable economic growth and sustainability and encouraging investment both 
from within and from abroad. 

• Infrastructure: build and maintain infrastructure and transportation facilities, and open the isolation of potential 
areas for agribusiness development in a planned and integrated manner. 

• Human resources: develop and enhance education and health services on an ongoing basis. 
• Government: create good and clean governance in the Kapuas. 
• A dynamic integration of religious, social, political and cultural aspects 
• Environment and land management: improving and developing natural resource management  
• Information systems and Tourism: developing an integrated information system in support of government and as a 

means of dissemination and promotion of regional tourism development potential. 

Relevance to RESA: 

The District Medium Term Development Plan provides specific references to rehabilitation and conservation of the 
EMRP area. This will be a strong support to any conservation program in the EMRP area in Kapuas District. The District 
Medium Term Development Plan also recognises the existence of non-government agencies that are working in the 
district. With this background in the District Medium Term Development Plan, along with its mission statement and 
objectives, the EMRP rehabilitation appears to be obtaining endorsement from the district government in terms of its 
policies and commitments. 

Provincial Spatial Plan (under discussion), including MoF Proposals  
Summary of objectives: 

• MoF proposals allocate the KFCP area as mainly a protection forest, and partially as a conservation area. 

Relevance to RESA: 

The spatial plans, either at provincial or district level, allocate the KFCP region mainly for protection forest and partly 
for conservation area. It is a revision process from the previous land use allocation under the MRP project that the area 
was mainly for agricultural activities. While the spatial plan agreement is still an ongoing process, there is a clear 
direction that the KFCP region is allocated for protection forest that will provide a strong support for peatland 
rehabilitation and conservation. 

Spatial Planning: Kapuas District Land Use Plan  
Summary of objectives: 

• Allocates the KFCP area as mainly a protection forest, and partially as a conservation area. 

Relevance to RESA: 

As above. 

15 Another relevant plan is the Kapuas District Long Term Plan, which was not available at the time of writing. However, objectives from this plan would also be considered 
in the Kapuas District Medium Term Development Plan.  
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Master Plan for the Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the Ex-Mega Rice Project Area in Central Kalimantan16 
Key objectives: 

• Fire prevention and management. 
• Spatial management and infrastructure. 
• Sustainable peatland management and conservation. 
• Agricultural revitalisation. 
• Community empowerment and socioeconomic development. 
• Institutional development and capacity building. 

Relevance to RESA: 

Based on Inpres 2/2007 

In his report to the President of the Republic of Indonesia in March 2011, the Governor of Central Kalimantan evaluated 
that only 24.21% of all activities (35 of 144 activities) have been implemented, and most of those programs have not 
achieved their targets (Tabengan News, 1 April 2011). A critical aspect to the lack of achievement was limited funds for 
implementing the Instruction. 

The EMRP Master Plan is very specific, covering rehabilitation and conservation of the EMRP area of 1.4 million ha. It 
has been produced with a comprehensive planning process and is supported by a national policy of rehabilitation and 
conservation. The EMRP Master Plan has a strong connection with the KFCP project, in that both share similar programs 
and interventions in achieving broader goals of peatland rehabilitation. 

The EMRP Master Plan timeline is aligned to the national long term planning of 25 years (2008–2033).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16 Master Plan for the Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the Ex-Mega Rice Project Area in Central Kalimantan Main Synthesis Report October 2008 
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Figure 3-3 Spatial arrangement of key overlapping plans and noted developments based on Inpres 2/2007 

 

 

Source: Master Plan 2007 
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3.4.2 Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (2009–2013) 
Key objectives: 

KFCP aims to demonstrate approaches for effective management and conservation of tropical PSF, with an emphasis on 
initiatives to rehabilitate damaged and degraded peat dome forests, peatlands, and peat soil, and to enhance the 
economic recovery process in neighbouring communities.  

These actions are grouped into four components corresponding to the key aspects of Reducing Emissions from 
Deforestation and Forest Degradation in Developing Countries (REDD+):  

Component 1) Reducing emissions from deforestation and degradation of PSF through incentives to local people 
and technical means; 
Component 2) Developing methods and the capacity to measure and monitor greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions;  
Component 3) Developing and testing equitable and practicable payment mechanisms to channel financial 
payments to those people and organisations that contribute to achieving emissions reductions; and 
Component 4) Building institutional and technical readiness on the part of local government and villages to 
implement REDD+ on a sustainable basis 

The incentive payments scheme would be supported by a standalone trust fund financed by AusAID and administered 
by the World Bank.  

Activities conducted by KFCP will consist of: 

• Blocking canals to raise the water table and re-wet the peat. The canal blocking will use locally available materials, 
such as compacted peat overburden from the canal banks, burnt trees salvaged for bracing, and seedlings and 
saplings from the forest for replanting. KFCP has analysed different options and cost implications for building more 
than 360 barriers and small palisade canal blocks in different configurations. No access roads will be constructed to 
transport the construction materials; 

• Conserving and protecting the largely intact but mostly second-growth forest area in Block E from illegal logging and 
fires; 

• Re-establishing tree cover in highly degraded areas by encouraging natural regeneration and replanting. This will 
help raise soil moisture levels and humidity, thus further reducing fire risk, especially in dry years. An area of 
approximately 27,500 hectares will require complete replanting using the principle that the key to a successful 
program is to replant with species adjusted to the present circumstances, and so to assist the development of forest 
cover along a line of succession. KFCP plans to plant 2050ha17 up to June 2016; 

• Introducing livelihood interventions and incentives to adopt sustainable agricultural options or other productive 
activities—equally accessible by women and men—that do not involve illegal logging or require drainage or burning 
in peatlands; 

• Creating systems and conducting studies to capture and communicate knowledge about reducing emissions from 
deforestation and degradation of forests and peatlands; 

• Establishing a local GHG emissions measurement and monitoring program. 
• Developing local capacity for managing REDD+ activities; 
• Documenting the positive and negative social and economic impacts of the REDD+ demonstration on participating 

communities, especially focusing on the results of KFCP’s community-targeted interventions that include an 
emphasis on gender fairness; 

• Demonstrating how to effectively manage and conserve tropical peat forests based on state-of-the-art scientific 
knowledge, with the potential to apply these techniques throughout Indonesia’s extensive peatlands; 

• Producing co-benefits and providing livelihoods opportunities including: cash payments for REDD+ services from 
target villages, alternative livelihoods options and technical assistance, conserving biodiversity, reducing health 
impacts and economic losses from haze and smoke, and clarifying the land tenure and property rights of 
communities, thereby providing a basis for economic security while reducing the threat of conflict; and 

17 This figure may be subject to change depending on implementing conditions 
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• Contributing to strengthening Indonesia‘s REDD+-enabling environment by identifying policy options, clarifying 
institutional responsibilities and capacity-building requirements, and outlining options for the communication (often 
termed as ‘socialisation’) of REDD+, and related, issues. 

Physical interventions are illustrated in Figure 3-4. 

Among other matters, KFCP is expected to achieve four principal intermediate results. These are:  

• Successful reduction in emissions from deforestation and degradation of PSF through interventions in fire 
management, forest restoration, canal blocking and alternative livelihood development;  

• Effective capturing and communication of knowledge based on research and monitoring of REDD+ demonstration 
activities both within Indonesia and internationally;  

• Establishment of a KFCP GHG emission measurement and monitoring program and linkage of this to the Indonesian 
National Carbon Accounting System (INCAS); and  

• Demonstration of practical and effective REDD+ GHG payment mechanisms.  

As an integral part of this program, KFCP is committed to a number of key principles, one of the most vital of which is a 
commitment to ensure that communities in the project area do not experience negative socio-economic impacts as a 
result of project activities. KFCP will not claim any land tenure though may effect land-use change and aims to clarify 
customary land boundaries.  

Relevance to RESA: 

KFCP objectives outline the basis for the ‘with project’ scenario. 
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Figure 3-4 KFCP Planned Activities 

 

Source: KFCP 2011 

 

3.4.3 Other Developments and Projects 

There are few other developments and projects within the KFCP region. Table 3-1 summarises the main projects and 
developments within the KFCP region and external to the site that may have relevance to the RESA.  

RESA - KFCP Page 62 
 



 

Table 3-1 Other developments and projects (existing and planned) 

Other Projects/ 
Developments Type Location 

Agriculture Oil palm plantations External to the KFCP Region: 
In the Kapuas District, PT RAS has 20,000 ha concession 
area in Mantangai Subdistrict. PT Graha Inti has 12,100 ha, 
and there are two others at the border of Mantangai and 
Murung (still in planning). 
There are eight plantations in total in the EMRP area. 

Industrial mining Coal mining External to the KFCP region. There are developments in the 
areas to the north and south. 

Artisanal mining Gold, zircon Kapuas River in Block E, Muroi River (external to the KFCP 
Region) 

Infrastructure Road construction Along the eastern side of the Kapuas River, linking villages 
from the north to the south of the KFCP region. 

Transmigration 
settlements 

Transmigration settlement (Inpres 
2/2007) 

In the southern end of Block A (NW) [plan only, no 
transmigration has occurred].  

Conservation/ 
community 
development 
programs 

REDD+ support (specifically, with 
additional support for, orang-utan 
preservation, conservation etc.) 

Approximately 20 programs across Central Kalimantan 
Province are listed by the Office for REDD+ Support, 
Palangkaraya. 
BOS have a conservation area in Block E. 

3.5 Development Scenarios 
Development scenarios have been defined to examine potential environmental and social conditions and longer term 
outcomes from the with-project and without-project options. These have been established through an understanding 
of the existing conditions, plans, policies and regional projects, and resource use trends. The scenarios do not define an 
additional plan, nor can they predict the future of the region; rather, the scenarios outline some of the possibilities 
within each option. The key criteria to assess and understand the development scenarios are institutional, 
environmental, social and economic, as well as understanding constraints within the development scenario.  

3.5.1 Without-project Scenario 

The without-project scenario is the ‘business as usual’ development scenario for the region. It is based on existing 
conditions, planning and resource use trends for the region. It should be noted that the KFCP has been present within 
the region since 2009, and may have already had some influence on the baseline or regional planning in the without 
project scenario.  

The without-project scenario assumes that existing social and environmental conditions continue and that current 
laws and planning remain in place and are generally applied. 

Should these conditions and current regulations remain in place, in the short term the region is not likely to experience 
significant change, and the environmental conditions are likely to continue to degrade in Block A. The existing 
conditions of a degraded environment that is prone to fire and flooding, and low socio-economic conditions (marginal 
and unstable livelihoods, poor health and low education) are likely to continue.  

While there are regulations regarding the use of fire to clear land, and these anecdotally have had some influence on 
behaviour, fire is still likely to be used as a method for clearing land.  

The resources use and livelihoods trends for illegal timber extraction, rubber production and marketing, gold mining, 
expansion of the oil palm industry and outmigration for employment would follow the patterns outlined in Section 3.3.  
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It is assumed that the KFCP region will have protected forest areas (either through zoning or over-arching 
regulations) and will not be used for any broad-scale agricultural production or development, although there may be 
some in shallow peat and mineral soils. 

There is currently little development within the KFCP region and this is limited to village areas. Current regulations, 
plans and policies also place further limitations on the development of land for productive purposes. The restriction on 
development in deep peat means that it is not likely that either logging or plantation development would be sanctioned 
within the KFCP region deep peat zone, although there are time limits placed on protection mandates.  

Without the project, establishment or revitalisation of agricultural areas within Block A in particular is still possible, as 
this area is still zoned as production forest and has also already been cleared of forest cover. However, there are a 
number of mechanisms for converting the area to protection forest, as in the proposed Spatial Plan (province and 
district), in the MoF Direction (May 2009 and September 2010), in MoF Decree 2011, in the MoF Master Plan, and in 
the Inpres 2/2007 and regulations barring development on deep peat. Additionally, current limitations on expansion of 
agricultural or plantation land within the EMRP area may prevent this occurring across the entirety of Block A; although 
it could occur limited to areas of shallow peat or mineral soil. Should Block A be re-zoned as protection or conservation 
forest, the possibility of agricultural expansion in the area would be even more unlikely. Furthermore, the land in Block 
A is significantly degraded and it has been indicated that it is not viable for agricultural development. The areas in Block 
E will remain protected for as long as there is enforcement of laws against timber extraction, however if these laws are 
not enforced the possibility of extraction increases.  

It is assumed that a road development linking the north and south of the block will be completed in the short term. 

A road is being built from Mantangai Hulu to Tanjung Kelanis, as is a bridge between Mantangai Hulu and Mantangai 
Tengah, which will link all of the villages in the KFCP region from north to south.  

It is assumed that transmigration may occur within a planned zone at the south of Block A, although it is not likely in 
the short term. 

There is an area proposed for transmigration within Inpres 2/2007, at the southern end of Block A. It is not known when 
this transmigration might occur, the number of people that would likely settle within the area, or how this area will be 
developed to accommodate the transmigrants, but livelihood options would be few.  

It is assumed that there is Government will for rehabilitation in the area, but there might be limited supporting 
funding or activity. 

There are few options for district government revenue; sources are agriculture (although this is declining) and mining. 
Most strategic plans recognise and support the rehabilitation and conservation activities in the designated area; 
however, there are also goals to improve infrastructure, health and education, and these may take a higher precedence 
within government expenditure or drive development in agriculture in order to increase revenues. In this scenario, and 
without specific interventions such as KFCP, the government may want to initiate rehabilitation efforts without having 
sufficient resources to implement them. However, the governments appear to be amenable to outside funding of 
rehabilitation programs. 

Summary Outcomes 

Overall, the without-project scenario suggests that the rehabilitation and conservation process in the KFCP area will be 
slow or marginal, spontaneous development activities may occur wherever planned by investors, forest fires will 
continue to occur, and the degradation of peatland will continue. Socio-economic conditions are not likely to show 
much improvement, although there may be some marginal improvements in education and employment options in the 
longer term.  
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3.5.2 With-project Scenario 

GoI and GoA are cooperating through IAFCP to test and demonstrate approaches to REDD+. KFCP is a major activity 
under this program. KFCP aims to demonstrate and test approaches to REDD+ through improved hydrology and the 
effective management, rehabilitation and conservation of tropical PSFs. It will use community-based activities and 
incentives as drivers to change, in addition to a number of environmental interventions. The KFCP has been designed 
with direct reference to Inpres 2007/2 and the Master Plan.  

The with-project scenario assumes that KFCP will be implemented as per the KFCP Design Document 2009 and the 
KFCP Rolling Prioritisation Plan 2010/2011 and adds to or modifies assumptions in the without-project scenario. 

Over a period of 3.5 years (January 201018 – June 2013), KFCP aims to complete the following activities: deliver 
community livelihoods programs and incentives to bring about land use change and offer alternatives to existing 
practices (accessible to men and women, and that do not require burning, drainage canals or illegal logging); block the 
EMRP canals (and tatas through negotiated agreements) using locally available materials such as canal overburden, 
burnt forest materials and local timber; plant canal verges with endemic seedlings and saplings; and begin reforestation 
of 27,500 ha (of which 2050ha19 is planned to be re-planted during the KFCP period) in Block A.  

It is assumed that current laws and regulations will remain in place and that there will be a desire from both 
community and government for ongoing rehabilitation and community development efforts, including eventually 
self-managed programs. 

It is assumed that existing environmental and social conditions outlined in the without-project scenario, including 
resource and livelihood trends, would initially be applicable.  

It is assumed that transmigration may still occur within the southern area of the Block A, as it would in the without 
project scenario, although it is not likely in the short term. 

It is assumed that the road linking the north and south of the KFCP region will be completed in the short term. 

It is assumed that the KFCP region will have protected forest areas (either through zoning or over-arching 
regulations) and will not be used for any broad-scale agricultural production or development, although there may be 
some in shallow peat and mineral soils. 

Summary Outcomes 

Should KFCP complete the planned activities, the short to intermediate term outcomes are anticipated to be: a raised 
water table within 300–500 metres laterally from the blocked canals that will reduce the risk of fire and facilitate 
regeneration of the PSF20, emissions reductions and greater economic stability due to decreased fires, natural 
vegetation and tree regeneration and an established stock of endemic forest species within targeted regeneration 
areas, conservation of bio-diversity, improved market access for community products such as rubber, and efforts to 
clarify land tenure. Local capacity to manage the REDD+ program would also be increased, through a village-based 
system of activities and payments. There may still be some localised use of fire to clear land, but this may be offset by 
improved hydrology in the area, meaning that fires are less likely to spread.  

Longer term outcomes could be: further improvements to the water table, higher emissions reductions due both to the 
reduction of fires and greater volumes of established trees and vegetation, potentially increased bio-diversity, forest 
conservation in Block E and re-establishment of forest cover through the reforestation program and increased bio-
diversity, and productive alternative livelihoods from established rubber plantations or other community programs. It is 
also possible that REDD+ will become established within carbon markets and, if this is the case, REDD+ credits could 
provide an additional revenue stream to both the environmental service providers (villagers) and the government. As 

18 Timing of official project announcement 
19 This figure may be subject to change depending on implementing conditions 
20 Canal blocking is likely to have more localised effects (radius of 300–500 m) in the short term. The longer the blocks remain in place, the better the results are expected 
to be. Reduction of carbon emissions would follow a similar patter, in that they may be lower in the short term and are likely to improve over time if the canal blocks 
remain in place (Master plan for the Rehabilitation and Revitalisation of the EMRP Area in Central Kalimantan, 2008:20). 
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part of efforts to demonstrate and test payment mechanisms, the proposed WB Trust fund will provide incentive 
payments for these REDD+ environmental services.  

3.5.3 Areas of Uncertainty 

The following areas of uncertainty identify limitations to the assessment of the development scenario: 

• Changes to policies or longer term planning, for example, if the current restrictions on development in deep peat 
and peat lands were lifted, respectively Inpres: 2/2007 and 10/2011 (which has a two year duration). Changes to 
provincial and district government leadership may also affect policies; 

• Changes to the level of enforcement of specific regulations, such as illegal logging and mining; 
• Cohesion and alignment of the various development plans, zoning and regulations; 
• Implementing capacity and will to initiate activities under the planning instruments (including budget 

availability/financial capacity); 
• KFCP timing  – funding source and organisational capacity post KFCP 
• Need for long term on-going maintenance (or that efforts are sustained) and rehabilitation of interventions (over 5-

20 years’ timeframe) 
• Level of ongoing support from foreign countries for conservation activities in the province; 
• Likelihood of convincing and involving local communities, resulting in rejection or less success of the conservation 

initiatives; 
• Economic imperatives that bring about changes to land use, such as further expansion of the oil palm industry and 

mining activities; 
• Discovery of major mineral, (coal), oil, gas or other resource deposits, either within the KFCP region or within a 

proximate area; 
• Changes to infrastructure, including roads, particularly where this may change access to resources; 
• The future state of global and regional markets, and commodity prices; 
• Extreme weather conditions; and 
• REDD+ no longer being a global priority and carbon credits generated by the REDD+ scheme not being commercially 

viable, therefore no revenue streams will flow from REDD+ or will be lower if the site is linked to voluntary markets 
(should the KFCP go beyond a demonstration project). However, there would still be benefits from reduction of fires 
(i.e. no loss of income).  
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4
4. KFCP REGION ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL BASELINE 

4.1 Introduction 
This chapter outlines environmental baseline data, to help understand the connection between the development 
scenario and environmental aspects and to inform impact assessment. The following baseline is based on available data 
from the KFCP, the KA-ANDAL and the Master Plan. The Master Plan refers to a broader region than the KFCP region; 
however, in some cases it is the most relevant available information. This chapter will summarise previously obtained 
data and focus on environmental and social aspects that offer opportunities for development, impose constraints on 
development, or are particularly vulnerable to development.  

4.2 Physical Aspects 

4.2.1 Climate 

The entire EMRP area has a daily average temperature variation from 25–33°Celsius (C), with relative humidity from 
85–90%. Average annual rainfall is approximately 2400 millimetres (mm) (Technical Review 3, 2009). The dry season 
generally occurs from May/June until September and the wet season from September to April. The area is prone to 
both dry periods and flooding.  

Annual rainfall decreases significantly towards the coast, even over the relatively short distance within the EMRP, from 
2700 mm in Palangkaraya to 2300 mm or more in the central part of the EMRP area (around Bereng Bengkel – 
Mantangai) to 1900 mm or less in the southern part, around Kuala Kapuas (Technical Report 2, 2008). 

Figure 4-1 contains cumulative rainfall data from January 1984 to January 2004, showing average rainfall totals for the 
EMRP area and the surrounding river basin areas of the Barito, Kapuas and Kahayan Rivers (Technical Report 2, 2008).  

Although the EMRP area seems to have a high level of rainfall, there is a significant variation in rainfall for each area. “A 
year with an above-average annual rainfall may in fact have a severe dry season”, and drought in one area may not 
occur in other parts of the EMRP area (Technical Report 2, 2008). 

Figure 4-1 Cumulative rainfall graph of EMRP area, January 1984 to January 2004 

 

Source: EMRP Master Plan Technical Report 2, 2008 

4.2.2 Air Quality 

There is no specific air quality monitoring data currently available for the KFCP Region. As there are no industrial 
activities within the region, it is not expected that there will be any significant air pollution emissions from that type of 
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source. Forest fires would be the main cause of air pollution (including smoke, particulates, and smog) in the KFCP 
region.  

Both fires and decomposition of deep peat in the area are likely to contribute to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. It has 
been noted that “nearly half of Indonesia’s greenhouse gas emissions occur due to forest fires, and another 20% from 
the decomposition from deep peat” (IAFCP 2009:13). Given the conditions within the KFCP region of degraded peatland 
area that is prone to fire, emissions from the area are likely. For the EMRP area, there is indication of large quantities of 
CO2 emission due to forest fires, peat fires and drained peat-based emissions (Central Kalimantan Peatland Project 
[CKPP], 2008). 

DATA GAP 

The KA-ANDAL document has no baseline data on air quality, and the initial plan to collect primary data was 
cancelled due to the recommendation from the AMDAL Technical Team that air emission is unlikely to have 
a potential significant impact on KFCP activities. 

The provincial environmental agency only has air quality monitoring data for bigger cities such as 
Palangkaraya. 

Measurement of GHG emissions is an objective of KFCP, therefore not yet realised. 

4.2.3 Morphology 

The KFCP region is situated in low land area with slope of 0–2°, with average elevation ranging from 5–10 metres above 
sea level (some are above 12 metres). The morphology of the proposed project area is composed of rock layers 
comprising Tertiary-Quaternary (Plio-Pleistocene) Age sandstone and conglomerate, with lignite and limonite 
intercalations (found at several locations), and Quaternary (Holocene) Age alluvium (river or swamp sediment). 

4.2.4 Geology and Hydrogeology 

Geology 
The KFCP region is located at Barito Sub-basin in the southern part of Kutai Basin, which is divided into four sub-basins: 
Tarakan (Berau) Sub-basin in the northern area, Pasir Sub-basin in the southeast area, Barito Sub-basin in the southern 
area and Kutai Sub-basin in the middle of East Kalimantan.  

From the regional geological map, the slope of Dahor Formation is estimated to be from 0–10° to the southwest and 
was deposited non-uniformly over Warukin Formation. The alluvium consists of kaolinite clay and silt intercalations of 
sand, peat, gravel, and separated boulders from older rocks. The alluvium’s thickness is about 10 metres. At the 
proposed project area, the alluvium formation was deposited non-uniformly above, and partly covering, the Dahor 
Formation. The proposed project location is a lowland area with elevations of mostly 5–10 metres (maximum 25 
metres) above sea level.  

Hydrogeology  
Based on a regional geological map from the Geology Research and Development Centre, the rock formation at the 
proposed project area is a mix of sandstone-conglomerate in Dahor Formation and alluvium. From the physical 
properties, the Dahor Formation has the potential to create a shallow layer aquifer.  

One year’s groundwater monitoring data in Block A in the KFCP region is presented in Figure 4-2, extracted from the 
CKPP report (2008). CKPP reported that the groundwater table closely followed the topography line, indicating that 
groundwater table fluctuations are mainly influenced by local rainfall, evapo-transpiration, and surface run off, rather 
than by groundwater flow, which affects the groundwater table over an area of 500 m width at most (Master Plan 
Technical Report 2, 2008).  
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Figure 4-2 Elevation, peat depth, and selected groundwater depth from June 2007 to May 2008 

 

Source: CKPP, 2008 

4.2.5 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Hydrology  
Local hydrology (surface water) consists of (i) rivers with daily tide and seasonal water level fluctuation and salt water 
intrusion, and (ii) rivers with fresh water from run-off. The main rivers at the proposed area are the Sebangau, Kahayan, 
Kapuas, and Barito rivers. Hydrological conditions at the area are determined by rainfall, high and low tide effect to 
rivers, and flows from main rivers.  

The catchment area of Barito River is approximately 40,000 square kilometres, approximately twice the catchment area 
of Kapuas and Kahayan Rivers. Tides affect those later rivers but do not reach up the northern part of the proposed 
KFCP area. Tides occur daily, with average fluctuation of 1.2 m (lowest) and 2.4 m (highest), with few annual variations 
(Technical Review 3 – Hydrology Data, 2009). 

Peatland hydrology in the EMRP area is mostly affected by drainage of the canals, with possible different conditions for 
Block E (as it consists of predominantly intact peat swamp forest). Analysis from the Technical Report 2 (2008) shows 
that groundwater table fluctuations in dry periods are controlled mostly by rainfall and evapo-transpiration, and are 
affected by groundwater flow over a zone approximately 500 m wide. A further impact of drainage is the lowering of 
water tables in a zone along canals due to groundwater drainage.  

Because the drainage impact in the EMRP area is far more severe in the vicinity of canals, subsidence has resulted in 
relatively steep surface slopes away from canals. Potential fire frequency has also been greater there due to drying. 
Peat surface elevations 1 km away from canals are now generally 0.5–1 m higher than canal sides. A ‘mini-dome’ 
topography has in fact developed in 12 years that now controls hydrology (EMRP Technical Report 2, 2008). 

The two study areas within the EMRP area both have limited groundwater flow rates due to low hydraulic 
conductivities, and subsidence greatest in a zone of less than 500 m from canals. Evapo-transpiration in forested and 
non-forested peatlands is found to be similar to that in non-peatland areas with similar land cover. Peatland drainage in 
the EMRP area has greatly affected surface water storage and flows over large distances (EMRP Technical Report 2, 
2008). 
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Both peatland study sites in the EMRP area were relatively narrow peat domes (10 to 20 km across), as they are 
bordered by rivers, with relatively highly humified peat and relatively steep slopes. It is likely that larger peat domes 
with lower surface gradients and deeper peat, particularly the peatlands in Block E and B, have less humified peat and 
therefore higher hydraulic conductivity (EMRP Technical Report 2, 2008). 

The following provides an overview of the causal chain perpetuating hydrology and topography impacts when peatland 
such as that found in Block A is drained:  

When intact peatland is drained, the most immediate effect is that the residence time of water at the surface is 
shortened, and surface water depths in wet periods are lowered, through three sequential processes and feedback 
mechanisms: 1) the distance to the nearest drain is shortened, causing faster runoff and hence faster lowering of 
surface water levels after rainstorms; 2) lower surface water levels will cause decomposition of hummocks and 
reduce the hummock-hollow topography; and 3) surface gradients will increase, further accelerating runoff and 
lowering water levels. Where forest was removed before or during drainage, as is the case in much of the EMRP 
area, this process will accelerate. Where fires occur, the hummock-hollow microtopography is lost even faster. 
(Master Plan Technical Report 2, 2008:78.) 

Flooded Forest Area 
Flooded forest is an important aspect in showing the baseline condition of the project area. Following is a summary 
from Technical Reports 2, 3, and 4 of the EMRP Master Plan related to flooded forest area in the EMRP area. Figure 4-3 
shows a map of flood frequency in 2006-2007, though it does not distinguish between flooding from rivers and the sea, 
wet rice cultivation, and local ponding of water as a result of limited drainage. Dark blue areas in the map were most 
frequently flooded. Frequency classes represent the number of times an area has been inundated over a 1-year 
observation period from December 2006 to December 2007 (Master Plan Technical Report 2, 2008:38-39). 

The valley of the Mengkatip River, the Jenamas area and the mangrove areas in the south of Block C and Block D can be 
clearly identified as the areas with the longest flood duration. Water tables in the wet season are low near canals but 
high further away from canals, as this has created a gradient in subsidence rates away from canals. This explains the 
surface slopes towards canals that are found in all EMRP peatland, and the ‘mini-dome’ morphology that has now 
formed in densely drained peatland such as the northwest part of Block A. 

Tidal fluctuations, as determined by marine tidal water level fluctuations and water flows from upstream river basins, 
extend well inland into the EMRP area, especially in the dry season. However, tidal fluctuations that allow tidal 
irrigation do not extend nearly as far and are mostly confined to Block D. Hydrological model results and field 
observations show that large-scale and prolonged river flooding presently occurs mostly along the Barito River, 
affecting parts of Block A and Block D.  

It is found that in most peatlands in the EMRP area, drainage and flooding will become major problems after a few 
decades of continued subsidence (caused by drainage and fires), as is demonstrated by combining subsidence model 
results with hydrological models. 
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Figure 4-3 2007 flood frequency 

 

Source: Technical Report No. 2, Hydrology of the EMRP Area,2008 

Existing Canals, Waterway Transport, and Canal Block  
KFCP assessed the status of canals in the area, including dimensions, flow directions, canal bank characteristics, and 
access. Canal accessibility in Block A and Block E is shown in the following Figure 4-4. According to the KFCP report, not 
all canals are used for water transportation: 

The canals south of line I, the two collector drains, and the downstream part of SPU-7 are frequently used by local 
boats... The northern part of SPU-7 and the other two N-S running canals are not or only very rarely used... In the E-
W canals, use by boats decreases the further away from the main rivers. The SPI-north canal, west of SPU-7, is 
becoming an increasingly important access route to the Block E area. While along the edges of the area and in the 
south the main purpose is access to agricultural activities, further inland it is mainly for (small-scale) logging 
operations, collecting forest products, or fisheries. (KFCP Strategic Peatland Rehabilitation Plan, KFCP, 2009:23.) 

The assessment of the existing situation in the area is discussed in a full section of the KFCP Strategic Peatland 
Rehabilitation Plan (KFCP, 2009:16-35 and Annex 6). 
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Figure 4-4 Existing canal accessibility in the KFCP area 

 

Source: KFCP Strategic Peatland Rehabilitation Plan KFCP, 2009:20 

 

There were at least two previous peatland rehabilitation projects in the KFCP area, undertaken by the Climate Change 
Forests and Peatlands in Indonesia (CCFPI) project in 2005 and by the Central Kalimantan Peatland Project (CKPP) in 
2006 to 2008. CCFPI (through Wetlands International) built eight canal blocks, while CKPP built 18 large canal blocks 
and hundreds of smaller canal blocks in Block A North and Block E of the EMRP area. CKPP also invested in maintaining 
canal blocks that had been built under the CCFPI project. Figure 4-5 shows a map of CKPP and CCFPI canal blocking in 
Block A North and Block E. 
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Figure 4-5 Map of existing CKPP and CCFPI canal blocking in Block A North and Block E 

 

 

Source: KFCP Strategic Peatland Rehabilitation Plan KFCP, 2009:18 

Note: Including 18 canal blocks from CKPP (positions slightly differ from CKPP map) and 8 canal blocks from CCFPI 

Previous Hydrology Monitoring  
The previous peatland rehabilitation by CKPP assessed the effect of canal blocking in Block A North using forty seven 
staff gauges for monitoring the surface water fluctuation and sixty nine deep wells on nine transects for monitoring 
groundwater fluctuation, as well as manual instruments for measuring rainfall, temperature, and subsidence. As the 
result of peat rewetting activities, CKPP simulated the hydrological impact of canal blocking using satellite imagery from 
Japanese JERS (Japanese Earth Resources Satellite) and PALSAR (Phased Array type L-band Synthetic Aperture Radar) to 
identify soil moisture fluctuation in the area. The findings stated that the forest in Block A has become wetter and, as a 
result, did not burn in 2006 (see the illustration of canal blocking impact in Figure 4-6). CKPP also concluded that “The 
correct installation and placement of the hydrology monitoring instrument, as well as consistency in collecting and 
recording field data, are the main pre-conditions in evaluating the success of hydrology restoration of peat.” Therefore, 
detailed studies and long-term monitoring are still required for the project.  

CKPP also learned from the previous CCFPI project that canal block maintenance is important and therefore investing 
for the maintenance of the CCFPI canal blocks in its project area. The canal blocking system was improved by adding 
more canal blocks (cascading) to decrease the difference in water head levels between canal blocks, making the canal 
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block system more sustainable. This was necessary because canal blocks in the large canals had caused an increase in 
water level of more than one metre (and even more than two metres at several canal blocks), resulting in high pressure 
on canal blocks and increased failures.  

 

Figure 4-6 Hydrology monitoring demonstrating a change following canal blocking 

 

Source: Provisional Report of the CKPP (CKPP Consortium, November 2008:42) 

Case Study: Canal Blocking Methods 
The CKPP case study allows comparison of previously employed hydrology rehabilitation methods in the KFCP area 
against the planned KFCP methods.  

CKPP hydrology rehabilitation methods 

CKPP built 18 large canal blocks and hundreds of smaller canal blocks in Block A North and Block E of the EMRP area. 
CKPP also invested in maintenance of some canal blocks built by Wetlands International under the CCFPI project. CKPP 
used canal block designs of winged blocks with a spillway for blocking both large and small canals, mainly using 
materials such as galam timber, mineral soil in bags, wooden boards, and geotextile/tarpaulin to cover the spillway, and 
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incorporating tree planting behind the canal blocks. CKPP canal blocks are illustrated in Plate 4-1 (1) and (2) (CKPP 
Consortium, Provisional Report of the CKPP, November 2008:39-40). The current conditions of CCFPI and CKPP canal 
blocks are also illustrated in Plate 4-1 (3) and (4) (KFCP Strategic Peatland Rehabilitation Plan, 2009, Annex 9). 

 

Plate 4-1 CCFPI and CKPP canal block 

 

 

(1) CKPP canal block in “Hell Canal” (2) Typical CKPP canal block with planted trees behind the 
canal block 

 

 

(3) CCFPI canal block number 03 with high water head (4) CKPP canal block number 12, damaged 

 

The CKPP determined that “maintenance of the dam is very important, especially in the first few years”. It was 
expected that “the canal will close and disappear as water plants and trees start to add blockades” (CKPP Consortium, 
Provisional Report of the CKPP, November 2008:41). Moreover, CKPP monthly monitoring and maintenance activities 
identified some issues, such as the subsidence of the soil filling as it compacted, leaking of the canal blocks due to high 
water pressure (making the canal blocks vulnerable to structural damage), and damage by people who continued use 
the canals to transport wood.  

KFCP hydrology rehabilitation methods 

Based on previous CKPP activities, and follow-up studies such as the EMRP Master Plan reports in 2009, the KFCP 
activities will be focussed in Block A North and Block E. In principle, KFCP will continue improving hydrology 
rehabilitation in areas previously attempted by CKPP and CCFPI. However, KFCP will have an improved approach to 
rehabilitation, building on previous experience. KFCP plans to have an improved methodology for canal blocking in 
hydrology rehabilitation activities and would aim to resolve issues from previous rehabilitation efforts, including: 

• Subsidence of the soil filling as it compacted;  
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• Leaking of the canal blocks due to high water pressure (making the canal blocks vulnerable to structural damage). 
Some existing canal blocks have collapsed due to overtopping and erosions through seepage along or underneath 
the canal block; and 

• Damage by people who continued using the canals to transport wood.    

The KFCP Design Document (2009: 30) clearly identifies that too much hydraulic pressure on each dam has caused 
dam failure in the past. The hydrology rehabilitation system therefore requires a better design of blocking/dam 
structures. KFCP’s rehabilitation will therefore be undertaken based on two fundamental actions: the infilling and 
blocking of canals and the assisted regeneration and maintenance of the peat swamp forest (2009:4-1). While head 
difference between canal blocks is minimised to 0.2 m by having many blocking structures, using heavy equipment 
such as excavators is a key factor for constructing compacted peat canal blocks. The KFCP Strategic Peatland 
Rehabilitation Plan (2009:40) set the following design criteria for KFCP canal blocking structures: 

• No overflow: The crest of the dam should be above the highest water-level to avoid overtopping even during peak 
flows. Normally this means a crest level about 50 to 100 cm above the canal banks. For peat canal blocks, a higher 
elevation (1 to 1.50 m) should be applied, to allow for subsidence or shrinkage of the peat soil. All canal flow should 
be diverted overland through shallow depressions or bypasses around the dam. 

• Minimal seepage: The box dam and compacted peat dam should be as impermeable as the available construction 
materials allow. Any seepage through the dam creates a risk of piping and ultimately collapse of the dam. 

• Nature to take over: The design should as much as possible create possibilities for re-growth of vegetation in the 
canals, and gradually filling-up of the canal by any debris which may be flushed into it. 

• Local construction materials: As far as possible, local materials should be used which have no or limited value to 
local people. 

• No access: All access to the area should be stopped and the designs therefore should not include options for boat 
passage. 

• Head difference: Normal head difference over the dam is 20, 30 or 40 cm (option 1, 2, 3), but the dam should be able 
to withstand higher heads at least temporarily in case of failure of other canal blocks along the same canal. 

The objective of the KFCP hydrological rehabilitation is to bring up water levels along the canal to rewet the area as 
much as possible and to ensure that most water will flow over land and will not destroy the canal block. This will be 
achieved by constructing 336 compacted peat canal blocks, 189 palisades and 301 sections of partial canal infilling, with 
head differences between canal blocks of less than 0.4 m (with a target of 0.2 m). 

Water Quality 
Most of Central Kalimantan Province is covered by peat water with a pH of approximately 3 to 6. Peat water has specific 
characteristics such as brown colouring, high concentration of organic elements, low pH, and low hardness.  

There is no updated water quality data for the project area. Water quality sampling in the area (in the primary canal in 
Block A North of the KFCP region, in Mantangai River, and in Puning River, a Barito River tributary) was taken by the 
University of Palangkaraya (UNPAR) laboratory in 2003, as documented in the report Kondisi Awal Kualitas Perairan di 
Saluran Primer Induk (SPI) Eks-PLG 1 Juta Hektar dan di Wilayah Dusun Muara Puning Kalimantan Tengah 
(Kembarawati and Lilia, 2003, UNPAR). The sampling concluded that water in the EMRP area is unsuitable for biotic 
organisms to live due to a low pH of about 4 (high acidity) and low dissolved oxygen, as well as high concentrations of 
iron (0.67–0.97 ppm), sulphide (0.96–2.72 ppm), and Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) (68–77 ppm). Only a few fish 
with special respiratory systems can survive in these conditions.  

In 2006 and 2007, the water quality of the Kapuas River was monitored by the provincial environmental agency (BLH, 
2006, 2007). The sampling result is similar: pH values are lower in some periods (approximately 4), while the COD (16–
67 ppm) and Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) (8–34 ppm) parameters exceed the safe maximums allowed by the 
national water quality standard for river water. Results gathered through monitoring also show high concentrations of 
phenol (0.01–0.25 µg/L) and mercury (up to 7.029 ppm).  
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In summary, water in the degraded peatland in Block A is unlikely to be suitable for aquatic biota and activities such as 
fish farming, based on further elevated levels of acidity. The community are therefore likely to rely more on river water 
sources for such activities. Water body in Block E may also be more suitable than Block A, because it is less degraded. 
Both assumptions would need to be verified, either through water quality testing or discussions with community. It 
should also be noted that river water is also contaminated by phenol and mercury, presumably from artisanal gold 
mining activities along the river.  

DATA GAP 

Updated data for water quality in the project area is not available. 

 

Soils with a sulphide/pyrite element are called acid sulphate soils. In natural peat, the pyrite layer present is always in a 
water-saturated condition (less oxidised) and soils are slightly acid to neutral as a result, hence they are known as 
potential acid sulphate soils. If the pyrite layer is oxidised (either due to exposure, drying, or drainage), the soils can 
become actual acid sulphate soils and extremely acid. One of the characteristics of actual acid sulphate soils is the 
existence of jarosite rusts in a pale yellow cross-section of soil layer, called cat clay layer. Surface water that contacts 
this layer will increase in acidity. 

Puslittanak (1997) studied the KFCP area and found pyrite layers present throughout Block A (NW). Figure 4-7 below 
shows pyrite layer distribution in the KFCP area. A pyrite layer of 51–100 cm depth encircles the southern part of the 
KFCP area from west to east along the Kapuas and Mantangai riverside. Pyrite depth increases to more than 101 cm at 
the river levee of Mantangai. As stated, the presence of pyrite layers in peatland determines water quality by directly 
relating to acidity.  
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Figure 4-7 Pyrite layer distribution in the KFCP area 

 

Source: Puslittanak – Bogor, 1997 

 

According to Tejoyuwono Notohadiprawiro (1998), an adverse impact of canal excavation in the past was the base of 
canal excavation being lower than the upper limit of pyrite deposit layer. This caused pyrite oxidation and produced 
jarosite [KFe3(SO4)2(OH)6] and sulphuric acid. Jarosite increases iron concentration in soil and water, which is toxic for 
vegetation and animals. Water at the EMRP canals has an iron concentration of 100 ppm, which is extremely poisonous. 
In general, sulphuric acid increases acidity of soil (to pH of 2.7) and water (pH of 1.4). Only a few plant species can 
tolerate a pH level this low, and the water cannot be used as a source for drinking water or typically support fish 
communities. The chemical characteristics of the water in the EMRP area change from relatively good in large rivers to 
very poor in the canals, especially when water passes through the pyrite land.  

The depth of canal excavations furthermore contributed to the problem in that they were lower than the existing 
groundwater level during the dry season. The canals, which were intended to supply water to the peatland, instead 
drained groundwater, causing drier peatland. Almost all canals designed to supply water for irrigation in the MRP area 
have acted as drainage canals, exposing pyrite to oxidation and acidification. 
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4.2.6 Soil and Peat 

There is limited recent soil data available from the study area. Soil data and maps referred to are from the study 
undertaken by the Soil Research Institution (Balittan/Puslittanak, Bogor 1997). Ground truthing by PT Mitra Pratama 
Konsultan in 2009 found that data from the Balittan study (particularly data relating to soil) has not changed 
significantly (apart from the landscape and land use/vegetation), and the data is still relevant as a reference. The study 
by Balittan is described as follows.  

Soil at Block A (NW) and Block E in the EMRP area is classified into two major groups: organic/peat soil and mineral soil. 
The mineral soil and shallower peat is located along the edges of the river, with the depth of peat increasing towards 
the centre of the peat dome. Both Block A and Block E contain peat which is greater than 3 metres thick.  

The ground base of the peat area is a flat and slightly concave mineral soil. As an example (based on a field survey 
conducted by Balittan Bogor), a cross-section from Katunjung Village to the east found that at 1.1 km distance from the 
Kapuas River, the peat area reaches a thickness of 4 m. A recently produced map (KFCP 2011) showing peat depth 
distribution in the KFCP area is provided in Figure 4-8. 

At 7 to 8.5 km distance from Kapuas River, towards the middle of the peat dome, the peat thickness is approximately 
8 m. Peat thickness at the secondary channel E.02–F.01 ranges from 6–8 m at a distance of 3.75 to 18.1 m from the 
Kapuas River. The thickness reduces from 2 m to 0 cm towards the Kapuas River and southern part of the location.  

Mineral soil at Block A is formed from clay sediment or mud in aquic condition. At the upper layer and along the levee, 
the clay sedimentation is fully influenced by fluctuation of the surface level of the major rivers (Barito and Kapuas); 
therefore, the soil elements are called river alluvium. At the lower layer where a sulphide element (pyrite) is found, clay 
or mud sedimentation is older and was influenced by sea level fluctuation, and the soil elements are called marine 
alluvium.  

Both drainage of peat through canals and the loss of surface cover through logging or clearing for agriculture cause 
significant moisture loss in the peat, which contributes to peat combustion and decomposition (Technical Report 2). 
This is particularly applicable to the areas in Block A where the EMRP canals are located and forest clearing has taken 
place.  
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Figure 4-8 Distribution of peat thickness at KFCP area 

 

Source: KFCP, 2010 

 

4.3 Biological Aspects 

4.3.1 Vegetation and Forest Coverage 

The natural vegetation at the KFCP location is primarily categorised as either PSF (also known as Hutan Rawa Gambut, 
or HRG) or low land swamp forest (also known as Hutan Rawa Dataran Rendah, or HRDR). The former is located in peat 
areas and the latter grows on mineral soil. In addition to the two primary forest types, riparian forest can also be found 
in the KFCP region. Generally, the environmental conditions of the site are significantly different between the northern 
area (Block E) and the southern area (Block A). The northern area of the KFCP region is covered by mostly secondary 
peat swamp vegetation that regrowth after vegetation removal/degradation, while vegetation at the southern area has 
been moderately to seriously degraded.  
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Natural vegetation cover within the KFCP region has changed rapidly over the last 15 to 20 years. Currently, most of the 
natural vegetation cover in the KFCP region, especially at Block A, has been lost or severely degraded because of land 
conversion due to farming and settlement, logging, irrigation, and forest and land fires. Therefore, forest vegetation 
within the KFCP region can be generally categorised as degraded forest and secondary forest. There is only a small area 
of primary forest. Most of the trees composing the PSF have been replaced by bushes and grasses.  

In general, vegetation in the KFCP region can be classified into one of the following groups: 

• Forest (including ex-logged forest) with tree coverage greater than 10%. This includes PSF, riparian forest, young 
secondary forest, and swamp forest;  

• Severely degraded forest with tree coverage less than 10%. This includes young secondary forest, planted forest, 
and burnt forest;  

• Dense bushes with vegetation coverage greater than 10%; 
• Grasses, ferns and open bushes with vegetation coverage less than 10%; or 
• Farming (wetland and dryland) and agricultural vegetation. 

Vegetation in Block E is in better condition than in Block A because there was less canal construction in Block E, and 
human access to PSF is more difficult. Therefore, Block E is still dominated by PSF vegetation (covering 85% of the block 
area). Degraded areas covered by grasses/ferns/bushes, make up less than 3% of Block E. Similarly, burnt areas make 
up only approximately 2.3% of Block E. Degraded and burnt areas are usually found along the riverside and are usually 
covered by grasses or ferns. Land coverage data is presented in Table 4-1. 

Table 4-1 Land coverage in 2008 for each block (ha) 

No. Land coverage (2008) 
Block E Block A (NW) 

Total 
area (ha) 

Total 
(percent) Area 

(ha) Percentage Area 
(ha) Percentage 

1 Canal 0 0.0% 978 2.2% 978 0.8% 

2 Dry land farming 0 0.0% 1 0.0% 1 0.0% 

3 Grasses and ferns 102 0.1% 4623 10.4% 4725 3.9% 

4 PSF 63,945 84.9% 7809 17.6% 71,754 59.9% 

5 Previously burnt forest 233 0.3% 2533 5.7% 2766 2.3% 

6 Previously burnt bushes 1491 2.0% 3542 8.0% 5033 4.2% 

7 Riverine – riparian forest 3012 4.0% 1176 2.6% 4188 3.5% 

8 Severe degraded forest 3400 4.5% 2196 4.9% 5596 4.7% 

9 Bushes 1955 2.6% 21,113 47.5% 23,068 19.3% 

10 Shrubs, sedges, flooded 696 0.9% 178 0.4% 873 0.7% 

11 Water bodies 463 0.6% 292 0.7% 755 0.6% 

Total (Ha) 75,297  44,440  119,737  

Source: SarVision Netherlands, 2008 
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Figure 4-9 below illustrates land cover changes from 1991 to 2008, demonstrating forest degradation in the KFCP area.  

 

Figure 4-9 Land cover in the KFCP region 1991, 2003, 2008 

 

Source: EMRP Master Plan 

4.3.2 Burned Forest Area 

Fire mostly occurs during the dry season between August and October (Technical Report No. 1, EMRP Master Plan 
2009). Kapuas District experienced the fourth largest number (11.7%) of fire hotspots in the province from 2002–2008 
(CARE Fire Report, 2009). Table 4-2 shows the number of hotspots crossing over the KFCP region within Kapuas District; 
70% of hotspots or 5,270 estimated fires in the Kapuas District occurred in Mantangai Sub-District, and 258 fires in 
Timpah Sub-District.  

In spite of instructions in Inpres 2/2007 to improve forest fire management (to restructure forest and land fire 
management organisations and institutions, to improve working systems and coordination of fire avoidance and 
control, to monitor hotspots, and to establish fire control brigades), forest fires still occur in the EMRP area.  
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Table 4-2 Fire hotspots in Kapuas District 2002–2007 

Sub District 
Year 

Grand Total 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Anjir Serapat 16 4 22 7 21 1 71 

Barimba 4 1 10 1 4 3 23 

Basarang 20 3 32 52 32  139 

Kapuas Hulu 9 12 55 49 24 43 192 

Kapuas Tengah 19 21 52 53 95 66 306 

Lupak Dalam 28 18 32 9 81 6 174 

Mandomai 56 29 60 69 144 15 373 

Mantangai 546 515 1289 484 2220 216 5270 

Palingkau 55 35 84 61 108 35 378 

Sei Tatas 3 4 18 8 19  52 

Selat 63 16 119 15 87 3 303 

Timpah 20 33 64 37 68 36 258 

Grand total 839 691 1837 845 2903 424 7539 

Source: CARE Fire Report (2009) 

 

Figure 4-10 shows hotspots detected within the KFCP area (KFCP Design Document, 2009). Hotspots do not necessarily 
indicate a fire incident, as they are detected only by satellite measurement of temperature.  

KFCP-CARE undertook fire studies in August–September 2009. In the KFCP area, 65.8% of the hotspots occurred in Block 
A and they mostly occurred close to rivers, roads, and settlement areas. As Block E is relatively far from those land use 
categories, it experienced less hotspots. Human activities are therefore a major contributor to the frequency, extent 
and severity of fire, as is the existing degradation of the peatlands. Fire incidents were not only recorded within the 
KFCP region, but also in Block B and Block E (West). Based on site findings and interviews carried out by CARE, fires in 
the demonstration activity’s proposed area occurred due to several causes: (1) fish catching activities; (2) gemor 
collection activities; (3) stacking at rubber plantation areas; (4) land clearing for rice planting; (5) land clearing for 
access to coal stockpiles; (6) hunting; and (7) land occupation problems. 

According to KFCP-CARE studies, 111 hotspots were detected from 1 to 31 August 2009 at the demonstration activity’s 
proposed site and in the surrounding area. Most hotspots were concentrated at Tanjung Kelanis and Katunjung 
(including at the SPI canal). Compared to hotspots identified from 1 to 6 September 2009, a number of new hotspots 
occurred at Taburu and Mantangai Hulu, but the number decreased at Petak Puti and Kanjarau, as well as at Tanjung 
Kelanis and Katunjung.  

The CARE fire study team estimated in 2009 that the size of the burnt area in Block A (NW) and Block E (East) is 
approximately 670 ha, consisting of: (a) 65 ha of rubber plantation, (b) 573 ha of bush, (c) 6 ha of pantung (Dyera lowii) 
and belangiran (Shorea belangeran) revegetation areas and (d) 26 ha of lowland forest. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RESA - KFCP Page 83 
 



 

Figure 4-10 Hotspots in KFCP area 

 

Source: KFCP Design Document, 2009 

4.3.3 Fauna 

Before the execution of the MRP, there were a rich variety of habitats for wild animals and aquatic biota in the area, 
from freshwater swamps, beach swales, peat swamps and riparian vegetation, to rivers and lakes. Of these examples, 
the dominant natural forest habitat was PSF (of which there was approximately 1,000,000 ha). Much of the natural 
habitat (especially the forest habitat) has been lost or damaged/changed because of conversion of forest land into 
cultivated land. The distribution of the habitat changes is presented in Table 4-3. 
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Table 4-3 Forested habitat change 

No. Habitat Original area 
approx. (ha) 

Area before 
MRP (1994) 

Current 
area (ha) 

% original 
habitat 

% of total 
EMRP area 

1 Mangrove 25,000 5770* 14,000 56 1% 

2 PSF 1,000,000 780,000 430,000 43 30% 

3 Freshwater swamp 
forest 

300,000 112,440 100,000 33 7% 

4 Riparian forest 120,000 10,575* 93,000 78 6.5% 

Source: Biodiversity and the EMRP in Central Kalimantan Report, 2008 

Note: * These small, linear habitats are probably not accurately mapped on the 1994 pre-MRP map. 

 

Land conversion primarily and logging have affected the original vegetation of the area. For wild animals, vegetation is 
very important for food resources, sleeping sites, shelter and breeding (nesting for birds). Therefore, changes to the 
habitat in the EMRP area have caused a change in the number of species and abundance of wild animals and aquatic 
biota. The 2008 EMRP biodiversity study stated that land conversion in the EMRP area has generally decreased the 
diversity of local species (vegetation, wild animals and aquatic biota), which have been replaced with opportunistic 
organisms or organisms adaptable to a disturbed area. Data regarding the changes in species of wild animals and 
aquatic biota found in the EMRP area is presented in Table 4-4.  

Table 4-4 Changes in the species of wild animals and aquatic biota in the EMRP area 

Ecosystem Group Increased species Decreased species 

Mangrove Flora Acanthus ilificolius, Acrostichum aureum. Tree species, Nypa fruticans. 

Fauna Mudflat species e.g. mudskippers and waders. Mangrove forest species such as 
primates, tupai and forest birds. 

Peat swamp 
forest 

Flora Tree species not targeted by logging companies 
(e.g. Combretocarpus rotundatus, Tetramerista 
glabra, Palaquium) and fast growing, robust 
pioneers (e.g. C. rotundatus, Cratoxylon glaucum, 
Ploiarium alternifolium), along with ferns and 
sedges. 

Tree species targeted by logging 
companies, such as meranti 
(dipterocarps) and ramin 
(Gonystylus bancanus), and slow 
growing species. 

Fauna Ubiquitous opportunistic species of open areas 
and habitation (e.g. spotted dove, bulbuls) and 
open waters (e.g. Pacific swallow). 

Most forest bird and mammal 
species, false gavial and Storm’s 
stork. 

Freshwater 
swamp forest 

Flora Fire, flooding and acidity tolerant species such as 
gelam (Melaleuca cajuputi), along with ferns and 
sedges. Fire and flood tolerant species such as 
belangiran/kahui (Shorea balangeran), along with 
Timonius and Pternandra teysmanniana shrubs. 

Most tree and palm species of this 
habitat. 

Fauna Ubiquitous opportunistic species of open areas 
and habitation (e.g. spotted dove, bulbuls). 

Most forest bird and mammal 
species. 

Riparian Flora Fast growing species such as Barringtonia 
acutangula, Mallotus sumatranus and Timonius 
species. Species tolerant of deep flooding, such as 
Pandanus helicopus, Barringtonia, Timonius and 
Croton. 

Slow growth species such as 
Artocarpus teysmanni. 

Fauna Ubiquitous species such as doves, pigeons, bulbul. Species requiring a large habitat, 
such as (large) birds of prey, (larger) 
forest birds and  primates. 
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Ecosystem Group Increased species Decreased species 

Rivers, 
streams and 
lakes 

Flora In small streams: no increased species, except 
perhaps Eleocharis and Lepironia sedges along 
edges. 

Species typical for undisturbed 
blackwater habitats, such as 
Cryptocoryne species. 

Fauna None known. Most fish species of small 
blackwater streams, false gavial, 
hairy-nosed otter. 

Source: Biodiversity and the EMRP in Central Kalimantan Report, Technical Report 8, 2008 

 

Although most of the original habitat of the EMRP area has changed, several species of wild animal can still be found at 
the location. Wild animals in the EMRP area include mammals (orang-utans/mawas, monkeys, lutung, proboscis 
monkeys, squirrels, bats, trenggiling and other varieties of carnivore), birds (eagles, elang tikus, elang laut, owls, 
nuri/serindit, raja udang, trinil, ketilang, egret birds, blekok, kokokan laut), and reptiles (turtles, pythons, and 
crocodiles). Among the wild animals in the EMRP area, several species are on the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) list, and there are species that are listed in the Red Data Book, such 
as orang-utan (mawas).  

There are also seasonal migratory fish in peat swamp areas. A study by CIMTROP (2006) at Kalampangan Village in 
Block C of the EMRP, while not in the KFCP region, provides information about recorded permanent and seasonal 
migratory species. Permanent fish species (which can be found all year) in the peat swamp area include Anabas 
testudineus, Belontia hasselti, Channa lucius, Clarias sp, Osteochilus spilurus, Hemirhamphodon sp, Luciocephalus 
pulcher, Pristolepis grooti, and Wallago leeri. The permanent fish species have adapted to the extreme environment, 
especially that of the dry season (bad water quality, low oxygen, and high temperature). Seasonal migratory fish are 
only found in the rainy season, which is a result of the better water quality than during the dry season. 

Another study in 2003 in the EMRP canals (Kembarawati and Lilia, 2003, UNPAR) found only four species: Gabus (Chana 
striata), Betok (Anabas testudineus), Kapar (Puntius Lineatus), and Sepat (Trichogaster sp), while 12 species were found 
in Mantangai River.  

Some fishery activities are undertaken in the area, such as marine and inland fishing and aquaculture. The fishing 
business is developed at major rivers such as Barito, Kahayan, and Kapuas. Fishing is also undertaken in peat swamp 
areas, brackish swamps, lakes, mangroves, and estuarial and coastal areas. Fishing is a small scale business run by local 
communities that have fishing skills. Aquaculture business is undertaken by constructing tambak (brackish water ponds 
in coastal lowlands), freshwater ponds, and cages. 

From interviews with local communities included in the EMRP fishery study report (2008), many species of fish are 
caught by the communities. Fish species which are often caught in rivers and peat areas include lais kaca (Kryptopterus 
hexapterus), gulama (Sciaena ruselli), toman (climbing perch), papuyu (Anabas testudineus), sepat rawa (Trichogaster 
trichopterus), saluang (Rasbora paciperforata), pentet (Clarias sp.), kapar (Puntius Lineatus) and kelatau (Betta sp).  

The recent social study in the KFCP area confirms that only some fish are caught for local livelihood. This includes lais, 
gabus, baung, and shrimp. The Social Assessment report for KFCP (2011) shows fluctuation in fishing results. Local 
people used to undertake fishing activities in the rivers, peat areas, canals, and beje, but as noted below this has 
reduced somewhat. It was also reported that more than 20 fish species are caught by local people in the area, but it 
was not clear if those species were found in all KFCP areas. 

Fishing activities are influenced by seasonal climates; production during the rainy season was reported to be higher 
than in the dry season. In general, according to the Social Assessment report, fish production has declined over time in 
Block A and Block E, and so the yield of fish in the area has decreased over time. It was not clear whether the reduction 
was due to over-fishing or because of decreasing water quality – an impact of waste from gold mining activities that 
have polluted the river with mercury, as well as peat drainage and burning. There are also reports of fishing practices 
that use poison (pot-ash) and electricity. 
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A study of fishing around Katunjung village at the beginning of 2008 found that fishing is done in Kapuas river, the 
swamps and drainage canals with tangguk (scoop net) and pancing (hook and line), and most of the catch was 
composed of climbing perch (Anabastestudineus) and snake head (Ophiocephalus striatus) (Master Plan Technical 
Report 7, Fisheries, 2008). 

In the EMRP area, canal construction is considered to be a main cause of water quality deterioration, which has 
resulted in decreasing species and number of fish captured, and decreasing aquaculture production. Canal construction 
also has an impact on soil and water quality due to leakage of acidic peat soil. 

4.4 Social Aspects 
The following section sets out a summary of information included in the Social Assessment, developed in parallel with 
the RESA document.  

4.4.1 Social, Economic and Cultural Aspects 

Demographic data 
Table 4-5 presents the population data for the province and surrounding areas (sub-districts and district), and per 
village in the KFCP region. The main populations affected by KFCP activities are in fourteen settlements along the 
Kapuas River located adjacent to the KFCP project area and situated within the Kapuas District. Twelve settlements are 
located in the sub-district of Mantangai and two settlements are located in the sub-district of Timpah. Based on data 
from village governments and discussions in each of the settlements, the population of the area is now (mid 2011) 
approximately 9,007 inhabitants from 2,290 families.  

The northern part of the KFCP area falls under the EMRP Block E, whereas the southern part is referred to as Block A. 
Demographically, there are very few differences between Block A and Block E. There are virtually no statistical 
differences between the two blocks in gender and age make up. Over the whole area, children between the ages of 0 
and 15 make up 40% of the population. Adults from the ages of 16 to 65 make up 57.6% of the population and those 
over 65 make up just 2.5%. KFCP region households and population estimates are presented in Table 4-6.  

 

Table 4-5 Population data from the surrounding regions 

Administrative area Number of households Population 

Central Kalimantan province 569,755 2,183,668 

Kapuas district 90,054 208,580 

Mantangai sub-district 9,691 37,621 

Timpah sub-district 2,360 8,172 

Source: Mantangai and Timpah Sub-district BPS and Central Kalimantan Province BPS 
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Table 4-6 KFCP Region Households and Population Estimates, from north to south 

Sub-district Village Settlement Block No. of 
Households 

Total No. 
Village 

Households 
Population 

Timpah Petak Puti Petak Puti Block E 229 335 807 

Kanjarau Block E 106 353 

Mantangai Tumbang 
Muroi 

Lapetan Block E 125 394 604 

Tumbang Muroi Block E 87 446 

Taburu Block E 14 65 

Teluk Kajang Block E 49 173 

Tanjung Kelanis Block E 119 455 

Katunjung Tuanan Block E 28 266 109 

Tumbang Mangkutup Block E 58 272 

Katunjung Block A 180 1,066 

Sei Ahas Block A 237 852 

Katimpun Block A 231 853 

Kalumpang Block A 280 1,035 

Mantangai Hulu Block A 547 1,917 

Total 7 Villages 2,290 9,007 

Source: Care facilitators, (Household figures, July 2010; Population figures April 2010) 

Ethnicity and language 
In the KFCP area, 91% of the village populations are indigenous Dayak people. The Ngaju Dayak are relatively 
homogenous. All self–described Dayak groups upstream as well as downstream on the Kapuas see themselves as 
closely akin. Downriver, the Ngaju or Kapuas Dayaks gradually merge with the Banjarese (whose language is completely 
different, a more simple dialect of Malay than Indonesian). Upriver on the Kapuas River, beyond the Kapuas district, 
they merge with another Dayak group, the Ot Danum, whose language features dialectical differences from the Kapuas 
language.  

In-migration has been limited and is concentrated in the Mantangai area, where there are large transmigrant 
communities of Javanese and Madurese, most of them concentrated in Mantangai Tengah and Mantangai Hilir (i.e. 
outside the KFCP region). The people who were identified as Javanese stated that they were spontaneous migrants as 
opposed to transmigrants. While the study villages were reported to have contact with the transmigration villages, little 
intermarriage had occurred between the populations (ICRAF 2009). 

The multi-ethnic communities (Dayaks, Banjar and Javanese) in the villages do not significantly reduce the intensity of 
the traditional values in the area. The vast majority, 99%, of the inhabitants in the project area use the local Ngaju 
dialect at home, and many are not fluent in the national Indonesian language. Ethnic diversity, within the main villages, 
is presented in Table 4-7.  
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Table 4-7 Population distribution by ethnic region 

Village/Hamlet 
Ethnic Group (%) 

Dayak Banjar Java Other 

Mantangai Hulu  98.3  1.6 1.0  0.2 

Kalumpang  95.0  3.0 2.0 0.0 

Sei Ahas  95.3 2.6  2.7  0.0 

Katunjung  95.5  2.5  1.0  1.0 

Tanjung Kelanis  98.0  0.0  2.0  0.0 

Tumbang Muroi  100.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 

Petak Puti  95.0  2.0  3.0  0.0 

Source: Estimation by village leaders, ICRAF study 200921. 

Religion 

The predominant religion in the area is Islam; 63% of the population in Block A and 87% in Block E. Protestant Christians 
make up 10% of Block E and 22% in Block A. Only 0.8% of the households in both Blocks identify themselves as Catholic. 
The traditional Hindu Kaharingan beliefs are stronger in Block A, where 13% still follow them; only 3% of the families in 
Block E identify themselves as Hindu Kaharingan. Hindu Kaharingan is an animist religion or belief system associated 
exclusively with the Indigenous Peoples of Kalimantan.  

Given the Indonesian State Ideology of Pancasila, whereby only five religions (originally, now six – Islam, Catholicism, 
Protestantism, Buddhism, Hinduism and latterly Confucianism) are officially recognised and people are required by law 
to profess one of these ‘monotheistic’ religions, the indigenous Kaharingan system has been ‘accommodated’ as Hindu-
Kaharingan or Kaharingan. In reality, however, it is common for Dayak peoples to officially profess to one of the 
dominant religions but in practice follow their traditional beliefs, or a hybrid of beliefs and practices from Kaharingan 
and one of the dominant religions. Many Christians in the area, for instance, still perform Kaharingan rites and those 
nominally ‘Muslim’ can make offerings to Kaharingan spirits of place in return for perceived occasions of ‘good luck’ 
conferred by them. 

Custom 

There are several social domains in which customary institutions in the district of Kapuas continue in the lives of local 
community members. For example, customary law recognition of both collective and individual rights in and over land, 
including rights of use and rights of ownership. The main traditional customs still practiced by the community are 
related to marriage and death, as well as offerings made to various spirits of place (mainly near rivers and lakes, and 
settlements) and on the occasion of land clearing and crop selection (although many who are either Muslim or Christian 
– the majority – no longer practice traditional rites of marriage or death, but conduct religious ceremonies on occasions 
of marriage and burial). The custom of handep (collectively preparing land for rice planting) is still common, although in 
the past it was unpaid collective work (actually a form of labour exchange) but has now become a form of wage labour. 
Customary rituals such as Parasih Lewu (conferring good luck on the village community as a whole, performed before 
the sowing season) are still practiced in some places (Mantangai Hulu) and are led by the customary leader (mantir). 
Under Dayak customary law, people paid fines called jipen or singer as penalties for breaking customary laws. In the 
past, the penalty was paid in kind in the form of traditional valuables such as ceramic jars or gongs, but now these fines 
are paid with cash.  

Many community conflicts continue to be dealt with according to customary law, instead of civil law. Land ownership is 
still generally organised through customary law mechanisms, although formal land certification is becoming more 
common where land values have risen. Land is inherited from parents, generally through oral bequests before the 
parents’ death rather than with the use of written wills. If such matters have not been clarified before death, 

21 Note, data for Katimpang was not included but the profile is similar to the other villages. 
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distributions are usually made by oldest sons. Norms of inheritance vary a little between the seven villages, with the 
majority still defining the norm as equal distributions between all children regardless of gender, but with some villages 
with predominantly Muslim populations (for example, Sei Ahas) following Banjar norms and tending to make 
distributions of property in the ratio of 2:1 between male and female heirs.  

Gender 

There exists a patrilineal bias in Kapuas Dayak culture (Kapuas Dayak are by rule patrilocal; married couples reside in 
the husband’s village of origin). Customary tenure over land is male focused, with the exception of the marriage 
bestowal22, and females (even from single female-headed households) have difficulty asserting control over land. 

Land clearing and the use of fire has traditionally been a male task amongst Ngaju Dayak. The role of the women has 
changed as rubber tapping is something that is a shared task between men and women. Women tend to be responsible 
for key tasks such as nursery management, but lack access and control over financial resources. In the KFCP area, the 
women’s involvement in production activities is quite prominent. For example, in every village, women have some 
influence in making decisions on what type of plants to cultivate on agricultural land. However, there are differences in 
the level of involvement between villages, with general patterns evident between the Blocks. In the villages of Block A, 
women generally have an equal say to men in choosing commodities to plant, except in Desa Kalumpang where women 
have less influence. In Block E, women have less influence in the same decisions, except in Desa Kanjarau where women 
have an equal say. 

Patterns of participation by women also extend to various other livelihood options. In Block E, women’s participation in 
livelihood activities is more pronounced than in Block A. In Block E, women are involved in ten livelihood activities, 
particularly rubber tapping and fishing. In Block A, women are only involved in certain activities including rubber 
tapping and swidden-rice cultivation. In some livelihood activities such as fishing, rubber tapping, swidden-rice 
cultivation, rattan and kalanis root harvesting, the level of participation by women is higher than that of men. Although 
in general women participate in livelihood activities less than men, they contributed substantially to household income. 
Another important role played by women is in the marketing of products. These contributions are often hidden. 
Household income is often seen as income solely acquired by men, rather than a joint effort. 

The burden women are carrying is significant. Fertility is relatively high and women tend to be engaged in more labour 
intensive but least economically attractive activities.  

Institutional characteristics and issues 

Within the KFCP region there are some noted limitations to the capacity of many village authorities, as well as limited 
administrative support and capacity building for them. When combined with limited funds at their disposal both to 
conduct village development programs or otherwise fulfil their duties, in some cases it is difficult for village heads to 
realise in practice the village institutions which are officially supposed to function in each village. In many villages, the 
community organisations established by government or for government programs may not function as intended.  

The Damang and Mantir are indigenous leaders in the local Dayak system which is a very old traditional authority 
system, and is still operational throughout the KFCP area today. It is now recognised by the state and subject to 
democratic processes. The Damang is elected every six years by: Village Heads, Heads of Badan Permusyawaratan Desa 
(Village Consultative Body) and the three village Mantir from each village in the sub-district. They can hold office for up 
to two terms. The Damang appoints the three village Mantirs, on advice sent to him from the village congregations. 
Villages elect their own village Mantir or heads of customary law, in accordance with national regulations on these 
matters that have been in force since the Suharto era. Secret ballots are used, all adults have the right to vote. The 
three village Mantir then agree on which one of them will be the Head Mantir (Mantir ketua). This does not 
automatically follow seniority but ability and fitness (some Mantir may be very old and ineffective for instance). 

22 In other respects, women in Kapuas Dayak communities have well entrenched rights. The custom still applied across all three major religions in these communities is for 
the wife to be bestowed either a portion of marriage gold and/or a parcel of land from her husband’s family as part of the marriage contract. If the couple should divorce, 
the wife has the right to retain ownership of this land and to pass it on to her heirs (land given is often a hectare of rubber garden). If a couple divorces due to adultery, for 
instance, then marriage contracts have generally stipulated that the party at fault will have to pay the other a fine of around IDR 15 or 20 million. 
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In many villages, the community organisations established by government or for government programs do not function 
properly. The village council is often mainly represented by members of the local elite, not representing the majority of 
the community, especially the vulnerable groups. Sometimes the villagers themselves underestimate the importance of 
community groups. In the light of observations such as these from previous social studies of the area, KFCP has 
endeavoured to help establish the groups that will run or monitor its project activities, the village level Work 
Management Team (Tim Pengelola Kegiatan – TPK) and Supervision team (Tim Pengawas/Pemantau – TP), on a 
democratic and fully participatory social basis. These are described later in this document. 

In the traditional villages, customary institutions and leaders can, in principle, provide the mechanisms for reducing or 
mediating conflicts, under KFCP’s grievance mechanism.  

The mantirs are not officially recognised in their roles, but this is a purely procedural matter. All communities recognise 
that the major constraint is a budgetary one – the district does not have enough money to pay the 460 odd mantirs 
who are on the books 

Livelihoods 

In Kapuas District generally, the population derives their livelihoods from a combination of activities, mostly related to 
management and/or exploitation of natural resources. Most of the local population are living in and around the areas 
defined by the GoI (Ministry of Forestry (MoF)) as production forest. Where peat is more than three metres deep, it is 
classed as something similar to protection forest in which cultivation is forbidden, in such areas, settlements are mainly 
located on alluvial plains along the rivers. In general, the Dayak Ngaju people practice a shifting cultivation system using 
slash and burn methods to produce rice for subsistence, tap rubber from planted trees and sell it to traders, and fish, 
for consumption and sale. They traditionally gathered forest products such as gemor (bark from the Alseodaphne 
coriacea tree), and rattan, although these activities have declined dramatically – gemor due to over-extraction and 
rattan due to poor market prices. Despite these general livelihood patterns in the KFCP area, particular livelihood 
strategies differ between the villages and between the blocks depending on the condition of the remaining forests that 
they access.  

According to the Socio-economic Baseline Survey of 2009, the local peoples’ impetus for using fire, particularly in Block 
A, is that farmers see it as improving soil fertility and reducing pests. The ease and low cost of using fire to clear fields is 
another important reason for its use in both Blocks A and E. The Block A households are more dependent on fire to 
clear land (86.6% in Block A, compared to 70.7% in Block E), but Block E households may have some degree of 
dependency from the perspective that the reason for using fire is because it is considered as a cheaper and easier way 
to clear plots (42.1% for Block E, compared to 18.1% for Block A). However, fire is used to clear plots in Block E less 
frequently than in Block A because clearing for rubber or other forest crops is usually a one- time occurrence and the 
majority of burning in Block E is for rubber plots (87.7%). In Block E there is clearly little or none of the annual burning 
prior to rice sowing apparent in Block A, but other practices exist. In addition, the majority of the burning has been on 
mineral soils, not peat. Block A households experience more accidental burning of their plots from out of control fires 
(58.2% compared to 22.5% in Block E) and their estimates of losses per plot are higher than losses estimated by Block E 
households. Very few households in either Block indicated that they burned on deep peat (Block A: 3.1%, Block E: 
1.7%). The majority of burning was on shallow peat (Block A: 58.7%, Block E: 6.6%) or mineral soils (Block A: 38.2%, 
Block E: 91.7%) 

The key activities currently providing incomes to villagers in the KFCP area are rubber, fishing and mining. Other 
contributions to village economies come from the wages of public servants (up to 5% of households in Mantangai Hulu, 
fewer in settlements that have only a couple of primary school teachers and the hamlets that have only a hamlet head 
and neighbourhood (RT or Rukun Tetangga) head in receipt of a small wage from the District Government). Many also 
augment their basic incomes from rubber or fish by running small shops. In Mantangai, for example, it was estimated 
that up to 10% of households conducted some sort of commercial operation, mostly grocery or fuel sales; the number 
is lower elsewhere. A few households in each community build small boats. Very few people work in the formal sector 
for private companies because the wages offered are generally much lower than can be obtained even by tapping 
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rubber in another’s garden on a ‘divide the product’ basis.  he hours of work are also significantly longer in the formal 
sector. Although some people from Mantangai Hulu work in the nearby oil palm plantations, most regard the wages as 
too low (currently only IDR 48,000 per day). 

Economic activities that may be expected to increase community incomes in the coming years include cultivation of 
some plantation timber, such as ‘sengon’ and acacia, which are both used in the manufacture of plywood, and the 
harvest and planting of galam (a species of melaleuca native to the peat swamps and forests), and the construction of 
‘swift’s houses’ (rumah wallet) for cultivating bird’s nest for sale to lucrative Chinese markets. 

Canal Use 

There may be some use of canals for fishing, but it is suggested that these are only rarely used for this purpose, and 
there are more convenient locations near the settlements rather than in deep peat. 

Most community members, acknowledge that any economic benefits from access to the canals are minimal since 
logging activities in these areas ceased. For much of the year, the water level is too low to use many of these canals as a 
means of transport. Further information on canal use is located in Section 4.2.5.  

4.4.2 Land utilisation 
Territories 

In this instance, territorial issues refer to tenure and access to land in particular.  

Villagers’ land ownership in the KFCP area is still generally organised through customary law mechanisms, although 
formal land certification is becoming more common where land values have risen. Land is inherited from parents, 
generally without the use of written wills, but through oral bequests before their death or, if such matters have not 
been clarified before death, with distributions usually being made by eldest sons. Land ownership based on customary 
law is not always acknowledged by the government (or is not administered correctly according to traditional systems), 
which can lead to conflicts. Of particular issue are the cases where the land permits are issued, or changes are made to 
the land status into conservation areas, and the communities’ access to certain areas becomes limited. In some cases 
the picture is also complicated by the fact that people may make unsubstantiated claims to land that was never actually 
cultivated (cultivation is the basic act that establishes land title under Dayak customary law).  

Overall, the construction of drainage canals for the Ex-Mega Rice Project (EMRP) and the establishment of 
transmigration settlements brought a new influx of people with claims on land ownership, and also changed the 
communities’ institutional arrangements and land tenure system. Furthermore, the local government policy to invite oil 
palm and mining companies to this area not only caused problems and changes to the land tenure system, but also 
contradicted the shift in national policies and the decision to conserve and protect the peat dome from land use. These 
two policies have caused multiple claims over forested land and resource extraction rights. To date, there continues to 
be a lack of clarity or agreement between agencies and their respective decrees and plans regarding land use zoning, 
including forest status and village boundaries. 

4.4.3 Poverty levels 

KFCP’s Socio-Economic Baseline Survey was not designed to directly measure the level of poverty in the KFCP area but 
to be able to measure changes over time. Nevertheless, the data collected by the Baseline can give an indication of 
comparative poverty in the area, and of poverty related issues. The socio-economic baseline report combines primary 
data from the KFCP villages with both the community-derived developed indicators, GoI BPS standards, and HDI 
Education indicators. As such, it provides an illustration of poverty levels in the area. The table below shows a selection 
of this data for the villages in the KFCP area.  
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Table 4-8 Poverty Proxy Indicators 

Indicator Block A Block E 

Households without productive plots  8.0%  12.0%  

Households that do not own house  33.3%  32%  

Housing area per person below BPS (GoI) standards  62.2%  57.5%  

Low quality walling  24.3%  24.0%  

Households receiving cash support  47.4%  35.6%  

% of families with partial monthly expenditures less than the mode (Under IDR200,000 per 
month)  

11.7%  17.8%  

Overall dropout rate based on ages 7 to 18 years of age attending intermediate, junior high 
and high school  

33.4%  33% 

Diarrhoea rates for children under 5  37%  27%  

Access to skilled health personnel (use of sub-district health centre)  19%  8.8%  

 

In terms of housing quality, roughly one-quarter are below standard, and almost two thirds are below national 
standards for floor area per person. One-third of the households do not own their own house. In terms of expenditure, 
between 12% and 18% have very low levels of expenditures, and one-third to almost a half of the KFCP area households 
are officially considered poor enough to receive direct cash aid. The health care data reflects the overall poverty of the 
area and the lack of public health and health services infrastructure. The same can be said for the education 
infrastructure, particularly in Block E.  

The social baseline data also indicates significant differences between households in many regards. This inter-
household variance shows, for example, that up to 20-30% of the households are living in an extended family context 
which can be up to 4 families, given local extended family habitation patterns. Block A appears slightly wealthier than 
Block E. In Block A, the average family expenditure on these categories is IDR389,464 per month and in Block E it is 
IDR362,486 per month. 

Another indicator is the rising trend of borrowing money in the KFCP area: at the time of the 2009 socio-economic 
baseline survey, the share of households that had borrowed money had increased significantly compared to the past 
years. In Block A the increase in the previous twelve months was 95% and in Block E the increase was 70%. It is likely 
that the borrowing patterns are related to the fluctuating markets for commodities - such as rubber, and that 
households are borrowing in order to maintain consumption. If households in the area are borrowing for consumption, 
it is possible that the area will experience a decline in wealth if the sources of loans (the income and savings of other 
families) become exhausted and are unsustainable.  

Yet another aspect of inter-household variance in the KFCP area is the dependency on natural resources and peat land 
areas, which varies from households that have no dependence, to others that are fully dependent on forest resources, 
at least in terms of forest land cleared for planting rice or rubber. Most households use a combination of livelihood 
strategies, which may include mining, wage labour on others’ rubber plantations, and small kiosks, for example.  

While not specifically related to KFCP activities, it is important to consider that food security is an issue in the KFCP 
area, as it is in many dry rice growing communities. Most families are not food self-sufficient and rely on wage labour 
and sale of primary or forest product to buy food. In many villages practicing agriculture there are serious insect 
problems; insecticide and pesticide use is limited. Generally harvest of rice is only for subsistence use, not for sale, and 
even then the stock is only enough for around eight months. Rice provision for poor households has not been 
distributed in the area for some time. For the EMRP area more generally, it has been reported that the government’s 
ban on burning land resulted in a 40% drop of productivity in the area, causing food shortage. Food provision in the 
forests has also decreased vastly. If there is yield failure, there is food shortage. There is no food storage place, so there 
are no reserves.  
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For the villages in the KFCP area itself, it could be estimated overall that roughly one-fifth (based on expenditure, land, 
and boat ownership data) to a quarter (based on housing quality data) of the households in the area are poor in 
comparison to their neighbours. The livelihood data also indicates that a relatively large fraction of the population is 
poor by national standards, and has few resources to invest and little opportunity to take risk. 

4.4.4 Community Health 

In the KFCP area, access to health services and proper sanitation is very low, contributing to high levels of diarrhoea 
among children under 5 years old and high levels of illness symptoms among the population as a whole. Just prior to 
this assessment in July 2011, for example, eight people from Katimpun were diagnosed with ‘cholera’ due to drinking 
water from the Kapuas River. Though the diagnosis was incorrect (it should have been ‘dysentery’), these villagers 
required medical treatment with insertion of fluid drips. 

Throughout the KFCP area, the majority (95%) of households use the river for defecation. Only 3% of the households 
have septic tanks. Most of the households (74%) share a “toilet” which is almost always located on a floating raft on the 
river, inside a small cubicle with a hole in the floor. The source of water for 88% of the households in the KFCP area is 
the river, and most often the bathing and household water collection is done from the same floating raft used for 
defecation. Defecation, bathing and, often, collection of drinking water are thus conducted in close proximity. 
Groundwater is a common source of bathing/drinking water only in Block E (and even there, mainly in Petak Puti), 
where 17% of the households get their water from pumps; the majority (77%) of these groundwater sources are 
located more than the government-recommended 10 metres from places of defecation.  

Processing drinking water by boiling and/or through the addition of water treatment solvents (kaporit) is more 
prevalent in Block A than in Block E. In Block A, 59% of the households report at least boiling water before drinking 
(16% also treat their water by decanting or sterilising with kaporit) and another 27% treat their water without boiling it. 
In Block A, 14% of the households report drinking water without any treatment. In Block E, 57% of the households 
report at least boiling their water (33% also pre-treat water before boiling it). In Block E, 31% of the households report 
drinking water that is untreated. 

Another aspect of poor health in the area is the high prevalence of acute respiratory infections, especially during 
periods of smoke haze, which occur during low rainfall periods as well as when local fields are burned for land clearing 
before cultivation and post-harvest. Detailed research undertaken by KFCP partner, CARE, has shown a strong impact of 
haze exposure on community health levels in the area. Those employed on the rafts on the Kapuas River and on the 
Muroi River in alluvial gold mining reportedly experience high rates of illness from malaria and typhus.  

In general, it can be said that standards of nutrition are quite poor, with most households spending little on fresh 
vegetables (and not growing much vegetables themselves). Most of the protein in local diets is fresh (or more often 
dried) fish, or eggs. Child health care programs place an emphasis on augmenting nutrition in infant diets and 
supplementing child diets with doses of vitamin A and worm medication. River shrimp caught in quantities in Block E in 
particular may contain high levels of mercury, as will fish higher up the food chain, such as ‘baung’.  

Mantangai sub-district has a medical facility staffed by a doctor (puskesmas) at Mantangai Tengah, but fuel costs 
reduce general community access. Most villages have a resident nurse or midwife to render initial medical treatment.  

4.4.5 Education 

The average education level attained by most adults is primary schooling, although the education levels are marginally 
higher in Block A than in Block E. Table 4-9 provides an overview of selected education levels achieved, comparing Block 
E in the north and Block A in the south. The differences reflect the easier access to intermediate and high schools for 
those living in Block A near the sub-district (kecamatan) centre, i.e. the villages of Mantangai Hulu and Kalumpang. 

 

RESA - KFCP Page 94 
 



 

Table 4-9 Education attainment as percentage of adult village population 

Education Levels Villagers in Block A Villagers in Block E 

No schooling 8% 9% 

Some primary schooling 65% 76% 

Attended junior or senior high school level 24% 15% 

Tertiary education 10% 2% 

Source: KFCP Socio-economic Baseline Report, 2009 

 

For children of school age, over 80% of the 7 to 12 year olds are attending primary school. School attendance rates drop 
to approximately 60% for those between the ages of 13 and 15, as not all children continue on to junior high school. 
Attendance drops further for children from 16 through to 18 years old (mostly senior high school), with only 20% of this 
age group continuing school. Due to the increased distance to high schools in Block E, high school attendance is lower 
for Block E children in this age group. There is a junior high school at Petak Puti, but the closest senior high school to 
the northern communities is located at the sub-district centre in Timpah. Both a junior and a senior high school are 
located in Mantangai, but few of the children in the Block A communities from Katunjung, Sei Ahas or Katimpun attend 
these schools, due to the prohibitive costs of fuel needed for river transport. Very few students from the KFCP area go 
on to attend tertiary educational institutions, with only 10% of 19 to 25 year olds from Block A and 2% from Block E 
continuing their education, mainly in Palangkaraya, with a few studying in Kuala Kapuas or Banjarmasin. 

Some children receive no education at all. None of the approximately 30 children of primary school age (6–12 years old) 
living at the dukuh of Taburu (visited for this assessment) have ever attended school, nor do their parents expect they 
ever will. The cost of fuel to reach the school at Tumbang Muroi is prohibitive; the boys here can expect to start tapping 
rubber at 8, the girls to marry at 14. High rates of illiteracy, reflecting poor schooling records, are particularly prevalent 
in Tumbang Muroi and its hamlets at Teluk Kajang and Tanjung Kelanis. The latter two hamlets have non-state schools 
receiving a little funding from a foundation, but the teachers are said to be rarely in attendance at class (and district 
administration personnel will point out that many children in these communities rarely attend school in any case, being 
put to work by their parents at a young age). The small primary school facility at Tuanan has two teachers, who each 
take three classes. Many teachers posted to other villages (e.g. Sei Ahas, Katimpun) also reportedly only put in minimal 
attendance because they often commute from other villages of residence and do not wish to/cannot incur fuel costs.  

Of the students in school, the gender distribution in primary school is quite even; in Block A there are 10% more boys 
attending school than girls, but in Block E the distribution is 50/50. In Block A, the trend is for more girls to continue 
their schooling than boys, with larger percentages of girls attending intermediate school, high school, and advanced 
programs. In Block E, more girls continue to junior high school, but then there is a higher proportion of boys attending 
senior high school. This difference in trends is most likely due to the distance and expense for households in Block E in 
sending children out of the village to attend high school. Overall, Dayak Ngaju women are less well educated than men.  

4.4.6 Physical Cultural Resources 

In general, communities at villages/hamlets around the KFCP region have ethnic background of Dayak Ngaju. Some of 
them practice Kaharingan (noted in Religion above) and believe the presence of ancestor spirits that stay at certain 
sacred places.  

Consultation with communities identified three main types of physical cultural resources within the region: 

•  ‘Sacred sites’, or keramat, located in the areas of Blocks A and E can be sub-divided into several classes: 

• Shrines dedicated to particular spirits located within village and or settlement areas. These sites are not only 
well known to all community members but, due to their location, they are under no threat from any works to be 
conducted by KFCP (i.e. canal or tatas blocking or seedling cultivation and replanting in deep peat areas). Village 
people will not establish nurseries at the locations of shrines. All such places are within 200 metres of the major 
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rivers and nowhere near the site of any projected KFCP activities. At these locations, village guardian spirits 
reside within sacred stones that are housed within a small ‘house’ or balai. These small shrines are called 
‘palantahu’. Their purpose in the by gone days of inter-tribal warfare and headhunting (which ended around 100 
years ago), was for the spirits concerned to render the village invisible to any marauding war parties. All of these 
shrines are located within village settlements, near to the houses of people who act as guardians of them. Most 
villages have only one of these shrines, some have two (in the latter case the secondary shrine is known as the 
‘child’ or anak of the first, and is called simply a ‘pasoh taloh’ or ‘spirit house’. These shrines are made offerings 
on a regular basis to ensure the community as a whole remains in good standing with spirits. If individuals 
receive a favour from spirits (in the form of ‘good luck’ in everyday pursuits for which they have requested spirit 
assistance), then they will make a small offering as payment for the favour (usually in the form of a bottle of soft 
drink, sometimes a bottle of wine or beer). All of these shrines are located within 100 metres of the Kapuas River 
within the village settlement area which they protect. Many hamlets do not have their own palantahu. There is 
low chance that these sites will be disturbed by KFCP activities. 

• Shrines located at the mouths of rivers or at specific locations on river banks. These sites also are many 
kilometres away from any proposed KFCP activities. Local villagers, who will be a part of any work teams and TPK 
(Tim Pengelola Kegiatan - Village Management or Implementing Team) work managers from the communities in 
question, will not permit these sites to be disturbed in any case. These sites are all very visibly marked by stands 
of yellow flags which will make them obvious to any outsiders. Sites will be screened prior to commencement of 
any civil works to ensure that no shrines or other sacred sites will be disturbed. 

• Shrines located near lakes; islands within lakes that are the domain of spirits; particular stands of forest that are 
sacred because they are believed to be the abode of spirits. There are several such locations, though none of 
them are located near locations where KFCP activities are to be conducted. KFCP will not sanction the taking of 
timber to be used in canal block construction nor, however, will local villagers who obtain galam wood to be 
used in canal block construction take it from any of these sacred places because they are well known to all and 
there is a general fear of vengeance from spirits if such domains are disturbed.  

• Graves: 

Cemeteries, graves and secondary mortuary structures that house the bones of the dead are located in settlement 
areas, usually just behind or adjacent to housing, close to the Kapuas River. There are no graves located near where 
KFCP will be conducting canal or tatas blocking, or near where reforestation activities will be undertaken. 

• Sacred Trees: 

As far as could be ascertained, there is only one species of tree that local Dayak cultural norms forbids to be felled 
and this is the giant fig tree (sometimes referred to as a banyan tree in English; the beringin in Indonesian). There is 
no possibility that local Dayak people will fell this tree for the purposes of KFCP activities.  

No other physical cultural resources or cultural heritage sites that might require protection or conservation were 
defined to the social assessor in community meetings or interviews.  

There are no evident sites of any recognisable archaeological significance within the KFCP project area or within the 
canal blocking areas. Dayak physical culture is entirely based on constructions in timber (with the possible exception of 
contemporary graves which utilise cement and ceramics). Any remains of buildings or other structures constructed by 
local people of greater than 50 years in age will most probably have decayed or left little physical trace. Dayak culture 
has no tradition of constructions in stone or masonry. Local Ngaju Dayaks, consulted, placed no evident significance on 
the remains of housing structures. Therefore, the presence of sites of any particular archaeological significance within 
this area that might require specific conservation is extremely unlikely. Nevertheless, a chance finds procedure will be 
included in contracts for canal blocking 

The chance finds procedure and further detail on Physical Cultural Resources are included in the Physical Cultural 
Resources Assessment. 
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Table 4-10 Inventory of Key Physical Cultural Resources 

Settlement Palantahu Other Keramat 

Mantangai 
Hulu 

Palantahu and secondary shrine 
within the settlement area. 

Pulau Bergantung, located in Block E, not far from Block A 
border, Spirits called Nyai Sinta and Nyai Galuh, though there 
are also many other spirits in this place, including Kambe Hai. 
This location is not near any canals or tatas.  
 
At the mouth of the Mantangai River (Muara Mantangai) is 
located a keramat with a small spirit house. The spirit of place is 
called Nyai Indu Runtun, the location referred to as Neronton (S 
02 29’ 52.6”; E 114 29’ 51.8”). 

Kalumpang 2 palantahu within village 
settlement area- a main one and 
an anak or ‘child’ of it. Both sites 
on riverbank in downriver part of 
village settlement area. 

The other major keramat within the village domain is about a 
kilometre up the river Sei Rangas, located on the western (Block 
B) side of the Kapuas river. The site is called Pasoh Batu, and 
houses some skulls taken from headhunting victims taken when 
heads were needed for Kaharingan fertility ceremonies (i.e. c 
100 years ago). 
 
Most of the villagers who still adhere to traditional spirit beliefs 
make offerings to the spirit house (pasoh taloh in Dayak – pasoh, 
hut, taloh, spirit or hantu) at Pulau Lampahen in the village of 
Keladan, downstream of Mantangai Hilir. If making an offering 
for favour received one should take at least 100 bananas (which 
will be eaten by the colony of proboscis monkeys there). 

Katimpun 1 palantahu Another small shrine, 
its anak, or child, a small distance 
upriver. Located in the village 
settlement area on the western 
bank of the Kapuas in Block B. 

No other keramat in the community domain, and none at all in 
Block A. 

Sei Ahas 1 palantahu in village settlement 
area on west side of Kapuas 
River. Did not wish to pronounce 
name of spirit without an offering 
being made.  
The second ‘keramat batu’ or 
sacral stone is under the 
guardianship of a local person 

No keramat in Block A area.  

Katunjung 1 palantahu in village area.  Tambak in village settlement area, behind house. This houses 
the bones of many of Kaharingan faith who have been processed 
in a number of Tiwah secondary mortuary ceremonies. Not 
classed as a keramat or sacred site.  

Mangkutup No palantahu. At Muara Mangkutup (the mouth of Mangkutup River, just 
downstream of the settlement on the opposite, western bank of 
the Kapuas River) there is a small shrine dedicated to the Jata 
spirit, Indosungomang where people make offerings of yellow 
rice and yellow flags if they receive something they have wished 
for. There are many flags on poles here. If the spirit manifests in 
visible form it is as a crocodile. 

Tuanan No palantahu (not a village). No keramat or sacred sites; no forbidden forest areas associated 
with spirits. 

Tanjung Kelanis No palantahu (not a village). No keramat or sacred sites; no forbidden forest areas associated 
with spirits. 

Teluk Kajang No palantahu No keramat or sacred sites, no forbidden or taboo areas in the 
hamlet domain. 

Taburu Too small a settlement for any 
palantahu, which protect villages. 

No sites apart from that referred to for Tumbang Muroi below.  
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Settlement Palantahu Other Keramat 

Tumbang 
Muroi 

No palantahu There are 3 keramat located within the village domain, at:  
• Muara Muroi, the mouth of the Muroi River on the western 

side of the Kapuas River (Block B). Dedicated to Jata spirits.  
• Tanjung Pipit, on the eastern side of the Kapuas halfway 

between Tumbang Muroi and Taburu at S 02 02’ 03.0”; E 114 
24’ 29.0”. Dedicated to Jata spirits. 

• Taburu Ngaramandoi, located near the source of the River 
Taburu (which flows into the Kapuas), some 20 kilometres 
from the river mouth (in Block E). Dedicated to Nyaring 
spirits (spirits of the forest).  

Lapetan 1 palantahu In Block E, on the opposite side of the Kapuas from the village is 
Danau Tajuk (Tajuk Lake) where people fish. At the mouth of the 
River Tajuk (on the Kapuas River), which issues from the lake is a 
keramat dedicated to the spirit Buwe Janggut. 

Kanjarau 1 palantahu In the middle of Danau Pandung (Lake Pandung) in Block B, the 
western side of the Kapuas, there is a small island approx. 200 
metres x 300m in size inhabited by many dangerous spirits. 
People only venture there at their own risk, if they seek magic 
powers. Some have been known to die mysteriously there. 
Forbidden to fell timber here; Most are too afraid to set foot on 
the island. 

Petak Puti 1 palantahu. Very few villagers 
(around 10 – 15 people) still 
make offerings here (there is no 
Mantir Keharingan in the 
community). 

There are no places classified as keramats or sacred sites. There 
are no special forest areas that are associated with spirits or any 
taboos (pahewan forest).  

 
According to information from CARE (CARE Activity 2.2, 2009), there are no archaeological sites at KFCP canal areas. 
However, there are sacred forests at the settlement of Kanjaru that normally called as Pukung Pahewan, located to the 
North and South of the settlement area. These sacred forests are rarely visited by local communities as they consider 
the area is haunted. In addition, there is a sacred place on Mantangai river side adjacent to Primary Canal (SPI) that can 
be accessed by local communities through Mantangai River and called as Kambehai. The inventory of sacred places is 
provided below. 
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Table 4-11 CARE Inventory of Sacred Places 

Settlement/village Pukung Pahewan Sacred places 

Katunjung  10 ha 1 location 

Kalumpang  3 locations 

Katimpun  6 location 

Tumbang Mangkutup   4 locations 

Tuanan  5 locations 

Tumbang Muroi 1 location (nyaru mandul bay) 2 location 

Kanjaru  20 ha (Ampeng Island) 1 location 

Taburu  1 location 

Lapetan  5 location 

Source: CARE (2009) 

 

KFCP (2011) has also identified some sacred natural sites surrounding the region, as follows: 

• Keramat Danau Bagantung; 
• Keramat Pulau Bagantung; 
• Keramat Danau Uju; 
• Keramat Anju Tutu Buni; 
• Keramat Nyai Enun; 
• Keramat Ungku Batu; 
• Keramat Ungku Butu; 
• Keramat Nyai Indun Runtun; 
• Keramat Sandung; 
• Keramat Tambak; 
• Keramat Datu Kulan Tuhu; 
• Keramat Tumbang Mangkutup. 

4.4.7 Transportation 

A major constraint on standards of living in many of the fourteen communities is the lack of access to road transport. 
Some of the communities in Block E now have access to the coal haul road linking Petak Puti to Tanjung Kelanis, but 
access is still limited. Access to Petak Puti from the sub-district capital in Timpah is now possible by car. A track from 
this road now permits motor bike access to Kanjarau. The settlements of Lapetan, Teluk Kajang and Tanjung Kelanis are 
all situated on the western bank of the Kapuas, in Block B, while the road is located on the eastern bank in Block E. For 
these three communities and for Tumbang Muroi, access roads of several kilometres are still required to reach the haul 
road. While the road has been gazetted as a district public road, it will be heavily used by haul trucks in the near future. 
As there is no separation of road use between haul trucks and public vehicles, and it can be expected at some time in 
the future that there will be fatal accidents involving community members’ cars or bikes and dump trucks.  

It takes seven hours via road to travel from Petak Puti to the district capital of Kuala Kapuas, where community 
members have access to both government offices and banks.  

In Block A, the existing footbridge between Mantangai Tengah and Mantangai Hulu permits motor bike access to both 
Mantangai Hulu and Kalumpang. Cars can travel between Mantangai Tengah, the sub-district capital, and Kuala Kapuas, 
the district capital. The bridge, currently under construction, will finally allow cars to travel as far as Kalumpang. Both 
Katimpun and Sei Ahas settlements are located on the western bank of the Kapuas River in Block B. The lack of a road 
linking these settlements, as well as Katunjung, Mangkutup and Tuanan on the eastern bank, to the Mantangai sub-

RESA - KFCP Page 99 
 



 

district centre, has meant school retention rates in all those communities has been very low by national standards, with 
few children from these communities progressing to junior high school.  

When the Mantangai Bridge is completed, the existing road can be extended from Kalumpang along the eastern bank 
of the Kapuas River to Tanjung Kelanis, allowing more children access to higher than primary school education at a 
cheaper cost than river transport permits.  

This road will also allow PLN, the State Electrical Company, to link the existing grid that reaches Mantangai Hulu and 
Kalumpang to the villages north of them. At the present time all villages from Katimpun up to Petak Puti rely on 
household generators for their electricity supply, which is a relatively expensive form of energy consuming resources 
that could be better spent elsewhere. The major limiting factor in river transport is fuel costs, which also affects 
electricity costs generated by household generators. In mid-July 2011 costs of diesel were mostly around IDR10,000 per 
litre (used in longboats (kelotoks) and household generators) while petrol was IDR8,000 per litre (used in the smaller 
boats, the ces or ketingting).  

4.5 Environmental and Social Safeguards Implementing Institutions 
To implement environmental and social safeguards, the KFCP will work with a number of agencies, and those that are 
primarily involved direct implementation of environmental and social management and mitigation activities are:  

• BLH (Provincial and District) 
• KFCP 
• KFCP Contractors 
• TPK/TP 
• KPHL and Dinas of Foresty 
• Kapuas Working Group 

 

The BLH will have primary responsibility for oversight and approval of the Indonesian EA, the UKL UPL for KFCP as a 
requirement for environmental approval and mitigation plan. The provincial and district BLHs will coordinate and share 
responsibilities in the approval process and later on during the supervision of UKL implementation. Once approved, the 
BLH will monitor and evaluate the implementation of UKL UPL and other KFCP’s environmental and social safeguard 
documents. The mitigation plan in UKL UPL is cross referenced with KFCP’s safeguard documents.   

KFCP will be responsible for overall environmental and social management of the UKL UPL and the safeguard 
documents. This responsibility includes their seconded contractors, such as CARE and BOS.  

The TPK/TP are the village level institutions that are proposed to implement the majority of the on-site KFCP activities, 
they will also have implementation responsibilities for the ECoPs and aspects of the UKL UPL.  

The Kesatuan Pengelolaan Hutan Lindung (Protection Forest Management Unit Model)(KPHL), a Central Government 
initiative, may take over the role of KFCP once the KFCP project is ended under IAFCP and transferred to the 
Government of Indonesia. Under the administration of Forestry Ministry, KPHL and Dinas of Forestry will continue 
managing the overall environmental and social management in the region. There is a possibility that the KPHL will 
continue working together with KFCP’s seconded contractors under a certain arrangement and with the TPK/TP. More 
discussion on the KPHL under the KFCP capacity building is provided in the following sub-section. 

The World Bank have undertaken an assessment of the national requirements for environmental assessment as well as 
the project activities, and from this have determined the requirements for environmental assessment and safeguards 
for the KFCP. Therefore, this assessment is not related to national capacity, rather it is localised to consider the ability 
of the main institutions or agencies in relation to the environmental and social sustainability of the KFCP activities. The 
outcome of the institutional assessment are included in below; for broader environmental management under the 
RESA or more targeted management measures under the EMP, for example that KFCP provides adequate support to 
the TP/TPK to implement the ECoPs.  
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There are some institutional assessments to support KFCP project since 2009, including: Assessment of the Institutional 
Setting and Payment Distribution for REDD in the Province of Central Kalimantan (Report 2 by ICRAF), Government 
Mapping Report (Activity 1.3 and 2.1 by CARE), and Regulatory Approvals and Permits Process Review for 
Environmental Screening (URS). While those reports recognise the existing capacity of local institutions related to the 
preparation KFCP works, another assessment is needed to implement the KFCP environmental and social safeguards 
and to continue post-KFCP peat rehabilitation and carbon emissions reduction program. 

The World Bank Environmental Assessment Sourcebook, 1999, Strengthening Local Capacities or Institutions, outlines a 
comprehensive list of common institutional problems and considerations for institutional analysis. From this, URS have 
determined the most relevant considerations for the agencies that will either implement or support the KFCP 
environmental assessment, management and monitoring, from which the assessment indicators have been derived, 
see Appendix C. The assessment of these agencies is based on those following parameters, where information is 
available and as applicable. 
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The following table shows the assessment result: 
 
Provincial BLH 

The Provincial Environmental Agency (BLH) is an established agency (since 1990s) and has adequate human resources in 
undertaking its role in environmental management for the province. Staff have relevant education background and attend 
environmental training. While the agency also set policy and supervise environmental laboratories, it has in house facility 
(and tasks) for checking environmental qualities. 
The current situation of provincial BLH appears that it is not fully informed about the KFCP project, especially the AMDAL 
division that responsible for environmental assessment process where a lot of questions were directed towards KFCP 
activities. As a general condition, this local agency has limited budget and resources to be allocated to support KFCP.  
Based on the Provincial Government Regulation (Perda) 7/2008 and Governor Regulation 39/2008, the BLH consist of five 
main positions: the head of the agency, the secretary, the divisions, the functional group, and the technical unit. The 
divisions are: 
• Capacity building, information access, and environmental partnership 
• Law enforcement and AMDAL 
• Environmental pollution control 
• Environmental restoration/rehabilitation 
The division of Law enforcement and AMDAL is the focal point for environmental assessment and monitoring of 
environmental management plans. The division has two sub-divisions, one of them is responsible for environmental law 
enforcement and supervision of environmental laboratory. Other divisions deal with pollution control and rehabilitation. 
There are national and provincial environmental regulations and policies supporting the agency to perform its tasks and 
responsibilities. The agency has also allocated annual budget for its operation, including for supporting rehabilitation 
program. However, the budget is limited. Further training in relevant areas are needed for the staff. 

District BLH 

The District Environmental Agency (BLH) was relatively new established (in 2001) and before that was coordinated by 
Bupati office. The agency has approximately 30 staff (3). Some staff attended environmental related trainings such as 
AMDAL training.  
Based on District Regulation 5/2008, the BLH consist of the head of the agency, the secretary, the divisions, the functional 
group, and the technical unit. The divisions are: 
• Environmental impact control 
• Management of environmental quality, pollution, and degradation  
• Supervision and control of environmental pollution and degradation 
• Environmental evaluation and assessment 
Environmental assessment is managed by the division of environmental impact control, which has limited staff number. In 
2010, the district BLH was considered to have inadequate capacity by the province to assess and undertake AMDAL 
evaluation and approval process. 
Specific budget to support provincial and national environmental programs is limited and capacity building is still needed 
for the agency. With the recent establishment of district KFCP working Group, it is expected that the district BLH is more 
informed with the KFCP project. Besides technical capacity building, human resources i.e. technical staff is usually limited in 
the district level.  

KFCP and its contractors 

The KFCP organisation mainly consists of Coordinator and Deputy Coordinator, managers, unit managers, PO/FO, and field 
staff. Currently there are 18 manager positions, 28 TPO/PO/FO positions, and 29 cadre and field staff.  Most of KFCP 
activities are related to environmental improvement (peatland rehabilitation, community development through livelihood 
activities, and fire management). Specific tasks to coordinate the implementation of environmental and social safeguards 
have been assigned to staff at managerial level in the most recent organisational structure (July 2012) and recruitment is 
underway for an environmental manager to complement the social safeguards manager.  
Most KFCP staff are from various organisations contracted by KFCP to undertake its activities. KFCP contractors consist of 
private contractors and NGOs which directly engage with KFCP activities, including IDSS/Aurecon, Deltares, BOSF, and 
CARE. For the canal blocking activity, KFCP will also hire a contractor to provide excavator service and construct compacted 
peat blocking structures. All contractors have agreements to perform KFCP works. They are also bound by all 
environmental and social safeguards.   

Key KFCP activities are tasked by divisions and split between different organisations/contractors and between offices in 
Jakarta, Palangkaraya, and Kapuas. There are indications of gap in positions linking these teams and connecting the work 
done by various contractors, both between the teams and between the field teams and the management. 
There is no doubt about the technical capacity of each individual organisation or contractor. However, improvement still 
needed for communication and the functional coordination between teams and activities on the ground. 
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TPK/TP 

The village activity management team (TPK) is responsible to represent the interests of each respective community, 
communicate with KFCP, arrange community meetings, and manage activities that involve KFCP. Included in their duties 
are: managing and supervising work contracted/provided to villages, and distribute and monitor payments to villagers. TPK 
consist of at least three members per each village. 
The activity monitoring team (TP) is responsible to independently monitor the work of TPK for 4 main activities of 
socialisation, procurement, work verification, and financial management. TP will also compile any complaints for further 
resolution as per the grievance mechanism. TP will report to the Village Forum (FKD) and relevant Head of Village, as well 
as reporting in the village meeting (Musdes). TP consists of at least three members. 
Operational budget for TP and TPK is set in the KFCP budget and it should be sufficient. As TPK and TP members are local 
people, they need to have sufficient managerial capacity. While KFCP prepared the TPK and TP with certain managerial 
trainings, capacity building for them should be maintained. 
As all TPK and TP members are coming from local communities in the KFCP area, technical and administrative/ 
organisational capacities of these organisations are still limited. KFCP has already trained them for some thematic issues. 
More mentoring, training, and supervision is still needed by the TP and TPK.  

District Forestry Dinas/Agency 

Forestry Dinas are established in provincial and district levels. They are representatives of the central government’s 
Ministry of Forestry (MoF) at the local level. Main task of the forestry dinas are to formulate technical policy in the forestry 
sector, implement sustainable forest management, protection and prevention of forest from disturbance (1). 
According to the Kapuas Government (4) forest management by government and local government agencies are mostly for 
administrative purposes such as for permitting, planning, and forest product distribution. Although there are reforestation 
activities and forest protection, control and management at site level are not available.  
While the Forestry Dinas in district has direct coordination with dinas in provincial level and the MoF in facilitating regional 
forest management supervision, policies and program at each level of government are not always synchronised and some 
time is not simple to implement.   
The office of Forestry Dinas is also located far from the site at the district capital city. In general, local government’s dinas 
has limited budget and human resources. Budget to support for specific program (especially introduced by provincial or 
central government, such as for KFCP) is usually limited. Recruitment of additional technical staff and trainings to 
undertake daily tasks are needed. (4) When an additional program like KFCP needs support (institutional or technical) from 
the dinas, specific tailored trainings for staff are usually needed. 

KPHL 

Once the KFCP program is ended in 2013, KPHL is expected to take over the work currently undertaken by the KFCP. The 
KPHL has strong support from the central government (MoF) and also from district government.  
MoF Decree 247/2011 on the establishment of KPHL working Area in Kapuas District provides a legal basis for KPHL in 
managing protection forest in the project area. It allocates the current KFCP area for future protection forest that will be 
managed by a forestry unit. However, the organisation of KPHL is still developing in the district and there is no information 
on when the KPHL will start to operate. 
There is no current capacity as the institution is not in existence (as at February 2012). Adopting from other similar KPH 
structure elsewhere in Indonesia, the KPHL will need specific capacity building. As for the Kapuas KPHL, at least there will 
need a specific plan for technical capacity building for the KPHL. This will include the establishment of KPHL office, 
recruitment and trainings of KPHL technical staff, and allocation sufficient budget for initial KPHL operation. The KPHL is 
also needs to be designed to respond to specific requirements for continuing the KFCP activities in the area. 
The concept of KPHL establishment still need to be disseminated to all stakeholders, especially to local governments 
(provincial and district).  

Kapuas Working Group 

The implementing unit at local level is the Kapuas Working Group (WG) chaired by the Bappeda. The WG is an adhoc team 
that will report to the Bupati of Kapuas District on the implementation of KFCP activities. The WG will also have directions 
from the implementing agency at the national level - the MoF (through BAPLAN – Forestry Planology Unit and Directorate 
General of Forest Area Planning - DG Planology) and from the executing agency (the National Planning Agency – Bappenas: 
through the Directorate Forestry and Natural Resources). 
The WG will have coordination line with the KPHL in implementing the peatland rehabilitation activities and follow up of 
carbon mechanism (through incentive payment). The WG will have periodical report from the KFCP Coordinator.  
Agencies coordination at district level will be a critical issue. Most of the WG members have high level positions in district 
government that may constrain time availability. Budget for the WG operation is also an issue and necessary to be carefully 
considered as the adhoc team is usually has no specific budget allocation. 
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Sources: (1) Assessment of the Institutional Setting and Payment Distribution for REDD in the Province of Central Kalimantan (ICRAF, 
2009), (2) Government Mapping Report (CARE, 2009), (3) Regulatory Approvals and Permits Process Review for Environmental 
Screening (URS, 2009), (4) Proposal of Kapuas KPHL Establishment (Kapuas District, 2011). 

4.5.1 Institutional Capacity Building under the KFCP 

KFCP has programs on institutional capacity building for its organisation (KFCP), for multilevel coordination (provincial, 
district, and village), and for operational/legal framework for KFCP. Coordination with provincial and district 
government is implemented through KFCP Working Groups showing strong support for KFCP and REDD+ activities 
(IAFCP RPP, 2010, 2011).  

Development of village KFCP and REDD+ institution is implemented through village consultations, village planning, and 
the establishment of TPK (activity implementing team) and TP (supervisory team). TPKs and TPs from all relevant 
villages received capacity building training and mentoring in a wide range of REDD+ activities such as Village 
Agreements, Communication, consultation, and negotiations; Dispute resolution; monitoring (hydrology and biomass) 
for REL, reforestation, nursery management, tatas and canal blocking (IAFCP RPP, 2011). Furthermore, there is also an 
inter village forum, facilitating REDD+ discussion and managing the resolution of possible complaints. 

For the future management of the KFCP area (post KFCP activities in 2013), a specific institution is needed to ensure a 
sustainable management of the area after the rehabilitation by KFCP. A forestry unit KPHL (Kesatuan Pengelolaan 
Hutan Lindung - Protection Forest Management Unit) is considered to be appropriate for this purpose. The Government 
of Indonesia through the MoF Decree 247/2011 on Kapuas Protection Forest Management Unit Model (enacted on 2 
May 2011) allocates most of the KFCP area as a designated protection forest to be managed by a KPHL. It is a clear 
indication that the KPHL institution will be assigned for the follow up of KFCP activities. On the other hand, a trust fund 
scheme from the World Bank will also need a credible institution to implement it. However, the organisation of KPHL 
itself has not been established yet. Main tasks and functions of the institution are still under development. 

The KPHL and TPK/TP will be the focal point to manage post KFCP area and they need to have sufficient institutional 
capacity for that. Currently, preparations are carried out for the institution, especially with the support from KFCP. A 
number of technical discussions in Kapuas to assist in developing a work plan for KPHL Kapuas have been facilitated by 
KFCP. The discussions also extend to the idea of local institution by establishing Community Forests (Hutan Desa) and 
village-owned enterprises (BUMDes) within the KFCP area including with local NGOs and the MoF.  

In the IAFCP’s plan for 2011 and 2012 (IAFCP RPP, 2011), a range of capacity building and information sharing activities 
have been budgeted for provincial and district counterparts for fire management, strengthening of the application of 
social and environmental safeguard protocols, the creation of a REDD+ district communications team, increased 
involvement in the establishment of RELs for Kapuas, etc. As for KPHL, KFCP will provide technical and advisory support, 
research, and provide recommendations for the legal process of establishing Community Forests (Hutan Desa). A 
training unit will be established within KFCP (supported with training modules on REDD+ for government, private sector, 
academics and community stakeholders on technical and social issues pertaining to REDD+) with a particular focus on 
adult education in REDD+, working together with local universities. 

In the absence of the KPHL institution, capacity building cannot be assessed yet, but it is possible to discuss the 
preparation of the institution. Based on the previous technical discussion, the Government of Kapuas District, supported 
by KFCP, proposes a master plan of Kapuas KPHL identifying KPHL management plan and scope of tasks to be 
undertaken by KPHL. The management plan covers following aspects (from: Kapuas Government, 2011, a presentation 
on Kapuas model KPHL): 

• Environmental management: 

• Peat natural forest area for: hydrology reserve, flora and fauna conservation, and eco-tourism.  
• Wildlife sanctuary for: endangered flora and fauna protection and eco-tourism. 
• Deep peat area for: hydrology and carbon sequestration and carbon trade. 
• Black water ecosystem area for: fresh water fish breeding ground and research purpose. 
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• Community development: 

• Active participation on forest development planning. 
• Adaptive management. 
• Human resources capacity building on environmental management. 
• Employment or livelihood opportunities. 
• Business opportunities and use of environmental services. 
 
Some issues on KPHL establishment are recognised, such as that the idea and program for KPHL have not been 
socialised to stakeholders in Kapuas District and there is no clear budget sources for KPHL establishment, either 
from the state budget (APBN) or from local provincial and district budget (APBD). 
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5
5. ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

5.1 Objective 
The main objective of the cumulative impact assessment is to estimate the potential cumulative impacts of (i) the most 
likely development scenario (the without-project scenario identified in Section 3) and (ii) project scenario activities on 
the region’s environment, natural resource base, and socio-economic conditions, taking into account the baseline 
situation.  

The cumulative impact assessment is based on the regional spatial setting and the VECs within that setting. Within this 
spatial setting, both the project and other planning or activities are considered, and the purpose is to establish the 
compounding effects over time of the multiple interventions on the valued environmental and social components.  

5.1.1 Definition of Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts are defined within this document as the impacts of multiple activities or conditions. By their 
nature, cumulative impacts are broader than a direct impact from a single activity. Within a particular spatial setting, 
the impacts of multiple separate activities may aggregate or interact with each other over a period of time. While an 
impact from a single activity might be low, the overall cumulative impact on a resource within the region may be 
significantly higher when combined with another proximate activity.  

5.1.2 Overview of Cumulative Impact Assessment Process 

The overall structure of the RESA document informs the cumulative impact assessment process. The main 
environmental and social issues within the area are scoped. From this, key resource use trends and plans and activities 
within the KFCP Region are identified. The parameters of the Development Scenarios are then defined; to do this URS 
has made a number of assumptions about the operating environment. From this the baseline is defined, with emphasis 
on areas of concern. Finally, VECs are defined so that the effects of the various interventions can be determined. Having 
a structured approach to the VECs facilitates the analysis of alternatives and development of recommendations.  

• Define the region for cumulative impacts assessment (Section 1.3.1). 
• Identify key environmental and social issues within the KFCP Region (Section 3 and Section 8). 
• Identify key resource use trends within the KFCP Region (Section 3.3). 
• Identify key activities, plans and developments for the KFCP Region (Section 3.4). 
• Define the parameters of the with- and without-project Development Scenarios (Section 3.5). 
• Identify the baseline situation within the KFCP Region (Section 4). 
• Identify VECs based on consultation, directives in planning, and understanding of resource use and priorities in the 

area (Section 5.2). 
• Assess impacts on VECs from multiple sources (Section 5.4). 
• Assess impacts on VECs from multiple sources plus project (Section 5.5). 

5.2 Valued Ecosystem Components 
VECs are those components (resources) of the natural or human world that are of value for environmental, social, 
economic, aesthetic or moral reasons.  

For the purposes of regional planning, the overall eco-system to consider is the peat dome and the remnant peat 
swamp forests. Within this eco-system, valued components have been identified based on current and foreseen 
environmental and social issues. The Kapuas River forms a natural boundary to the region, and the riparian mineral 
soil areas are also considered. 

The selected VECs are primarily the natural (non-human) resources that are relied on by the people within the region or 
are considered to be of concern. Local populations are also included in the VECs. While local populations do not quite 
fit into the criteria for VECs (VECs are generally considered to be resources, or, expressed differently, something used by 
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populations, rather than the populations themselves), it is very important to capture the high-level social 
considerations23 relating to the activities and developments within the KFCP region. VECs have been selected based on 
environmental and social issues identified through consultation, analysis of regulations and planning in Sections 2 and 
3.4, and, professional judgement. Therefore, the rationale for selection can be an objective, a risk or an issue of 
concern, or a value.  

VECs are listed in Table 5-1 in no order of importance.  

Table 5-1 Valued Ecosystem Components 

Valued Ecosystem 
Component 

Rationale for selection: environmental and social issues (historic, 
current, future) Indicators 

Peatland hydrology To maintain hydrological function in Block E, and improve the 
hydrological function in Block A, given the level of carbon emissions, 
impacts of flooding and fires due to changes in water table, issues due 
to peat oxidisation, subsidence and drainage. 
Communities have noted that they value canal infrastructure for 
access and transport. 

Water level 
monitoring. 
Incidence of fire 
(hotspot 
monitoring). 
Incidence of 
flooding. 

River and peatland 
aquatic eco-systems  

Water quality, including acidity levels in water due to changed peat 
function and drainage, chemical levels due to use of mercury in 
artisanal mining, and impacts of upstream mining on watershed. 
Level of livelihood reliance on aquatic creatures such as fish. 

Results of water 
quality 
monitoring. 
Fish studies. 

Biodiversity Different to simply having forest cover or maintaining a species, 
biodiversity implies that a broad range of flora and fauna species will 
be able to live within the area. 
This is both from a preservation perspective and also to enable 
sustainable harvesting, for either cultural or economic reasons.  
Includes pressure on timber and non-forest products, habitats and 
range of species.  
Biodiversity is an important consideration for REDD+ as there are 
issues with monoculture plantations being considered as forest cover, 
whereas KFCP is more likely to enhance biodiversity and natural 
habitats. 
Reliance on forest, non-timber forest products, peatland and riverine 
resources for livelihoods and economic development. 

Species 
monitoring and 
outcomes of 
consultation with 
communities. 

Forest cover Deforestation within the region caused by changed environmental 
function, changed land use, illegal logging, fires; level of carbon 
emissions; high forest cover stabilises hydrology, provides forest 
resources and habitat. 
Reliance on forest resources for livelihoods and broader socio-
economic development. 

Analysis of 
satellite imagery. 
Incidence of fire. 

Flagship animal species 
(Orang-utan, sun bear) 

Loss of habitat, over-extraction, International Union for Conservation 
of Nature (IUCN) / CITES recognition. 
Reliance on forest resources for livelihoods and broader socio-
economic development. 

Species 
monitoring and 
outcomes of 
consultation with 
communities. 

Air quality Carbon emissions, forest fires (both carbon and particulates).  
For simplicity, both carbon emissions and particulates are considered 
to be a form of air pollution.  

Levels of carbon 
emissions. 

23 A detailed social assessment of the impacts of KFCP activities has also been completed in accordance with OP 4.10 Indigenous Peoples. 
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Valued Ecosystem 
Component 

Rationale for selection: environmental and social issues (historic, 
current, future) Indicators 

Arable land Many of the community development and alternative livelihoods 
programs require arable land to ensure that incentives not to deplete 
forest resources are viable.  
The practice of swidden agriculture while the most cost-effective 
option in the short term, may not be the optimal method for soil 
preparation and requires double the amount of land due to fallow 
periods.  
There is competition between oil palm and village level agricultural 
developments. 
Use of swidden agriculture being the cheapest method of land 
clearing. 

Community 
consultation and 
land use studies. 

Local populations Strong reliance on site-based resources, such as timber, NTFP, and 
fish, as well as ongoing practices such as swidden agriculture. 
Past use of swidden agriculture and accidental fires. 
Cultural resources and access rights. 
Presence of Indigenous Peoples. 
Community participation in the programs, as the people who live near 
the site both rely on the resources and have an impact on their use.  
Community cohesion and social stratification – conflict relating to 
windfall payments (REDD+) or allocations of funding. 
Goals for a stable and diversified economy. 
Alternative livelihoods option, employment opportunities, and local 
production and marketing. 
Compensation for land use changes. 
Child labour. 
Health – Poor health is a contributing factor to poverty and is partially 
due to particulates from forest fires. 
Education – Livelihoods options in the region from primary resources 
are limited, other than windfall payments for timber extraction. 
Further education could assist to diversify incomes or provide 
remittance payments.  

Outcomes of 
community 
consultation. 
Access rights 
clearly 
established in 
regulations and 
through 
community 
agreements. 
Level of 
community 
involvement in 
planning and 
decision-making. 

5.3 Assessment Parameters 

5.3.1 Impactor 

The impactors and causal factors identified in the Development Scenarios are the ongoing activities and planned 
activities within the area. 

One exception is the EMRP canals – these are a historical intervention; however, many of the ecological issues 
associated with the area and related social issues are derived from the construction of the canals. Therefore, the 
ongoing impact of the canals on the area needs to be considered.  

5.3.2 Impact Ranking: Intensity 

For positive impacts: 

• High intensity – this is a definite improvement in environmental condition, function or general distribution, or for 
social impacts a definite increase in social wellbeing (health, financial, physical and material).  

• Medium intensity – this is a moderate improvement in environmental condition, function or general distribution, or 
for social impacts a moderate increase in social wellbeing (health, financial, physical and material).  

• Low intensity – this is a small improvement in environmental condition, function or general distribution, or for 
social impacts a small increase in social wellbeing (health, financial, physical and material).  
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For negative impacts: 

• High intensity – a component of the environment is destroyed or so altered as to eliminate the ecological functions 
it performs or cause a major shift in abundance or distribution. For social impacts, a component of the social 
structure is significantly disturbed (relocation or economic displacement), or major changes in livelihood patterns 
are required.  

• Medium intensity – a component of the environment is altered so it results in a reduction of ecological function or a 
limited shift in abundance or distribution. The integrity of the environmental component is not altogether damaged. 
For social impacts, a component of the social structure is party disturbed (economic displacement), or partial 
changes in livelihood patterns are required.  

• Low intensity – there is very little impact on the component in terms of ecological functions, or abundance or 
distribution is only slightly modified. For social impacts, there is very small impact on social structures or livelihoods. 

5.3.3 Impact Ranking: Spatial Setting 

For cumulative impact assessment purposes, it is critical to define spatially where individual investments and plans will 
impact. One or more of the following criteria could apply: 

• Defined locality (L) – this impact is likely to be experienced at a defined locality. 
• Blocks (B) – this impact is likely to be experienced in a specific KFCP Block, either Block A or Block E. 
• KFCP Region (R) – the impact is likely to be experienced throughout the KFCP Region (being both Block A and Block 

E) 

5.3.4 Impact Ranking: Duration 

The timeline considers the duration of the impact. For example, an activity may be completed within a short term 
period, but may have long-term or irreversible impacts; in this case, the impact timeline would be long-term (L) in that 
the impact itself is long-term. In some cases, activity may not occur until sometime in the future, delaying the impact. 
For example, transmigration may only become an issue in 10 years’ time. In this case, the impact timeline would be 
medium to long-term (M–L). 
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Impact timing is specified as being: 

• Short-term (S) – up to 2 years’ duration; 
• Medium term (M) – up to 5 years’ duration; 
• Long-term (L) – up to 17 years’ duration. This is to coincide with the Long-Term Provincial Development Plan. 

Impacts and issues specified as long-term may continue beyond 2025, but this is the cut-off point for assessment.  

5.3.5 Impact Ranking: Likelihood 

The Development Scenarios outlined in Section 3.5 set the parameters for assessing the likelihood of predicted impacts.  

Impacts that are identified within each of the Scenarios are presumed to be likely to some extent.  

The likelihood of predicted impacts is further considered according to Table 5-2. 

Table 5-2 Impact likelihood 

Likelihood rating Description 

L – Low Impact has a low possibility of occurring  

M – Moderate Impact is moderately likely to occur (it has happened on other occasions on similar 
projects) 

H – High Impact is highly likely to occur 

5.3.6 Impact Ranking: Consequence and Significance 

The consequence of the individual impacts on a VEC is essentially the cumulative impact. The consequence considers 
how the impacts of individual activities and planned developments may interact and the effects that they may have 
over a period of time.  

Table 5-3 Impact consequence and significance 

Consequence criteria Impact ranking: significance 

Intensity Extent Duration Negative Positive 

Low 

Local Short-term 

Minor Minor 

 Medium-term 

 Long-term 

Block Short-term 

 Medium-term 

 Long-term Moderate Moderate 

Regional Short-term Minor Minor 

 Medium-term 
Moderate Moderate 

 Long-term 

Medium 

Local Short-term Minor Minor 

 Medium-term 

Moderate Moderate 

 Long-term 

Block Short-term 

 Medium-term 

 Long-term 

Regional Short-term 

 Medium-term 

 Long-term Major Major 
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Consequence criteria Impact ranking: significance 

Intensity Extent Duration Negative Positive 

High 

Local Short-term 
Moderate Moderate 

 Medium-term 

 Long-term Major Major 

Block Short-term Moderate Moderate 

 Medium-term 

Major Major 

 Long-term 

Regional Short-term 

 Medium-term 

 Long-term 

5.4 Without-Project Development Scenario 
The without-project scenario is defined by the parameters in Section 3.5.1. Identifying the impacts of the without-
project scenario involves projecting what is likely to occur if there is no investment in KFCP, and the KFCP plans are not 
undertaken. It is important to take into account probable government and private activities that are likely to take place 
in the absence of KFCP.  
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Table 5-4 Without-project development scenario cumulative impacts 

Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactors/Causal Factors 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project scenario) 

Impact significance Cumulative impact to VEC 

Peatland 
hydrology 

Canal system (status quo) – 
unmanaged water drainage in the 
area and canal transportation. 

Peat oxidisation and carbon emissions, peat subsidence and 
degradation, forest fires, flooding. High intensity because the canal 
system is the main cause of the degradation of peatland hydrology 
system. 
Likelihood: high, occurring.  
H/B(A)/L 

Major 

The combined impacts have an overall 
significant negative impact on 
hydrological function.  
This may worsen in the medium to 
long term as the road is established. 
When considered on the whole, while 
the Government plans to rehabilitate 
the EMRP area are positive, they only 
provide a low counter to the above 
negative impacts.  

Provides access to deep peatland: adding potential risk of timber 
extraction and fires. 
Likelihood: low, not significantly used. 
L/B/L 

Moderate 

Timber extraction (due to livelihoods 
or economic activities). 

Reduces forest cover: exposing peatland to oxidisation, impacting 
hydrology and increasing run off. Risk of fires. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/B(E)/M 

Minor 

Road construction (increase in 
people travelling through the area). 

Provides access for illegal timber extraction: then potentially 
reducing forest cover, exposing peatland causing oxidisation and 
carbon emission, increasing run off, higher risk of fires along the 
transport route.  
Likelihood: high. 
L/B(E)/L 

Moderate 

Use of fires due to livelihoods 
activities or accidental burning. 

Small scale/local effect. 
(As a secondary impact.) 
Burns the peat and causes it to become non-porous, which inhibits 
the normal hydrological function, furthermore reduces forest cover, 
causing associated issues to hydrology. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/L/L–M 

Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactors/Causal Factors 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project scenario) 

Impact significance Cumulative impact to VEC 

Government plan related to EMRP 
rehabilitation and conservation. 

Provides foundation and political support for canal blocking efforts. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Moderate 

River and 
peatland 
aquatic eco-
systems 

Canal system – unmanaged water 
drainage from peatland (and PSF). 

Water with high acidity (from peatland, pyrite layer, and PSF) 
flowing to rivers, risking water quality for human use and reducing 
fish population. 
Likelihood: high, occurring. 
L/B(A)/L 

Moderate 

The combined impacts have an overall 
significant negative impact to river 
water quality and aquatic ecosystem. 
Furthermore, these impacts are 
predicted to continue in the longer 
term, and (in addition to reducing the 
environmental quality) may also have 
a negative health or livelihoods effect 
for the people who rely on this VEC. 

Artisanal mining (for gold). Heavy metal pollution risking water use by local people. The noted 
reduction in artisanal gold mining suggests that this impact will not 
continue in the longer term; however, there is a high intensity 
impact as heavy metal pollution is not simple to treat, worse if there 
is no remediation and control effort.  
Likelihood: high. 
H/R/M 

Major 

Upstream mining activities (mainly 
coal mining). 

Polluting rivers and affecting aquatic biota. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Livelihoods activities: use of fertiliser 
and pesticide.  
Fishing in rivers using poison and 
fishing with electricity. 

Aquatic eco-system pollution from chemical overuse. Reduction in 
fish stocks. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/R/L24 

Moderate 

Livelihoods activities: river 
transportation, oil spill, waste 
generation. 

River pollution from oil spill and waste. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Oil palm plantation at surrounding 
area but close to rivers: use of 
agricultural chemicals – fertiliser and 
pesticide. 

River pollution from chemical overuse or misuse. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

24 The direct impact will possibly be short-term, but without any intervention or improvement it will recur and become long-term. 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactors/Causal Factors 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project scenario) 

Impact significance Cumulative impact to VEC 

Government development plan on 
irrigation. 

River pollution from agricultural chemical overuse. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/R/S 

Minor 

Biodiversity  Government plan related to EMRP 
rehabilitation and conservation. 

Provides foundation and political support for EMRP rehabilitation 
efforts. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Moderate 

The combined impacts have an overall 
low to medium negative impact to 
biodiversity conservation. 
Three main activities of timber 
extraction, road construction and oil 
palm plantation may worsen the 
biodiversity value in the region over 
time. 

Other rehabilitation 
program/initiative, such as from 
Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF) 
or Borneo Orang-utan Survival 
Foundation (BOSF). 

Promoting biodiversity protection, provides a good example for 
conservation initiative. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 

Road construction. Land clearing for road right of way. Potential greater access to forest 
resources. 
Likelihood: high, possible. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 

Timber extraction (due to livelihoods 
or economic activities). 

Reducing biodiversity, increasing hunting, risking endangered 
species. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/B/M 

Minor 

NTFP extraction (due to livelihoods or 
economic activities). 

Reducing biodiversity, increasing hunting, risking endangered 
species. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/L 

Major 

Forest cover 
(timber) 

Canal system, used for general 
transportation and transferring 
timber. 

Provides access to deep peatland area to access forest resources or 
for swidden agriculture, adding potential risk of timber extraction 
and reduction of forest cover. 
Likelihood: low, limited. 
M/R/L 

Major 

The combined impacts have an overall 
significant negative impact. 
The Government plan to rehabilitate 
the EMRP area and other conservation 
activities only provide low to 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactors/Causal Factors 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project scenario) 

Impact significance Cumulative impact to VEC 

Road construction. Provide more access to deep peat and forest resources (for timber 
extraction 
Likelihood: high, possible. 
L/B/L 

Moderate 

moderate counter impact to the 
above negative impact.  

Timber extraction (due to livelihoods 
or economic activities). 

Pressure on timber and non-timber products, pressure on protected 
species such as orang-utan, risk of fires. 
Likelihood: medium.  
L/B/M 

Minor 

Forest fires from livelihood activities 
and incidents. 

Forest and land degradation, pressure on forest cover. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/L/L 

Minor 

Livelihoods activities: swidden and 
traditional agriculture, rubber 
plantation. 

Land degradation, land clearing, pressure on forest cover. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Expansion of oil palm plantation at 
surrounding area (outside the 
region): land conversion issue in the 
region. 

Forest and land degradation, adding pressure on protected species 
such as orang-utan. It will affect a broader area than the KFCP 
region. It will not directly affect the KFCP region. 
Likelihood: medium. 

N/A 

Government development plan 
relying on forest use – timber 
production in the district or province 
(outside of the region). 

Timber over-extraction, pressure on forest cover, unsustainable 
forest production. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 

Government development plan on 
transmigration. 

Land clearing to open new settlements (in Block A), pressure on 
forest resources. There is a possible risk that the migrants will rely 
on forest resources for a long term period.  
Likelihood: low. 
L/B/L 

Moderate 

Government plan related to EMRP 
rehabilitation and conservation. 

Provides foundation and political support for EMRP rehabilitation 
efforts. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactors/Causal Factors 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project scenario) 

Impact significance Cumulative impact to VEC 

Rehabilitation program/initiative 
(such as from WWF or BOSF). 

Promoting forest rehabilitation.  
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 

Flagship animal 
species (such as 
orang-utan, sun 
bear) 

Canal system. Provides access to deep peatland area to access forest resources or 
for livelihood activities, adding potential risk of wildlife hunting and 
disturbance. 
Likelihood: low, limited. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

The combined impacts have an overall 
significant negative impact and 
pressure on wildlife. 
The Government plan to rehabilitate 
the EMRP area and other conservation 
activities only provide low to 
moderate counter impact to the 
above negative impact.  

Timber extraction (due to livelihoods 
or economic activities). 

Pressure on timber and non-timber products, pressure on protected 
species such as orang-utan, risk of fires, increasing run off. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/B/L 

Moderate 

Road construction. Construction and road traffic may create additional disturbance of 
wildlife and provide more access to deep peat, which may reduce 
habitat and may also facilitate removal of forest resources/hunting. 
Likelihood: high, possible. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Hunting and fishing (due to 
livelihoods or economic activities). 

Pressure on wildlife in the region. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
M/R/L 

Major 

Use of fires due to livelihoods 
activities (though may be due to 
accident rather than deliberate 
burning). 

(As a secondary impact.) 
Pressure on forest cover, then wildlife habitat. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/L/L 

Minor 

Government plan related to EMRP 
rehabilitation and conservation. 

Provides foundation and political support for EMRP rehabilitation 
efforts and general conservation. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactors/Causal Factors 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project scenario) 

Impact significance Cumulative impact to VEC 

Other rehabilitation 
program/initiative (such as from 
WWF or BOSF). 

Promoting wildlife protection, restoring habitat for local species. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 

Air quality  Canal system. Carbon emission. The canal system is the main impactor for carbon 
emission in the region. 
Likelihood: high, occurring. 
H/R/L 

Major 

The combined impacts have an overall 
significant negative impact on air 
quality in the region. 
The Government plan to rehabilitate 
the EMRP area and other conservation 
activities only provide low to 
moderate counter impact to the 
above negative impact. 

Use of fires due to livelihoods 
activities: swidden agriculture and 
land clearing. 

Emission from slash and burn activities, land clearing – with 
potential of bigger forest fires. 
Likelihood: low. 
M/L/L 

Moderate 

Road construction. Dust from construction activities (and operation), exhaust gas from 
vehicles once road is in use. Fires (as hotspots tend to occur along 
transport routes). 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Expansion of oil palm plantation and 
the possibility of oil palm industry in 
the future, outside of the region. 

Land clearing on peatland causing peat oxidation and carbon 
emission, more so if clearing is done using fire.  
Likelihood: low. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 

Government plan related to EMRP 
rehabilitation and conservation. 

Provides foundation and political support for EMRP rehabilitation 
efforts and general conservation related to carbon emission from 
peatland and fire management. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Other rehabilitation 
program/initiative (such as from 
WWF). 

Promoting the reduction of carbon emission and fire management. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactors/Causal Factors 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project scenario) 

Impact significance Cumulative impact to VEC 

Arable land Livelihood activities, especially 
agriculture and rubber production. 

Pressure on available arable land due to non-optimum use of the 
land, land conversion to settlement. 
Likelihood: low. 
M/R/L 

Major  

The combined impacts have an overall 
negative impact/pressure on the use 
of arable land in the region. 
However, road construction might 
allow more linear movements to 
mineral soil plots, rather than 
horizontal movements into the deep 
peat.  
The Government development plan 
and conservation program/initiative 
provide some measures to optimise 
the use of arable land, although 
covering less area of the region. 

Road construction. Reducing available arable land space around Kapuas River area that 
is currently used by local community, due to right of way. It also 
enables people to have plots in mineral soil further away.  
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/L 

Major 

Government development plan on 
transmigration. 

Adding pressure on the use of arable land. 
Likelihood: low. 
M/L/L 

Moderate 

Expansion of oil palm plantation 
outside the region. 

Adding pressure on the use of arable land and potential impacts on 
food security. 
Likelihood: medium to high. 

N/A 

Government development plan on 
agricultural activities. 

Improving agricultural activities for better production. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/R/S 

Minor 

Conservation program/initiative 
providing alternative livelihood 
options and community 
development. 

Providing support for local community to select and improve 
agricultural methods. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/L/M 

Minor 

Local 
populations 

Canals. Secondary impacts due to fires (economic, health). 
Likelihood: currently low to medium. 
L/R/L 

Moderate  
The combined impacts have an overall 
low to medium positive impact on 
local populations.  

Reductions in available forest resources (NTFP) due to over-
harvesting and fire loss. 
Likelihood: currently low to medium. 
H/R/L 

Major  
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactors/Causal Factors 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project scenario) 

Impact significance Cumulative impact to VEC 

Transport. 
Likelihood: currently low to medium. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 

Road construction. Lower transport costs, potential for longer term improvements in 
education and health due to improvements in accessibility. 
Likelihood: high. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Industrial mining. Possible health impacts due to upstream river pollution. 
Likelihood: high. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Income (out-migration and remittances). 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Artisanal mining. Low level income. 
Likelihood: currently medium to high. 
L/R/M 

Moderate 

Possible health impacts due to river pollution from mercury or 
handling of mercury. 
Likelihood: medium to high. 
L/R/L  

Major 

Transmigration. Potential for population increase, increasing human resources and 
promoting more rapid development in the area. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/B(A)/L 

Moderate 

Potential for increased reliance on local resources (conflict, reduced 
resource base). 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/B(A)/L 

Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactors/Causal Factors 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project scenario) 

Impact significance Cumulative impact to VEC 

Oil palm plantations (outside of 
region). 

Potential for low levels of in-migration. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/L/L 

Minor 

Potential for low levels of employment. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/L/L 

Minor 

Small areas of land planted leading to reduced land for agriculture, 
rubber, reduced food security, added pressure on land use outside 
of the region. 
Likelihood: medium. 

N/A 

Timber extraction. Income. 
Likelihood: currently low to medium. 
L/L/L 

Minor 

Government development plans in 
improving local welfare. 

Capacity building for village and sub-district governments. Various 
economic stimulants for local people, including sectoral programs. 
Provision of public infrastructure: transportation, education, health. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

 

5.5 With-Project Development Scenario 
The parameters of the with-project Development Scenario align with the activities and assumptions described in Section 3.5.2, which considers KFCP, its components and activities 
in the prescribed geographic location. It is important to also take into account all probable public and private actions that are likely to take place in the absence of KFCP in the same 
geographic location and consider how KFCP may either alter or function in parallel to these actions.  

In order to assess the cumulative impacts in the with-project scenario, those cumulative impacts of the without-project scenario must also be considered, as the influence of the 
project would likely modify those impacts over time. While many methodologies for cumulative impact assessment propose to compare, or combine, the cumulative impacts of the 
with- and without-project scenarios at points in time, this is really only appropriate when analysing alternatives, unless the impacts are reassessed in relation to each other. The 
method does not consider that the project may have an influence on those cumulative impacts noted in the without-project scenario – indeed, some may not happen at all if the 
project has an influence on the region.  
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Therefore, the assessment of the with-project scenario identifies new, project-specific impacts, and builds on impacts identified in Section 5.4.  

 

Table 5-5 With-project development scenario cumulative impacts 

Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Peatland 
hydrology 

Canal system 
(status quo) – 
unmanaged 
water drainage 
in the area and 
canal 
transportation. 

Peat oxidisation and carbon 
emissions, peat subsidence and 
degradation, forest fires, 
flooding. High intensity because 
the canal system is the main 
cause of the degradation of 
peatland hydrology. 
Likelihood: high, occurring.  
H/B(A)/L  

Canal and tatas 
blocking. 
Reforestation. 
Livelihood 
activities. 

Peatland rehabilitation, reducing 
carbon emission, restoring peat 
swamp forest. 
H/R/L 

Major 

Major  

Overall, combined 
activities from with-
project scenario will 
increase the positive 
impact on peatland 
hydrology. The overall 
outcome from KFCP 
activities generates major 
positive impact.  
With the influence from 
without-project scenario, 
the cumulative impact 
may be reduced to a 
moderate positive impact 
on the peatland hydrology 
VEC. The interaction 
between the without- and 
with-project could create 
sub-optimal 
implementation of the 
project. 
The main KFCP activity 
that addresses the major 
issue of peatland 

Provides access to deep 
peatland: adding potential risk of 
timber extraction and fires. 
Likelihood: low, not significantly 
used. 
L/B/L 

Moderate 

Timber 
extraction (due 
to livelihoods or 
economic 
activities). 

Reducing forest cover: exposing 
peatland to oxidisation, 
impacting hydrology and 
increasing run off. Risk of fires. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/B/M 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will alter 
income source for local people, 
potentially reducing further timber 
extraction. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program and education. 
L/R/L 

Minor Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Road 
construction 
(increase in 
people travelling 
through the 
area). 

Provides access for illegal timber 
extraction: then potentially 
reducing forest cover, exposing 
peatland causing oxidisation and 
carbon emission, increasing run 
off, higher risk of fires along the 
transport route.  
Likelihood: high. 
L/B(E)/L 

Canal and tatas 
blocking. 
Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Canal and tatas blocking will reduce 
levels of accessibility to deep 
peatland. 
Alternative livelihood will alter 
income sources for local people, 
potentially reducing further timber 
extraction. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
M/R/L 

Moderate  Major 

hydrology is the canal 
blocking that directly 
changes the current canal 
operation and condition of 
peatland hydrology.  
Other activities (such as 
alternative livelihood, 
community engagement 
and fire management) will 
support the key activities 
to improve the peatland 
hydrology. 
Positive cumulative 
impacts in the 
improvement of peatland 
hydrology will be seen in 
the medium to long term 
period after the main 
activity of canal blocking is 
completed, this is because 
the longer the blocks 
remain in place, the better 
the outcome. 
Government support 
related to EMRP 
rehabilitation is a crucial 
issue that affects the 
rehabilitation of peatland 
hydrology. The main 
challenges that may affect 
the final result are canal 
use as a media for 
transportation and road 
construction activities. 

Use of fires due 
to livelihoods 
activities or 
accidental 
burning. 

Small scale/local effect. 
(As a secondary impact.) 
Burns the peat and causes it to 
become non-porous, which 
inhibits the normal hydrological 
function, furthermore reduces 
forest cover, causing associated 
issues to hydrology. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/L/L-M 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Fire 
management. 

Alternative livelihood will improve 
farming practice. 
Fire management will promote 
better use of fire. 
M/R/L 
 

Moderate Major 

Government 
plan related to 
EMRP 
rehabilitation 
and 
conservation. 

Provides foundation and political 
support for canal blocking efforts. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack 
of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Overall KFCP 
program. 

Strengthen peatland rehabilitation 
program, improving hydrology.  
H/R/L 

Moderate Major 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

River and 
peatland 
aquatic eco-
systems 

Canal system – 
unmanaged 
water drainage 
from peatland 
(and PSF). 

Water with high acidity (from 
peatland, pyrite layer, and PSF) 
flowing to rivers, risking water 
use and reducing fish population. 
Likelihood: high, occurring 
L/B(A)/L 

Canal and tatas 
blocking. 

Reduce the level of water acidity and 
restore it to PSF characteristics, 
retain acid water in the PSF. 
Reduce the influence of acidic water 
from the region to river water 
resources. 
H/R/L 

Moderate Major 

The overall with-project 
scenario will have a major 
positive impact on the 
river and peatland aquatic 
eco-systems. Canal 
blocking and livelihood 
activities are the main 
activity component that 
will positively affect this 
VEC. 
Three activities with major 
negative impact from 
without-project scenario 
are the most important 
issues related to this VEC 
to be overcome by the 
KFCP activities: artisanal 
gold mining, livelihood 
activities due to river 
transportation, and 
expansion of oil palm 
plantation.  
However, not all impacts 
from without-project 
activities can be countered 
directly by the KFCP 
project. Some activities 
can only be mitigated 
through broader 
environmental control and 

Artisanal mining 
(for gold). 

Heavy metal pollution risking 
water use by local people. There 
is a high intensity impact as 
heavy metal pollution is not 
simple to treat, worse if there is 
no remediation and control 
effort. 
Likelihood: high. 
H/R/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will alter 
income source for local people. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
M/R/L 

Major Moderate 

Upstream mining 
activities (mainly 
coal mining). 

Polluting rivers and affecting 
aquatic biota. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/R/L 

Community 
engagement. 

No project component has a direct 
connection with the existing mining 
outside the region. Moderate N/A 

Livelihoods 
activities: use of 
fertiliser and 
pesticide.  
Fishing in rivers 
using poison and 
fishing with 
electricity. 

Aquatic eco-system pollution 
from chemical overuse. 
Reduction in fish stocks. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/R/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will improve 
farming practice with controlled use 
of fertiliser and pesticide. 
Provide better option for fish 
cultivation and fishing technique. 
M/R/M 

Moderate Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Livelihood 
activities: river 
transportation, 
oil spill, waste 
generation. 

River pollution from oil spill and 
waste. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/R/L 

Community 
engagement. 

No project component has a direct 
connection with the existing river 
transportation spillage control and 
waste management practice. 
Community engagement will perhaps 
help through environmental 
awareness program. 

Moderate N/A 

management, or even 
through law enforcement: 
coal mining, river 
transportation, the 
expansion of oil palm 
plantation, and the 
government plan for 
irrigation. 

Oil palm 
plantation at 
surrounding area 
but close to 
rivers: use of 
agricultural 
chemicals – 
fertiliser and 
pesticide. 

River pollution from chemical 
overuse. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/R/L 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with existing practice of 
plantation outside the region. This 
should be mitigated through broader 
environmental management and 
control. 

Moderate N/A 

Government 
development 
plan on 
irrigation. 

River pollution from agricultural 
chemical overuse. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/R/S 

Community 
engagement. 

No project component has a direct 
connection with the broader 
government plan on irrigation. This 
should be mitigated through broader 
environmental management and 
control. 
Community engagement will perhaps 
help through environmental 
awareness program. 

Minor N/A 

Biodiversity Government 
plan related to 
EMRP 
rehabilitation 
and 
conservation. 

Provides foundation and political 
support for EMRP rehabilitation 
efforts. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack 
of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Overall KFCP 
program. 

Promoting and strengthening 
rehabilitation and conservation in the 
region and showing the actual 
program implementation, improving 
biodiversity of the region. 
Rehabilitate the EMRP canal into PSF 

Moderate Moderate 

Activities from with-
project scenario will 
generate major positive 
impact on this biodiversity 
VEC. Combined KFCP 
activities with government 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Other 
rehabilitation 
program/ 
initiative (such as 
from WWF or 
BOSF). 

Promoting biodiversity 
protection, provides a good 
example for conservation 
initiative. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

area, promoting more biodiversity. 
Revegetation will enrich biodiversity 
in the area. 
M/R/M Moderate 

plan and other initiatives 
from NGOs on 
rehabilitation and 
conservation will 
strengthen the VEC. 
However, for this 
biodiversity issue, with-
project scenario could not 
provide actions to mitigate 
negative impacts to 
biodiversity from road 
construction and from the 
expansion of oil palm 
plantation outside the 
region. 
The combined impacts 
have an overall positive 
impact on the biodiversity 
VEC. 

Road 
construction. 

Land clearing for road right of 
way and reducing vegetation, 
providing more potential access 
to and depleting forest resources. 
Likelihood: high, possible. 
M/R/M 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with the road 
construction. This should be 
mitigated through broader 
environmental management and 
control. 

Moderate N/A 

Timber 
extraction (due 
to livelihoods or 
economic 
activities). 

Reducing biodiversity, increasing 
hunting, risking endangered 
species. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/B/M 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 
 

Alternative livelihood will provide 
alternative income source to timber 
logging, reducing risk of biodiversity 
issues. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program and education. 
M/R/L 

Minor 

Moderate 
NTFP extraction 
(due to 
livelihoods or 
economic 
activities). 

Reducing biodiversity, increasing 
hunting, risking endangered 
species. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/L 

Major 

Forest cover 
(timber) 

Canal system, 
used for general 
transportation 
and transferring 
timber. 

Provides access to deep peatland 
area to access forest resources or 
for swidden agriculture, adding 
potential risk of timber extraction 
and reducing forest cover. 
Likelihood: low, limited. 
M/R/L 

Canal blocking. 
Reforestation. 
Alternative 
livelihood. 
Forest fire 
management. 

Canal blocking will limit access and 
rewet the region and recover it into 
PSF with less risk of fires. 
Reforestation will replace forest 
cover, subsequently providing habitat 
for wildlife. 
H/R/L 

Major Major 

The combined impacts 
from the with-project 
scenario have an overall 
major positive impact on 
this VEC (forest cover).  
The main pressures on 
forest cover are from the 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Road 
construction. 

Provide more access to deep peat 
and forest resources (for timber 
extraction). 
Likelihood: high, possible. 
L/B/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will provide 
better income source options. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
M/R/L 

Moderate Moderate 

existing canal system, road 
construction, swidden and 
traditional agriculture, the 
government development 
plan relying on 
timber/forest product, and 
from the transmigration 
plan. 
The combined impacts 
have an overall positive 
impact on the forest cover 
VEC. 
 
However, impacts to 
forest cover and timber 
are only mitigated within 
the region though 
incentives; the risk of 
extraction from outsiders 
to the region remains an 
issue.  

Timber 
extraction (due 
to livelihood or 
economic 
activities). 

Pressure on timber and non-
timber products, pressure on 
protected species such as orang-
utan, risk of fires. 
Likelihood: medium.  
L/B/M 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will provide 
better income source options. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
L/R/L 

Minor Moderate 

Forest fires from 
livelihood 
activities and 
incidents. 

Forest and land degradation, 
pressure on forest cover. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/L/L 

Fire 
management. 
Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Fire management will educate local 
people to control the use of fire. 
Alternative livelihood will provide 
better income source options. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
L/R/L 

Minor Moderate 

Livelihoods 
activities: 
swidden and 
traditional 
agriculture, 
rubber 
plantation. 

Land degradation, land clearing, 
pressure on forest cover. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/R/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will improve 
the local farming practice, avoiding 
land clearing. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
L/R/L 

Moderate Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Expansion of oil 
palm plantation 
at surrounding 
area (outside the 
region): land 
conversion issue 
in the region. 

Forest and land degradation, 
adding pressure on protected 
species such as orang-utan. It will 
affect a broader area than the 
KFCP region. It will not directly 
affect the KFCP region. 
Likelihood: medium. 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with risk to forest cover 
due to existing practice of plantation 
outside the region. This should be 
mitigated through broader 
environmental management and 
control. 

N/A N/A 

Government 
development 
plan relying on 
forest use – 
timber 
production in the 
district/ 
province. 

Timber over-extraction, pressure 
on forest cover, unsustainable 
forest production. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with risk to forest cover 
due to the government plan for 
utilising forest resources outside the 
region. This should be mitigated 
through broader environmental 
management and control. 

Moderate N/A 

Government 
development 
plan on 
transmigration. 

Land clearing to open new 
settlements (in Block A), pressure 
on forest resources. There is a 
possible risk that the migrants 
will rely on forest resources for a 
long-term period.  
Likelihood: low. 
L/B/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will provide 
options for the migrants, prioritising 
the use of NTFP (instead of timber 
extraction) and farming. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
L/B/L 

Moderate Moderate 

Government 
plan related to 
EMRP 
rehabilitation 
and 
conservation. 

Provides foundation and political 
support for EMRP rehabilitation 
efforts. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack 
of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Overall KFCP 
program. 

Strengthen reforestation program in 
the region to improve forest cover, 
promoting and providing good 
example of rehabilitation and 
conservation. 
M/R/L 

Moderate 

Major 

Rehabilitation 
program/ 
initiative (such as 
from WWF or 
BOSF). 

Promoting the forest 
rehabilitation.  
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Flagship 
animal species 
(such as orang-
utan, sun 
bear) 

Canal system. Provides access to deep peatland 
area to access forest resources or 
for livelihood activities, adding 
potential risk of wildlife hunting 
and disturbance. 
Likelihood: low, limited. 
L/R/L 

Canal blocking.  
Reforestation. 

Limit access to deep peatland area, 
reducing risk of wildlife disturbance 
and hunting. 
Provide larger habitat for wildlife. 
L/R/L 

Moderate Moderate 

The combined impacts 
have an overall positive 
impact on the wildlife 
protection. However, two 
major impacts from the 
current existing condition 
may risk the overall 
positive outcomes: from 
the current canal 
operation and from 
hunting and fishing 
tradition in local 
communities. 
 

Timber 
extraction (due 
to livelihood or 
economic 
activities). 

Pressure on timber and non-
timber products, pressure on 
protected species such as orang-
utan, risk of fires, increasing run 
off. 
Likelihood: medium. 
L/B/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will provide 
options, prioritising the use of NTFP 
(instead of timber extraction) and 
other environmentally-friendly 
activities. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
L/R/L 
 

Moderate Moderate 

Road 
construction. 

Construction and road traffic may 
create additional disturbance of 
wildlife and provide more access 
to deep peat, which may reduce 
forest cover and may also 
facilitate removal of forest 
resources/hunting. 
Likelihood: high, possible. 
L/R/L 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with the issue of 
biodiversity and wildlife protection 
from road construction. This should 
be mitigated through broader 
environmental management and 
control. 

Moderate N/A 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Hunting and 
fishing (due to 
livelihood or 
economic 
activities). 

Pressure on wildlife in the region. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
M/R/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will provide 
options on more environmentally-
friendly activities, avoiding hunting. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
L/R/L 
 

Major Moderate 

Use of fires due 
to livelihoods 
activities (though 
may be due to 
accident rather 
than deliberate 
burning). 

As a secondary impact: pressure 
on forest cover, then wildlife 
habitat. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/L/L 

Fire 
management. 
Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Fire management will educate local 
people to control the use of fire. 
Alternative livelihood will provide 
better income source options. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
L/R/L 
 

Minor Moderate 

Expansion of oil 
palm plantation 
at surrounding 
area: land 
clearing/ 
conversion issue 
in the region. 

Loss of habitat, species 
migration, pressure on protected 
species such as orang-utan 
outside of the region. Currently 
the impact of this activity is very 
high everywhere in Kalimantan. 
Likelihood: high. 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with risk to wildlife due 
to existing practice of plantation 
outside the region. This should be 
mitigated through broader 
environmental management and 
control. 

N/A N/A 

Government 
plan related to 
EMRP 
rehabilitation 
and 
conservation. 

Provides foundation and political 
support for EMRP rehabilitation 
efforts and general conservation. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack 
of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Overall KFCP 
program. 

Strengthen reforestation program, 
peatland rehabilitation, and 
conservation of wildlife in the region, 
improving wildlife protection, 
promoting and providing a good 
example of rehabilitation and 

Moderate Major 

RESA - KFCP Page 129 
 



 

Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Other 
rehabilitation 
program/ 
initiative (such as 
from WWF or 
BOSF). 

Promoting wildlife protection, 
restoring habitat for local 
species. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

conservation 
M/R/L 

Moderate 

Air quality  Canal system. Carbon emission. The canal 
system is the main impactor for 
carbon emission in the region. 
Likelihood: high, occurring. 
H/R/L 

Canal and tatas 
blocking. 
Reforestation. 
Fire 
management. 

Peatland rehabilitation: reducing 
carbon emission, re-wetting peatland 
area, controlling fire. 
H/R/L  
 

Major Major 

Reducing carbon emission 
is the main objective of 
the with-project scenario. 
Fire management is the 
next important issue to 
reduce smoke that will 
affect public health around 
the region.  
The cumulative impact for 
this VEC is a moderate to 
major positive impact in 
reducing carbon emission 
from canal blocking and 
from fire management. 
However, the with-project 
scenario would not be able 
to overcome dust and gas 
emission from other 
activities outside the area, 
or even from road 
construction in the region, 
because it has no direct 
activity to mitigate it. 

Use of fires due 
to livelihoods 
activities: 
swidden 
agriculture and 
land clearing. 

Emission from slash and burn 
activities, land clearing – with 
potential of bigger forest fires. 
Likelihood: low. 
M/L/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Fire 
management. 

Alternative livelihood will improve 
farming practice. Fire management 
will promote better use of fire. 
L/R/L 
 

Moderate Moderate 

Road 
construction. 

Fires, as hotspots tend to occur 
along transport routes. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/R/L 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with the issue of air 
emission from road construction. 
This should be mitigated through 
broader environmental management 
and control. 

Moderate N/A 

Expansion of oil 
palm plantation 
and the 
possibility of oil 
palm industry in 
the future, 
outside of the 
region. 

Land clearing on peatland causing 
peat oxidation and carbon 
emission, moreso if clearing is 
done using fire. 
Likelihood: low. 
M/R/M 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with the issue of air 
emission due to existing practice of 
plantation outside the region. This 
should be mitigated through broader 
environmental management and 
control. 

Moderate N/A 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Government 
plan related to 
EMRP 
rehabilitation 
and 
conservation. 

Provide foundation and political 
support for EMRP rehabilitation 
efforts and general conservation 
related to carbon emission from 
peatland and fire management. 
Likelihood: low. Intangible, lack 
of budget and resources.  
L/R/L 

Overall KFCP 
program. 

Strengthen and provide actual 
example of peatland rehabilitation to 
reduce carbon emission from 
peatland (reducing and avoiding the 
emission through re-wetting and fire 
control). 
H/R/L  

Moderate 

Major 

Other 
rehabilitation 
program/ 
initiative (such as 
from WWF). 

Promoting the reduction of 
carbon emission and fire 
management. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 

Arable land Livelihood 
activities, 
especially 
agriculture and 
rubber 
production. 

Pressure on available arable land 
due to non-optimum use of the 
land, land conversion to 
settlement. 
Reduced livelihoods due to less 
fertile soil, smaller plots. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will improve 
farming practice, maximising the use 
of arable land and avoiding further 
land clearing. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
L/R/L 
 

Major  Moderate 

The overall cumulative 
positive impact on the use 
of arable land is low to 
moderate, because there 
is no main activity 
mitigating negative impact 
on this VEC. 
The only contribution from 
KFCP to the mitigation is 
the alternative livelihood 
and community 
engagement, which is 
actually intended to 
support the main activity 
of canal blocking and 
reforestation.  

Road 
construction. 

Reducing available arable land 
space around Kapuas River area 
that is currently used by local 
community. 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/R/L 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with pressure on the use 
of arable land from road 
construction. This should be 
mitigated through broader 
environmental management and 
control. 

Major N/A 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Government 
development 
plan on 
transmigration. 

Adding pressure on the use of 
arable land. 
Likelihood: low. 
M/L/L 

Alternative 
livelihood. 
Community 
engagement. 

Alternative livelihood will improve 
farming practice and provide options 
for the migrants. 
Community engagement would help 
through environmental awareness 
program. 
L/B/L 

Moderate N/A 

Alternative farming 
technique introduced by 
KFCP will improve the 
farming and decrease the 
pressure to use more 
arable land and risk of 
burned land.  

Expansion of oil 
palm plantation 
outside the 
region. 

Adding pressure on the use of 
arable land and potential impacts 
to food security. 
Likelihood: medium to high. 

 No project component has a direct 
connection with the use of arable 
land by the plantation outside the 
region. This should be mitigated 
through broader environmental 
management and control. 

N/A N/A 

Government 
development 
plan on 
agricultural 
activities. 

Improving agricultural activities 
for better production. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/R/S 

Alternative 
livelihood. 

Alternative livelihood will improve 
farming practice and provide options 
for local people. 
L/R/L 

Minor 

Moderate 
Conservation 
program/ 
initiative 
providing 
alternative 
livelihood 
options and 
community 
development. 

Providing support for local 
community to select and improve 
agricultural method. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/L/M Minor 

Local 
populations. 

Canals. Secondary impacts due to fires 
(economic, health). 
Likelihood: currently low to 

Canal blocking 
program. 
Reforestation. 

Indirect improvements to livelihoods 
due to reduction in fires. 
L/R/L 

Moderate Moderate 
The combined impacts 
have an overall positive 
impact on local 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

medium. 
L/R/L 

Fire 
management. 

Reduced fire risk and associated 
health benefits via reduced chronic 
health problems, reduced air traffic 
problems via improved visibility and 
socio-economic benefits from 
reduction in damage to property. 
H/R/L 

Major 

populations.  
Though care needs to be 
taken with payment 
mechanisms and 
distribution of benefits to 
ensure that they are 
equitable. 
The proposed project 
enhances the current 
positive results by 
providing more possibility 
to gain positive impacts. 
The project’s main 
activities of canal blocking, 
reforestation, and 
alternative livelihood 
provide more 
opportunities for income 
source for short term and 
potentially into the longer 
term.  
 
Indirect results of capacity 
building activities from the 
proposed project during 
community engagement 
and the preparation of 
REDD+ payment, with the 
government development 
plan, when implemented 
harmoniously, will result in 

Reductions in available forest 
resources (NTFP) due to over-
harvesting and fire loss. 
Likelihood: currently low to 
medium. 
H/R/L 

Reduction in ease of accessibility to 
deep peat 
L/R/L 

Major Moderate 

Employment and additional income. 
M/R/S 

Major 

Moderate 

Child labour. 
M/R/S 

Moderate 

Transport. 
Likelihood: currently low to 
medium. 
M/R/M 

Reduction in ease of accessibility to 
deep peat. 
L/R/L Moderate Moderate 

Road 
construction. 

Lower transport costs, potential 
for longer term improvements in 
education and health due to 
improvements in accessibility. 
Likelihood: high. 
L/R/L  

 No direct impact from the proposed 
project to the transportation issue in 
improving education and health 
aspects. Major N/A 

Industrial 
mining. 

Possible health impacts due to 
upstream river pollution. 
Likelihood: high. 
L/R/L 

Alternative 
livelihood 
programs. 
Reforestation. 

Increased individual and/or 
cooperatives’ incomes from rubber. 
Increased individual incomes and 
improved livelihood security. 

Moderate Major 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Income (out-migration and 
remittances). 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/R/L 

Canal blocking. M/R/L 

Moderate 

a cumulative higher than 
normal positive impact on 
local community. 

Artisanal mining. Low level income. 
Likelihood: currently medium to 
high. 
L/R/M 

Increased individual and/or 
cooperatives’ incomes from rubber. 
Increased individual incomes and 
improved livelihood security. 
M/R/L 

Moderate Major 

Possible health impacts due to 
river pollution from mercury or 
handling of mercury. 
Likelihood: medium to high. 
L/R/L 

No direct impact from the proposed 
project to overcome negative impact 
from potential mercury pollution in 
the river. 

Major N/A 

Transmigration. Potential for population increase, 
increasing human resources and 
promoting more rapid 
development in the area. 
Likelihood: low. 
L/B(A)/L 

Alternative 
livelihood 
programs. 

No direct impact from the proposed 
project to influence the increase of 
local people in the area and related 
impacts. Moderate N/A 

Potential for increased reliance 
on local resources (conflict, 
reduced resource base). 
Likelihood: medium. 
M/B(A)/M 

Introduced better agricultural 
techniques. 
Increased individual and/or 
cooperatives’ incomes from rubber. 
Increased individual incomes and 
improved livelihood security. 
M/B/L 

Moderate Moderate 

Oil palm 
plantations 
(outside of 
region). 

Potential for low levels of in-
migration. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/L/L 

Increased individual and/or 
cooperatives’ incomes from rubber. 
Increased individual incomes and 
improved livelihood security. 

Minor Major 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Potential for low levels of 
employment. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/L/L 

M/R/L 

Minor 

 

Small areas of land planted, 
resulting in reduced land for 
agriculture, rubber, reduced food 
security, added pressure on land 
use outside the region. 
Likelihood: medium. 

No direct impact from the proposed 
project to influence pressure on land 
outside the area. 

N/A N/A 

Timber 
extraction. 

Income. 
Likelihood: currently low to 
medium. 
L/L/L 

Canal blocking 
program, 
alternative 
livelihood, tatas 
blocking, 
reforestation 
program. 

Employment and additional income. 
L/R/L 

Minor 

Moderate 

Potential for changes to management 
of swidden agriculture that may have 
initial additional costs to implement 
fire management techniques (if not 
addressed by KFCP programs) 
L/R/L 

Moderate 

Government 
development 
plans in 
improving local 
welfare. 

Capacity building for village and 
sub-district governments. 
Various economic stimulants for 
local people, including sectoral 
programs. 
Provision of public infrastructure: 
transportation, education, 
health. 
Likelihood: low to medium. 
L/R/L 

Capacity 
building 
programs and 
Governance 
Structures 
(TP/TPK), input 
to Village 
Development 
Planning. 

Empowerment (especially for 
women) and, while relying on 
traditional systems and customary 
leadership, exposure to more 
democratic styles of governance. 
M/R/L 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Conflict due to possible or feared 
changes in social stratification. 
M/R/S 

Moderate 

REDD+ 
incentive 
payments  

Increased incomes. 
H/R/L 

Major 

Potential for conflict due to income 
distribution (village level). 
M/R/S 

Moderate 
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Valued 
Ecosystem 

Component 

Impactor 
(without-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities without project 

scenario) 

Impactor 
(with-project 

scenario) 

Impact to VEC 
(from activities with project 

scenario) 

Impact significance 
Cumulative impact to the 

VEC Without 
project 

With 
project 

Potential for conflict due to income 
distribution (higher level). Equity 
issues and dissatisfaction in the 
division of payments. 
M/R/M 

Moderate 
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66. ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS 

6.1 Introduction 
The analysis of alternatives compares with-project and without-project scenarios. The main aim is to assess the costs 
and benefits of each in order to be able to recommend a course of action that will best achieve environmental 
sustainability. The analysis builds on knowledge of the social and biophysical environment, assessment of the 
development scenarios for the region, and the individual and cumulative impacts assessed. URS has endeavoured to 
show distinctions as objectively and as simply as possible. 

6.1.1 The Alternatives Scenarios 

Two alternatives are compared: 

The without-project scenario: This involves projecting what is likely to occur if there is no investment in KFCP, and the 
KFCP plans are not undertaken. It is important to take into account all probable public and private actions that are likely 
to take place in the absence of KFCP in the same geographic location. 

The with-project scenario: KFCP, its components and activities in the prescribed geographic location. It is important to 
take into account all probable public and private actions that are likely to take place in the absence of KFCP in the same 
geographic location and consider how KFCP may either alter or function in parallel to these actions.  

6.2 Analytical Framework 
Alternatives are compared in two ways; firstly the outcomes of the cumulative impact assessment are aligned to allow a 
simple comparison of the potential outcomes for VECs under the two development scenarios.  

The alternatives are further considered within a narrative format. The main considerations for comparison of the 
alternatives are: 

• How well the project fits within the existing environment and objectives, this includes existing objectives for 
regional planning and longer term development plans. 

• Which option provides better overall benefits 
• While overall benefits are considered, there may be trade-offs within that option that still need to be considered. 

These might need to be ameliorated or modified so that the balance is more even 
• Technical, economic, environmental, and social criteria 
• Resource requirements, alternative technologies, alternative location 
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6.3 Comparison of Alternative Scenarios: Cumulative Impacts on VECs 
VEC Without Project With KFCP 

Peatland 
Hydrology 

The combined impacts have an overall significant 
negative impact on hydrological function.  
This may worsen in the medium to long term as the 
road is established. 
When considered on the whole, while the 
Government plans to rehabilitate the EMRP area are 
positive, they only provide a low counter to the 
above negative impacts. 

Overall, combined activities from with-project 
scenario will increase the positive impact on 
peatland hydrology. The overall outcome from 
KFCP activities generates major positive impact.  
With the influence from without-project 
scenario, the cumulative impact may be reduced 
to a moderate positive impact on the peatland 
hydrology VEC. The interaction between the 
without- and with-project could create sub-
optimal implementation of the project. 
The main KFCP activity that addresses the major 
issue of peatland hydrology is the canal blocking 
that directly changes the current canal operation 
and condition of peatland hydrology.  
Other activities (such as alternative livelihood, 
community engagement and fire management) 
will support the key activities to improve the 
peatland hydrology. 
Positive cumulative impacts in the improvement 
of peatland hydrology will be seen in the 
medium to long term period after the main 
activity of canal blocking is completed, this is 
because the longer the blocks remain in place, 
the better the outcome. 
Government support related to EMRP 
rehabilitation is a crucial issue that affects the 
rehabilitation of peatland hydrology. The main 
challenges that may affect the final result are 
canal use as a media for transportation and road 
construction activities. 

River and 
peatland 
aquatic eco-
systems  

The combined impacts have an overall significant 
negative impact to river water quality and aquatic 
ecosystem. 
Furthermore, these impacts are predicted to 
continue in the longer term, and (in addition to 
reducing the environmental quality) may also have a 
negative health or livelihoods effect for the people 
who rely on this VEC. 

The overall with-project scenario will have a 
major positive impact on the river and peatland 
aquatic eco-systems. Canal blocking and 
livelihood activities are the main activity 
component that will positively affect this VEC. 
Three activities with major negative impact from 
without-project scenario are the most important 
issues related to this VEC to be overcome by the 
KFCP activities: artisanal gold mining, livelihood 
activities due to river transportation, and 
expansion of oil palm plantation.  
However, not all impacts from without-project 
activities can be countered directly by the KFCP 
project. Some activities can only be mitigated 
through broader environmental control and 
management, or even through law enforcement: 
coal mining, river transportation, the expansion 
of oil palm plantation, and the government plan 
for irrigation. 

Biodiversity The combined impacts have an overall low to 
medium negative impact to biodiversity 
conservation. 
Three main activities of timber extraction, road 
construction and oil palm plantation may worsen the 
biodiversity value in the region over time. 

Activities from with-project scenario will 
generate a major positive impact on this 
biodiversity VEC. Combined KFCP activities with 
government plan and other initiatives from 
NGOs on rehabilitation and conservation will 
strengthen the VEC.  
However, for this biodiversity issue, the with-
project scenario could not provide actions to 
mitigate negative impacts to biodiversity from 
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VEC Without Project With KFCP 
road construction and from the expansion of oil 
palm plantation outside the region. 
The combined impacts have an overall positive 
impact on the biodiversity VEC. 

Forest cover The combined impacts have an overall significant 
negative impact. 
The Government plan to rehabilitate the EMRP area 
and other conservation activities only provide low to 
moderate counter impact to the above negative 
impact. 

The combined impacts from the with-project 
scenario have an overall major positive impact 
on this VEC (forest cover).  
The main pressures on forest cover are from the 
existing canal system, road construction, 
swidden and traditional agriculture, the 
government development plan relying on 
timber/forest product, and from the 
transmigration plan. 
The combined impacts have an overall positive 
impact on the forest cover VEC. 
 
However, impacts to forest cover and timber are 
only mitigated within the region though 
incentives; the risk of extraction from outsiders 
to the region remains an issue. 

Flagship 
animal 
species 
(Orang-utan, 
sun bear) 

The combined impacts have an overall significant 
negative impact and pressure on wildlife. 
The Government plan to rehabilitate the EMRP area 
and other conservation activities only provide low to 
moderate counter impact to the above negative 
impact. 

The combined impacts have an overall positive 
impact on the wildlife protection. However, two 
major impacts from the current existing 
condition may risk the overall positive outcomes: 
from the current canal operation and from 
hunting and fishing tradition in local 
communities. 

Air quality The combined impacts have an overall significant 
negative impact on air quality, including carbon 
emissions, in the region. 
The Government plan to rehabilitate the EMRP area 
and other conservation activities only provide low to 
moderate counter impact to the above negative 
impact. 

Reducing carbon emission is the main objective 
of the with-project scenario. Fire management is 
the next important issue to reduce smoke that 
will affect public health around the region.  
The cumulative impact for this VEC is a moderate 
to major positive impact in reducing carbon 
emission from canal blocking and from fire 
management. However, the with-project 
scenario would not be able to overcome 
particulate (dust/from fires) and gas emission 
from other activities outside the area, or even 
from road construction in the region, because it 
has no direct activity to mitigate it. 

Arable Land The combined impacts have an overall negative 
impact/pressure on the use of arable land in the 
region. 
 However, road construction might allow more linear 
movements to mineral soil plots, rather than 
horizontal movements into the deep peat.  
The Government development plan and 
conservation program/initiative provide some 
measures to optimise the use of arable land, 
although covering less area of the region. 

The overall cumulative positive impact on the 
use of arable land is low to moderate, because 
there is no main activity mitigating the negative 
impact on this VEC. 
The only contribution from KFCP to the 
mitigation is the alternative livelihood and 
community engagement, which is actually 
intended to support the main activity of canal 
blocking and reforestation. Alternative farming 
techniques introduced by KFCP may improve the 
farming and decrease the pressure to use more 
arable land and risk of burned land. 

Local 
Populations 

The combined impacts have an overall low to 
medium positive impact on local populations. 

The combined impacts have an overall positive 
impact on local populations.  
Though care needs to be taken with payment 
mechanisms and distribution of benefits to 
ensure that they are equitable. 
The proposed project enhances the current 
positive results by providing more possibility to 
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VEC Without Project With KFCP 
gain positive impacts. 
The project’s main activities of canal blocking, 
reforestation, and alternative livelihood provide 
more opportunities for income source for short 
term and potentially into the longer term.  
Indirect results of capacity building activities 
from the proposed project during community 
engagement and the preparation of REDD+ 
payment, with the government development 
plan, when implemented harmoniously, will 
result in a cumulative higher than normal 
positive impact on local community. 

6.4 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives 
KFCP has been designed with consideration of Inpres 2/2007 and the Master Plan. While the without-project scenario 
has different environmental and social outcomes, both of the scenarios take government plans and policies into 
consideration. In principle, KFCP will function within the framework of many existing or planned conditions from the 
without-project scenario and may not necessarily alter the impacts of these, but will add a number of potential 
environmental and social benefits. There is also potential for some negative impacts if the program is not carefully 
managed or implemented (including ensuring the use of participatory approaches). The main impacts that would occur 
under KFCP that are less likely to be achieved under the without-project scenario are concentrated rehabilitation 
efforts leading to a reduction in fires and GHG emissions, and diversified and improved incomes due to incentive 
payments and alternative livelihood programs.  

There is evidence of government planning and direction for rehabilitation within the area, but in both the with-project 
and without-project scenarios a key consideration is implementation and sustainability of these efforts. Therefore, the 
activities under KFCP strongly align with the intent of government at various levels, certainly for rehabilitation efforts 
and also at a higher level for REDD+ demonstration. However, KFCP is likely to have the greater means to achieve these. 

While the overall goal of the KFCP is demonstration of REDD+ activities, the means to achieve this through 
environmental rehabilitation and incentives for alternative livelihoods will have direct environmental and social 
benefits. Indirect benefits will also accrue to the environment through alternative livelihoods options, while the 
environmental rehabilitation is likely to have an indirect socio-economic benefit through the reduction of fires. KFCP 
addresses the existing forest degradation, biodiversity impoverishment, GHG emissions, and fire risk associated with 
the current highly drained, badly degraded peat forest and associated dry soils of the project area. Without program 
intervention, the majority of these existing levels of impact from other sources would remain extremely high. Program 
interventions are likely at worst to improve these environmental conditions in part or most of the project area, 
although there are also social considerations that would require careful management and strong participation.  

There will be short term environmental impacts from KFCP activities associated with the construction of canal blocks 
and the main benefits from the canal blocking and reforestation activities will occur in the longer term. The short term 
impacts would be far outweighed by longer term environmental benefits; however, canal blocks will need to remain in 
place for a long (10–20 year) period of time to achieve this. Positive social impacts will occur in the shorter term 
(shorter term as the current KFCTF has a finite distribution period) through incentive payments and programs, but there 
may also be short term negative impacts associated with perceptions of land use and institutional arrangements for 
payment distribution, which could bring about longer term conflict. The social impacts from an improved environment 
and reduced fires would also occur in the longer term. However, aversion to the short term negative impacts and 
expectations for immediate outcomes may cause a lack of community acceptance. In addition, any expected resource 
use changes would also require a longer timeframe. In the short term without-project scenario, rehabilitation is not 
likely to have such a concentrated effort and there will be ongoing degradation of the environment and associated 
impacts.  
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There are few regional developments planned or in progress in the without-project scenario, and KFCP would not 
impact on these going ahead (and may indirectly facilitate improvements to essential social infrastructure). Both the 
with-project and without-project scenario will still be subject to the construction of the north-south road along the 
western edge of the KFCP region, the proposed transmigration area within the south of Block A (NW), possible 
developments in mineral soils or shallow peat, and external oil palm and mining operations. In-migration to the KFCP 
region or increased people movements as mines open up or expand in the northern and southern areas would still 
occur under both the with-project and without-project scenarios. Possible improved access to education or 
employment opportunities due to the road construction would exist under both the with-project and without-project 
scenario. In addition, KFCP facilitates the government objectives for rehabilitation and conservation, while as an 
indirect impact potentially allowing government to direct funding to essential services such as health, education or 
infrastructure, which may have precedence over rehabilitation efforts in the without-project scenario. Therefore in 
many cases the KFCP objectives are complementary to those of the government.  

Non-forest dependent livelihoods would still possibly continue as per existing trends under both the with-project and 
without-project scenarios. The impacts of offsite employment in mining operations external to KFCP, artisanal mining, 
and small scale employment in oil palm would remain under both the with-project and without-project scenarios. 
However, in the short term, KFCP would provide additional forms of income and livelihoods diversification through the 
grants programs, improvements to rubber production and marketing, and other alternative livelihoods options as 
agreed with communities. These may also have longer term impacts, depending on community volition and also the 
communities’ own application of improved marketing knowledge and techniques to other commodities, such as 
community-based timber plantations.  

The with-project scenario will still allow people within the region the same traditional access to resources within 
customary zones and NTFPs within the areas of deeper peat as would exist under the without-project scenario25. The 
main consideration is that accessibility will be changed back to the pre-MRP conditions, although a number of canals 
will remain open at the request of villages. Tatas blocking within village and customary zones is only undertaken 
through negotiated agreements.  

Community conflict over land rights and resources will have continued impacts in the without-project scenario, and the 
with-project scenario would not be excluded from the impacts of this base condition. Under the KFCP, there is a 
potential for further conflict in relation to payments through the grants and community development schemes, 
requiring careful participatory planning as per the KFCP design.  

Under both scenarios, it is possible for illegal logging to re-commence in Block E in the medium to longer term if laws 
prohibiting the practice are not enforced. Prevention of this requires both institutional will and sufficient alternative 
livelihoods options.  

In the longer term, a key consideration is the sustainability of the KFCP physical works, being canal blocking and 
replanting. The project intends to demonstrate approaches to REDD+ in the short term. While the future of REDD+ as a 
carbon mechanism is still being discussed at a global level, a key legacy could be medium and longer term 
environmental and social stability within the region, should rehabilitation and conservation efforts be realised. The 
KFCP is a short term activity, but optimal environment outcomes (re-wetting the peat, raising the water table, 
reforestation, reduction in fires and reductions in GHG emissions) are achieved through a gradual process over time 
that requires canal blocks and forest cover to remain in place. In particular, the existing levels of degradation in Block A 
are such that the topography and hydrology of the area have been significantly altered in a way that will slow 
rehabilitation efforts. While the existing canal infrastructure only provides limited accessibility, as the water levels are 
too low during the dry season, and the predominate use of them has passed (the illegal timber boom), people may still 
destroy the canal blocks to facilitate passage (as occurred to CKPP canal blocks) without realising the wider impact to 
the area / hydrology system and, ultimately, their own livelihoods, unless they are well informed. 

25 See ARPF for community access to resources in Protection Forest Status (should this change go ahead).  
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Therefore, to ensure environmental stability and the full benefits of rehabilitation, there needs to be strong 
institutional will at both government and village level to ensure that the KFCP efforts are maintained or at least not 
removed. This requires understanding and acceptance of the positive impacts that will accrue in the longer term, such 
as reduced loss of productive crops through reductions in fire and flooding, and broader environmental sustainability 
within district and province. For this to occur, a short term impact under the with-project scenario would have to be 
successful institutional engagement and capacity building to deliver a REDD+ program. To achieve this as a positive 
impact, KFCP, government and villages would need to apply significant effort to harmonise their goals and 
implementation. In the without-project scenario, however, this rehabilitation is not likely to occur at such a broad scale 
and in such a concentrated effort, therefore KFCP represents an opportunity for it to occur.  

Aside from the revenue stream from the Trust Fund, the possibility remains that the demonstration site may become 
an operational REDD+ scheme, depending on global objectives in this area. While this remains an unknown possibility, if 
there are to be ongoing local benefits, KFCP activities would need to be continued by local government and villages (as 
noted above). Significant inflows of money may be a cause of conflict (between villages, or differing levels of 
governance) and have the potential for causing in-migration.  
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7
7. RECOMMENDATIONS 

As a result of the RESA process and findings, including the preparation of the draft environmental and social safeguard 
instruments, a number of areas requiring further attention have been identified and are presented here as 
recommendations for IAFCP to consider. These recommendations suggest how KFCP may be improved to achieve an 
optimal environmental and social outcome, including measures to conserve forest and peatland in the northern half of 
the dome and rehabilitate forest and peatland in the southern part of the dome.  

The main actions and recommendations consider key issues identified during the CIA. The recommendations consider 
the intersection between the KFCP intitatives, planning, external trends and threats, and the potential impacts and 
benefits to local communities and the regional environment. These issues include:  

• Effectiveness and sustainability of KFCP initiatives, related to understanding of the longer term benefits.  
• External trends and potential threats to the KFCP region and the effectiveness of KFCP initiatives  
• Regional environmental and social sustainability and direction of REDD+,  
• KFCP implementation and local participation,  
• KFCP implementation and local natural resource use and reliance,  
• Sustaining longer term regional benefits from KFCP and the potential successor institution. 

Short-term impacts of the project will be managed via the UKL/UPL, ECOPs, IPP, PCDP and ARPF, consequently, specific 
mitigation measures are not being provided in the RESA.  The long term impacts of the project are expected to be 
mostly positive for both the natural and social environments.  Implementing the project so that its benefits are 
sustainable is the key to achieving longer term benefits. However, in examining cumulative impacts of the project and 
other ongoing or possible activities in the region, Section 6 identified possible threats (external to the project) to the 
long-term beneficial outcome.  The project itself can manage only a few of these threats, and it can only do that while 
KFCP is still under implementation and exercises some control over what activities can take place in the 120,000 ha 
area.  Outside the area, and after project closing and handover, the project cannot control what happens. 

Table 7-1 Regional Action Plan 

Issue Recommended Action 
Responsible 

Parties 
Target date 
and priority 

Estimated 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 
sources 

Effectiveness and 
Sustainability of 
KFCP Initiatives 
and, with 
consideration of:  
 
• Local 

Understanding 
of Benefits and 
REDD+ 

• Removal of 
canal blocks  

• Illegal logging 
in Block E 

• Haul road, and 
increased 
access to the 
area 

• Oil Palm 
Expansion 

 

Develop and implement a comprehensive 
communications strategy to publicise what the 
project is doing and why it is beneficial, as well 
as what sorts of actions could reduce or offset 
benefit. The strategy needs to consider both 
village level and wider stakeholders, particularly 
government departments or agencies that have 
an interest in the project. 
 
Provide government agencies such as the BLH 
and MoF with capacity building, or information, 
in REDD+. 

IAFCP 
Communications 
Officers, KFCP 
CE Team 

End of third 
qtr 2012 
 
High 

Included 
in IAFCP 
budget 
allocations 

N/A 
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Issue Recommended Action 
Responsible 

Parties 
Target date 
and priority 

Estimated 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 
sources 

External Trends 
and Potential 
Threats to KFCP 
Region and the 
Effectiveness of 
KFCP Initiatives, 
with consideration 
of:  
 
• Artisanal 

Mining  
• Industrial 

Mining 
• Oil Palm 

Expansion 
• Illegal logging 

in Block E 
• Transmigration 
• Haul road, and 

increased 
access to the 
area 

• Hunting 

Disseminate the RESA document and clear 
information on the external trends and threats 
(listed at left) that could affect the KFCP region, 
but cannot be controlled by KFCP, to decision-
makers and advisors (politicians, agency 
officials, local governments, NGOs, etc.) 

KFCP Third Qtr 
2012 
 
High 

Included 
in CE 
budget 
allocations 

N/A 

Regional 
Environmental and 
Social 
Sustainability and 
Direction of 
REDD+, with 
consideration of:  
 
• Artisanal 

Mining  
• Industrial 

Mining 
• Oil Palm 

Expansion 
• Illegal logging 

in Block E 
• Transmigration 
• Haul road, and 

increased 
access to the 
area 

• Hunting 
• Gender 

inclusiveness 

Strengthen the Working Groups (district and 
provincial) to encourage/enable/empower it to 
make decisions that will lead to sustainable 
good results.  The kinds of questions the 
Working Groups might deal with would be 
whether the transmigration community will 
come to be, mining or logging licenses that 
threaten the peat forest directly or indirectly, 
control of the expansion of oil palm, etc.  
 
Endeavour to include the District Office of 
Women’s Empowerment and Child Protection 
in the Kapuas District Working Group. 
 
Facilitate meetings between the IAFCP 
Technical Committee in Jakarta and the local 
Working Groups on REDD+ issues and direction.  

KFCP, Working 
Group 

Ongoing 
support 
 
High 

Included 
in IAFCP 
budget 
allocation 

N/A 

KFCP 
Implementation 
and Local 
Participation, with 
consideration of: 
 
• Effectiveness 

Ensure that there is sufficient technical training 
available for communities so that the works 
and performance payments are realised. Ensure 
provision of adequate administrative support. If 
necessary, undertake participatory review of 
activities and re-design as appropriate. 
 
Review women’s aspirations in relation to 

IAFCP/KFCP 
(ensuring link 
between policy 
and operational) 

Third Qtr 
2012 
 
High 

Included 
in RPP 
budget 
allocations 

N/A 
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Issue Recommended Action 
Responsible 

Parties 
Target date 
and priority 

Estimated 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 
sources 

and equity 
relating to 
incentive 
payments and 
alternative 
livelihoods 
programs 

• Equity 
between 
villages and 
sub-villages 

• Equity 
between 
villages (or 
perceived 
inequity 
between 
villages) 

• Equity 
between 
landed and 
landless, and 
overall 
program 
inclusiveness 

• Equity issues 
surrounding 
Gender 

involvement in KFCP programs and noted 
barriers to their participation. Integrate actions, 
to facilitate women’s involvement in the KFCP 
program, in the design of work packages and 
alternative livelihoods options to facilitate 
greater involvement from women.   
 
Outline a training program for TP and TPK to 
address issues relating to opportunity and 
payment equity. For any specific issues relating 
to gender equity, provide gender-awareness 
training or guidance to TP/TPK to facilitate 
equitable access to employment and payments 
between sexes. 
 
Ensure consistent monitoring of payments 
distribution and contracting mechanisms, with 
a focus on understanding who is most 
benefiting from the program; if necessary 
modify contracts or work agreements to enable 
greater participation or benefits distribution.  
 
Review options for faster payments or smaller 
tranches, so that people with less financial 
reserves can more easily participate.  
 
Review procedures relating to transport for 
community members (e.g. for meeting/training 
attendance) and communication methods with 
the more remote hamlets to ensure their active 
participation in the program.  

KFCP 
Implementation 
and Local Natural 
Resource Use and 
Reliance, with 
consideration of: 
 
• Land 

availability for 
agriculture 

• Use of fire in 
land 
preparation 

• Availability 
and 
sustainability 
of natural 
resources and 
livelihoods 
options 

Facilitate alternative livelihoods that favour 
food security and crop intensification, in 
addition to rubber (where feasible given growth 
conditions). 
 
Ongoing monitoring of resource use and 
reliance, including the potential for increased 
pressure on other resources leading to over-
extraction and reduced reliability as an 
alternative.  
 
Undertake a study to measure the livelihoods 
reliance on burning – using existing land 
management and in consideration of 
alternative land management and agriculture 
techniques. 
 
Conduct further livelihoods research to rapidly 
define and trial alternative activities to be 
carried out with the interested sections of the 
community. 
 
Actively engage with local and national NGOs 
and institutions for research and monitoring 
functions. 

IAFCP M&E 
Specialist 
KFCP Livelihoods 
team 

Ongoing Included 
in M&E 
budget 
allocations 
in RPP 

Other 
REDD+ 
donors 
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Issue Recommended Action 
Responsible 

Parties 
Target date 
and priority 

Estimated 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 
sources 

Sustaining longer 
term regional 
benefits from 
KFCP, with 
consideration of: 
 
• Successor 

institution 

Actively support the process of establishing the 
successor organization that will manage the 
area post-project, this may be the KPHL or 
another institution, soon enough to have a year 
overlap with the project. Communicate project 
sustainability planning to stakeholders including 
local government and villages.  
 
If changing the status from Hutan Produksi to 
Hutan Lindung is an option, provide advice and 
any technical support that MoF might need to 
facilitate the change.  

KFCP 
 
KFCTF 

Commenced 
immediately 
and 
finalised by 
June 2015 
(1 year 
overlap) 
High 

Included 
in IAFCP 
budget 
allocations  

World 
Bank, 
other 
REDD+ 
donors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

RESA - KFCP Page 146 
 



 

88. CONSULTATION 

In the development of the RESA, the following agencies and people were consulted over June–July 2011.  

8.1 Government Consultations 
• Palangkaraya 

• Provincial Planning Agency (Bappeda) 12/07/11 
• Agriculture Dinas 11/07/11 
• Environmental Agency (BLH) 12/07/11 
• REDD Supporting Office (UNDP support to Governor) 11/07/11 
• Forestry Dinas 12/07/11, 30/09/11 
• Cultural and Tourism Dinas 12/07/11 
• Fisheries and Marine Dinas 11/07/11 
• Manpower and Transmigration Dinas 30/09/11 

• Kuala Kapuas (District Government Departments) 

• Bappeda (District Planning Agency) 26/07/11 
• Agriculture Dinas 26/07/11 
• Village Empowerment 26/07/11 
•  Forestry and Plantations 26/07/11 

• Mantangai 

• Head of sub-district (camat) 14/07/11 

Comments raised during the consultation and KFCP Actions to address these issues are listed below. In a number of 
instances, these comments are outside the influence of KFCP, but the comments also inform the regional assessment as 
a means to better understand a complex operating environment.  

Stakeholder Comment KFCP Actions 

Development of a new institution (KPHL) to take over the 
KFCP’s works after 2013, that needs to be prepared 
immediately, 

See KFCP Regional Action Plan (Section 7) – KFCP is 
providing support, as appropriate, for the development of 
this institutional model 

Integrating various conservation programs in Central 
Kalimantan and mapping links among them to optimise the 
result 

Not part of KFCP scope of work, though KFCP liaises with 
local stakeholders 

The importance of project monitoring and evaluation for all 
stakeholders to understand the progress of the project, 

KFCP has developed a detailed monitoring and evaluation 
plan. The village facilitators’ role will be to distribute 
information relating to project progress. It is recommended 
(see PCDP) that monthly updates are provided.  

Unclear spatial plan/land use planning, overlapping 
activities in districts’ areas (for example oil palm plantation 
in forest areas) that considered constraining the 
implementation of development programs in the province 
including conservation and rehabilitation projects, 

Outside KFCP Scope of Works, though KFCP have providing 
some forum for discussion in relation to this issue. 
 
However, KFCP have been involved in the mapping for 
village developing planning and verification of customary 
land boundaries (see IPP) 

The government dinas supports rubber planting by local 
communities (as an appropriate livelihood activity), and is 
also promoted by the dinas. 

Rubber is a part of the KFCP livelihoods strategy, based on 
existing conditions and local government emphasis.  

Spontaneous development activities (such as oil palm or 
artisanal mining) that need to be managed in accordance 
with local government plan 

Outside KFCP Scope 
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Stakeholder Comment KFCP Actions 

Confirmation that alternative livelihood for local 
communities is a very important activity 

The KFCP design, and REDD+ generally, recognise the 
importance of providing alternative livelihoods. This along 
with the incentive payments are the core means of 
promoting REDD+ at a community level.  

The challenge to introduce fish cultivation in the peatland 
area for alternative livelihoods 

KFCP is undertaking alternative livelihoods analysis as part 
of the design, including for beje (fish ponds).  

Overlapping authorities on provincial and district 
governments that affect the levels of support to the 
implementation of the project 

KFCP is consulting with both provincial and district 
government to seek consensus on planning and direction 

Availability of sectoral data (permits in district level and 
overlapping area of sectoral plans and rehabilitation areas, 
illegal logging data, etc.) 

KFCP, through the RESA process has endeavoured to collect 
quantitative data to inform the RESA. Where quantitative 
studies were not available, qualitative information was 
sought with consideration of the limitations to this data.  

Limited information on recent environmental baseline data 
from the BLH for the KFCP area 

As above, and; 
Recommendations for further data collection is included in 
the UKL UPL and IPP 

Arrangement of timber harvesting for local people (non-
commercial uses) in the area 

KFCP is promoting the concept of community or village 
forests. 

Confirmation that there is no current planning for 
development of the existing transmigration allotment in the 
KFCP area, nor are there current plans to re-zone any areas 
for transmigration.  

Outside the scope of KFCP  
However, this confirms that there are no planned 
transmigration initiatives in the short-medium term 

Lack of physical cultural management procedures – 
institutional issue 

KFCP have conducted a Physical Cultural Resources 
Assessment and determined that it is very unlikely that any 
PCR will be affected during the KFCP activities.  
As a precautionary measure, culturally appropriate chance 
find procedures have been developed and included in the 
ECoPs and UKL UPL 

Access of local communities to the rehabilitation area 
 

KFCP has developed an Access Restriction Process 
Framework to address any issues with loss of access to the 
area. 

Understanding of KFCP activities by provincial sectoral 
agencies, where not all technical staff familiar with the 
details of the activities, creating lack of responses for 
further discussions. 

See KFCP Action Plan in Section 7 
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8.2 KFCP Region Settlement Consultations 

8.2.1 Document Preparation 

Field Studies with villages, including initial assessment of broad community support for the project and an assessment 
of impacts based on free, prior and informed consultation.  

Date Settlement FGDs and Interviews 

5 July 
2011 

Katimpun. Interviews 
and FGD 

FGD attended by 16 community members, including village head, two mantir 
(Islam, Christian), Heads of TPK & TP, other TPK & TP members, and four 
women. 

6 July 
2011 

Sei Ahas. Interviews and 
FGD 

FGD attended by 18 community members, including village head, three mantir 
(all Islam), TPK and TP members, and four women. 

7 July 
2011 

Katunjung. Interviews 
and FGD 

FGD attended by c. 12 people, including village head, TPK members, TP 
members, three mantir (Islam, Christian, Kaharingan), and representatives of 
pro and anti-project factions. Two women present.  

8 July 
2011 

Tuanan. Interviews 
 
Mangkutup. FGD, 
interviews 

Tuanan. Interviews with the Neighbour head and an influential tatas owner.  
Mangkutup FGD, c. 20 people in attendance, including Neighbour head, TPK 
members, customary leader, and several women.  

9 July 
2011 

Petak Puti. FGD FGD with c. 9 in attendance (village head out of village), including Head of TPK 
and other TPK & TP members, mantir (Islam), and three women.  

10 July 
2011 

Kanjarau. FGD FGD with c. 12 members of community, including Village government and TPK 
members. Several women in attendance. 

11 July 
2011 

Lapetan. FGD 
 
Tumbang Muroi. FGD 

Lapetan FGD attended by c. 10 people, including Head of Hamlet, other village 
government members, TPK & TP members, and two women.  
Tumbang Muroi FGD: c. 12 in attendance including TPK and TP members, and 
mantir (Islam). 

12 July 
2011 

Taburu. Interviews 
 
Teluk Kajang. FGD 
 
Tanjung Kelanis. FGD 

Taburu: Interviews with five adult community members, including four 
women.  
Teluk Kajang: FGD with c. 10 persons, including head of hamlet, TPK member, 
Head of neighbourhood, and two women. 
Tanjung Kelanis: FGD with c. 8 persons, including Head of neighbourhood 
(head of hamlet unavailable), customary leader, and two women.  

13 July 
2011 

Field inspection of tatas 
and gardens, 
Mangkutup.  

Interview with TPK member. 

14 July 
2011 

Mantangai Hulu. 
Interviews 

Interviews with ex village head, head mantir (Christian), and sub-district head. 

15 July 
2011 

Mantangai Hulu. FGD FGD, attended by eight community members, including TPK and TP members, 
members of rubber co-operative, including three women. Village head and 
mantir unavailable. 

16 July 
2011 

Kalumpang. FGD FGD attended by 10 persons, including village secretary (village head 
unavailable), TPK & TP members, and mantir (Christian), with two women in 
attendance.  
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8.2.2 Document Finalisation 

Disclosure of the Draft IPP, and ARPF and RESA summary took place in June 2012 to review Broad Community Support 
for the project from the local community.  

Date 
(2012) Community FGDs and interviewees 

16 June Kecamatan 
Mantangai 

Damang Adat Mantangai. 

16 June Kalumpang Seven women and 18 men attended the meeting (total 25 participants). Only one woman is a 
widow and the rest are of mixed young to middle age group. 

17 June Katimpun Three women and 17 men participated in the meeting, including the representing Village 
contractor team (complete), head of oversight team (TP), head of village general affairs (Kaur), 
village head (Kades), village representative body (BPD), village customary leader (Mantir), 
neighbourhood head, extension services farmer (Petani Pemandu), head of village farmer group 
and regular villagers. 

18 June Sei Ahas Three women and 18 men participated in the meeting, including the representing Village 
contractor team (complete), head of oversight team (TP), village secretary, village customary 
leader (Mantir), neighbourhood head, and extension services farmer (Petani Pemandu). 

19 June Katunjung Twenty-one people participated in the meeting (four women and 17 men). As with Kalumpang, 
these people included the head of village, village contractor head (TPK), coordinator and 
secretary, head of oversight team (TP), village customary leader (Mantir) – who was also a 
member of Yayasan Petak Danum (YPD), head of village representative body (BPD), 
neighbourhood head, extension services farmer (Petani Pemandu), member of the customary 
mapping team, widow representative, poor families’ representative, and some villagers who 
participated in the KFCP program activities.  

20 June Mangkutup Thirteen people attended the meeting (four women and nine men). These people included the 
head of hamlet, sub-village contractor head (Sub-Kelola TPK) and secretary, head of oversight 
team (TP), village customary leader (Mantir), head of village representative body (BPD), 
neighbourhood head, extension services farmer (Petani Pemandu), member of the customary 
mapping team, widow representative, poor families’ representative, some villagers who 
participated in the KFCP program activities and one who did not participate in the previous 
KFCP activity.  

21 June Tuanan Fifteen people participated in the meeting (four women and 11 men). These people included 
the Tatas owner and neighbourhood head, sub-village contractor head (Sub-Kelola TPK) and 
secretary, head of oversight team (TP), and members of the community who would like to 
participate in the second batch of work. 

22 June Tanjung Kelanis Twelve people participated in the meeting (two women and ten men). These people included 
the head of Sub-TPK, head of hamlet, and villagers who would like to participate in the second 
batch seedling and planting program. 

23 June Teluk Kajang Twenty people attended the meeting (seven women and 13 men). These people included the 
head of hamlet, sub-village contractor head (Sub-Kelola TPK) and secretary, head of oversight 
team (TP), village customary leader (Mantir), neighbourhood head, extension services farmer 
(Petani Pemandu), member of the customary mapping team, poor families’ representative, 
some villagers who participated in the KFCP program activities and one who did not participate 
in the previous KFCP activity. 

24 June Taburu Ten people attended the meeting (two women and eight men). These people represented only 
the head of sub-hamlet or neighbourhood and all his neighbours. No sub-TPK attended the 
meeting and only one person attended who participated in the first batch program (in Sei Ahas, 
as he also registered there). The villagers who attended the meeting would like to participate in 
the second batch seedling and planting program.  
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Date 
(2012) Community FGDs and interviewees 

25 June Tumbang Muroi Twenty-two people participated in the meeting (eight women and 14 men). These people 
included the head of village, village contractor head (TPK), coordinator and secretary, head of 
oversight team (TP), village customary leader (Mantir), head of village representative body 
(BPD), neighbourhood head, extension services farmer (Petani Pemandu), member of the 
customary mapping team, widow representative, poor families’ representative, and some 
villagers who participated in the KFCP program activities.  

26 June Lapetan Eighteen people participated in the meeting (five women and 13 men). These people included 
the head of sub-village contractor (Sub-TPK), head of oversight team (TP), hamlet customary 
leader (Mantir), neighbourhood head, extension services farmer (Petani Pemandu), member of 
the customary mapping team, poor families’ representative, some villagers who participated in 
the KFCP program activities, and two members of the KFCP tatas blocking team. 

27 June Kanjarau Thirteen people attended the meeting (nine women and four men). These people represented 
only the head of hamlet and his neighbour, sub-TPK member, extension services farmer (Petani 
Pemandu), and no Mantir. 

28 June Petak Putih Twenty-six people participated in the meeting (13 women and 13 men). These people included 
the head of village, village contractor head (TPK), coordinator and secretary, head of oversight 
team (TP), village customary leader (Mantir), head of village representative body (BPD), 
neighbourhood head, extension services farmer (Petani Pemandu), member of the customary 
mapping team, poor families’ representative, some villagers who participated in the KFCP 
program activities and two KFCP Community Engagement officers. 

28 June  Kecamantan 
Timpah 

Damang Adat Timpah. 

2 July Kapuas District Ketua AMAN. 

8.3 Other  
8.3.1 KFCP Staff  

The preparation of the RESA and Safeguard documents was informed by ongoing consultation with the KFCP Staff and 
field teams. These teams have ongoing interaction with the local communities, government agencies and other 
stakeholders. In particular, consultation took place with the KFCP Community Engagement Team (including Village 
Facilitators), the Gender and Safeguards Specialist and managers of the various technical teams (Fire, Reforestation, 
Canal Blocking, Livelihoods).  

8.3.2 AMDAL Consultation Process 

A public consultation process was undertaken by KFCP in 2010 during AMDAL (EIA) process, in line with the 
requirement in the regulations regarding public involvement and information disclosure in AMDAL process, included a 
public announcement in printed or electronic mass media (on 8 April 2010, Kalteng Post newspaper), followed by the 
display of public announcements in strategic places such as at Provincial BLH office, BLH Kapuas District office, 
Mantangai Sub-District office and villages/settlements around the project location. No responses related to the 
announcements were received by Central Kalimantan Province and Kapuas District BLH, or KFCP. 

Following the announcements, KFCP undertook socialisation of its activity plan in Kapuas Regency, and Mantangai and 
Timpah Sub-Districts, as well as villages/settlements surrounding the proposed activity. The socialisation for these 
villages/settlements (consisting of Mantangai Hulu, Katimpun, Kalumpang, Sei Ahas, Katunjung, Tumbang Mangkutub, 
Tuanan, Lapetan, Taburu, Teluk Kajang, Tanjung Kelanis, Tumbang Muroi, Kanjarau and Petak Puti) was undertaken 
from 26 April to 16 June 2010. 

A public consultation event was undertaken to solicit community expectations. This event was conducted on 15 July 
2010 at the Mantangai Sub-District Auditorium. Based on the public’s responses, some key points were considered 
important by the community and how they will be addressed by KFCP: 
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Community Comment KFCP Actions 

The types of community development program that will be 
implemented by KFCP. 

KFCP has undertaken livelihoods research and analysis to 
understand suitable community development programs 
within the area. Communities also have the opportunity to 
nominate development projects.  
KFCP design includes considerable scope for communities to 
determine their involvement, the ways they engage, and 
the benefits they derive from KFCP, through the Village 
Development Plans and more specifically through the 
Village Agreements, and the associated Work Packages. 

Local communities’ opportunities for employment and 
income transparency when employed in KFCP activities such 
as in canal blocking, revegetation activities, etc, 

KFCP has signed Village Agreements with all of the villages.  
The IPP specifies the budgets per village. Budgets per village 
are determined based on a number of factors and through a 
consultative process.  

Fears of loss of public access to the source of their 
livelihood if canals in the proposed location are blocked 

KFCP has agreed to not block some canals as an outcome of 
community consultation.  

Compensation provided by KFCP where crops, trees and 
other properties owned by people are disturbed or 
damaged due to the KFCP activities; 
 

KFCP activities are not likely to disturb or damage property, 
though some localised changes to the water table may 
occur. 
KFCP will monitor these changes as part of the canal 
blocking monitoring and evaluation.  

Land occupation, especially in KFCP project locations - 
communities have been cultivating the land in the proposed 
area of the demonstration activity. 

KFCP is not conducting activities in the customary land zone 
with the exception of tatas blocking. Tatas blocking is 
undertaken through negotiated agreements..  
KFCP has no intention to acquire land rights within the 
broader region. 
KFCP has developed an Access Restriction Process 
Framework to address any economic loss due to restrictions 
caused by the project or changes to zoning within the area. .  
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1010. LIMITATIONS 

PT URS Indonesia (URS) has prepared this report in accordance with the usual care and thoroughness of the consulting 
profession for the use of IAFCP and only those third parties who have been authorised in writing by URS to rely on the 
report. It is based on generally accepted practices and standards at the time it was prepared. No other warranty, 
expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this report. It is prepared in accordance with the 
scope of work and for the purpose outlined in the Proposal dated January 2011. 

The methodology adopted and sources of information used by URS are outlined in this report. URS has made no 
independent verification of this information beyond the agreed scope of works and URS assumes no responsibility for 
any inaccuracies or omissions. No indications were found during our investigations that information contained in this 
report as provided to URS was false. 

This report was prepared between May 2011 – September 2011, and updated in January-July 2012, and is based on the 
conditions encountered and information reviewed at the time of preparation. URS disclaims responsibility for any 
changes that may have occurred after this time. 

This report should be read in full. No responsibility is accepted for use of any part of this report in any other context or 
for any other purpose or by third parties. This report does not purport to give legal advice. Legal advice can only be 
given by qualified legal practitioners. 

  

RESA - KFCP Page 157 
 



 

Appendix A Gap Analysis of RESA and AMDAL/UKL UPL requirements 

A summary of environmental assessment requirements is provided below. The table outlines requirements under World Bank Safeguards, AMDAL and UKL-UPL of GoI, and 
EPBC/EMG of the GoA to confirm broadly that Safeguard and governmental considerations are being addressed.  

An AMDAL process was initiated and a study terms of reference (KA-ANDAL) was prepared. However, the Provincial BLH subsequently decided that an AMDAL is not required for the 
KFCP demonstration activity. The requirement for KFCP to undertake a UKL-UPL instead of an AMDAL was based on the consideration that the environmental impacts of KFCP are 
fundamentally rehabilitative and should generate more environmental improvement than adverse impacts. Therefore the scope of project activities was considered in the decision 
to revise the regulatory requirements.  

However, given the nature of the UKL UPL as a less vigorous form of environmental assessment than an AMDAL and due to the regulatory focus of the UKL UPL, there may be 
limitations in the UKL UPL addressing all World Bank requirements. These issues are addressed through the ECoPs, RESA or more detailed Social Assessment based on OP 4.10, and 
for any supplementary environmental management and monitoring requirements, URS will provide these as an addendum to the UKL UPL. Baseline studies to understand more the 
initial environmental settings are not required by the UKL-UPL; however, URS has recommended within the UKL UPL that a program of environmental data collection and 
monitoring is undertaken.  

 

Obligation 

Requirement under: 

Gaps 
GoI AMDAL GoI UKL-UPL GoA Environmental 

Assessment (EPBC/EMG) 
World Bank Safeguard 

Policy 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING PLAN 

Environmental Impact 
Assessment 
(including Social Impact 
Assessment) 

ANDAL (Government 
Regulation 27/1999, MoE 
Regulation 08/2006) 

A limited assessment is 
included in the UKL 
document, outlining project 
description and predicted 
environmental impacts. 
There is no specific public 
consultation requirement on 
UKL. 

EMG – satisfied by AMDAL 
requirements, with some 
additions 

OP 4.01 Environmental 
Assessment– satisfied by 
AMDAL requirements, 
with some additions as 
specified in the OP.  
RESA adopts the EA 
Sourcebook on Regional 
Environmental 
Assessment (1996) 

Environmental assessment has been 
conducted as per requirements of 
Government of Indonesia and the World 
Bank (RESA). The World Bank has confirmed 
that the obligations under the UKL UPL, 
when combined with the other Safeguard 
instruments, are a satisfactory level of 
impact assessment.  
GAP and follow-up: The only gap may be in 
the collection of environmental baseline 
data, in particular for water quality. This 
requirement is noted in both the 
recommendations in the UKL/UPL and it is 
expected that the project will be able to 
establish the baseline for this prior to 
commencement of works.   
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Obligation 
Requirement under: 

Gaps 
GoI AMDAL GoI UKL-UPL GoA Environmental 

Assessment (EPBC/EMG) 
World Bank Safeguard 

Policy 

Environmental 
Management Plan 

RKL (MoE Regulation 
08/2006)  

UKL (MoE Regulation 
13/2010) 

EMG OP 4.01 Environmental 
Assessment – mitigation 
plans 

NONE: An Environmental Management Plan 
for direct project impacts has been prepared 
in the UKL UPL. Further efforts for 
environmental management are included in 
the ECoPs.  
At a higher level, environmental 
management considerations are included in 
the RESA recommendations 

Environmental 
Monitoring Plan 

RPL (MoE Regulation 
08/2006) 

UPL (MoE Regulation 
13/2010) 

EMG (incorporated in the 
management plan) 

OP 4.01 Environmental 
Assessment – including 
collaborative monitoring 
(with community/NGOs) 

NONE: An Environmental Monitoring Plan 
for direct project impacts has been prepared 
in the UKL UPL 
At a higher level, environmental monitoring 
considerations are included in the RESA 
recommendations 
 

SPECIFIC PLANS/REPORTS 

Participatory Indigenous 
Peoples Impact 
Assessment  

NOT SPECIFICALLY, but 
includes some aspects in the 
overall Social Impact 
Assessment requirements 
(Bapedal Decree 299/1996 on 
technical guidelines on social 
assessment in the AMDAL 
preparation). 

N/A EMG – include obligation 
as part of EIA/EMS 

OP 4.10 Indigenous 
Peoples – while 
Indigenous Peoples are 
the majority population, 
the WB requested a 
separate Social 
Assessment for Indigenous 
Peoples, the study can be 
included in AMDAL 
requirements for Social 
Assessment.  
 
Ensure documentation of 
collaboration is also 
included in the 
Consultation and Social 
Impact Summary Report 

NONE: This has been undertaken through 
the development of the Social Assessment 
and IPP and informed by the prior 
consultations conducted by KFCP 
Environmental Impacts have also been 
discussed with communities during the 
AMDAL preparation as part of GoI 
requirements for consultation and 
disclosure.  
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Obligation 
Requirement under: 

Gaps 
GoI AMDAL GoI UKL-UPL GoA Environmental 

Assessment (EPBC/EMG) 
World Bank Safeguard 

Policy 

Indigenous People’s Plan NOT SPECIFICALLY, AMDAL 
includes assessment of 
communities: community 
groups, communities with 
customary rights (hak ulayat 
or traditional laws), local 
communities, interested 
communities, or certain 
communities (not specific as 
a framework). 

N/A EMG – include obligation 
as part of EIA/EMS 

OP 4.10 Indigenous 
Peoples – can be included 
in AMDAL, as Indigenous 
Peoples are the majority 
population. Will need to 
be developed with 
Indigenous Peoples and 
disclosed to them 

NONE: IPP prepared according to WB OP 
4.10 and informed by Social Assessment 
(above). The IPP has been developed with 
recognition of ongoing KFCP community 
development activities, such as the Village 
Agreements, Work Packages and the KFCP 
involvement in the preparation of the Village 
Development Plans.  

Consultation and Social 
Impact Summary Report – 
including documentation 
of broad based project 
support from Indigenous 
Peoples, based on free, 
prior and informed 
consultation 

PARTIALLY, not in a specific 
report but any AMDAL 
documents should record any 
public consultation process.  
YES – Requires attitude and 
perception studies 
NO – Broad based support 

N/A N/A OP 4.12 Indigenous 
Peoples Plan – will need to 
be developed with 
Indigenous Peoples and 
disclosed to them – 
includes the summary 
Indigenous Peoples 
baseline study. Ensure 
documentation of 
consultation and method 
of determining broad 
based support  

NONE: included within the Social 
Assessment report and the IPP, consultation 
for the RESA and ongoing consultation for 
KFCP included in the PCDP.  

Access Restriction Process 
Framework (Economic 
Displacement) to address 
loss of access to 
livelihoods resources 

NOT SPECIFICALLY, would be 
included in RKL if baseline 
and impact assessment 
indicated that it was 
required. Most of 
management approaches will 
suggest compensations and 
or community development 
programs while a 
comprehensive resettlement 
program will be discussed 
and planned in a specific or a 
complex project.  

N/A EMG – include obligation 
as part of EIA/EMS 

OP 4.12 Involuntary 
Resettlement  

NONE: requirements have been addressed in 
the Access Restriction Process Framework as 
per World Bank specifications.  
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Obligation 
Requirement under: 

Gaps 
GoI AMDAL GoI UKL-UPL GoA Environmental 

Assessment (EPBC/EMG) 
World Bank Safeguard 

Policy 

Physical Cultural 
Resources Management 

NOT SPECIFICALLY, would be 
included in RKL if baseline 
and impact assessment 
indicated that it was required 
(discussed specifically in MoE 
Regulation 08/2006 Appendix 
I to consider cultural heritage 
when conducting 
environmental assessment 
and management) 

Limited, briefly. Not 
specifically, would be included 
in UKL if considered 
necessary. 

EMG – include obligation 
as part of EIA/EMS 

OP 4.11 Physical Cultural 
Resources 
Assessment undertaken 
through RESA has 
indicated that no PCR 
Management Plan is 
required 

NONE: physical cultural resources are 
addressed in the Physical Cultural Resources 
Assessment and Management Plan, and for 
overall cohesion and simplified 
environmental management, direct 
management measures are considered in the 
UKL/UPL and ECoPs. Specifically site 
screening and chance finds procedures,  are 
considered in the UKL/UPL and ECoPs. 

Environmental Codes of 
Practice for Physical 
Works: Canal Blocking 
and Reforestation 

N/A N/A N/A OP 4.01 and OP4.36 NONE: documents have been prepared to 
the specifications of the World Bank ToR and 
subsequent discussions 

Dam Management Plan 
and Dam Safety 
Emergency Preparedness 
Plan 

NOT SPECIFICALLY, would be 
included in RKL if baseline 
and impact assessment 
indicated that it was 
required. For large dam 
constructions, there should 
be technical guidelines on 
Dam Management Plan from 
sectoral departments to be 
referred by AMDAL 
documents. AMDAL could 
also require a reference to a 
specific Dam Safety 
Emergency Preparedness 
Plan when it is becoming a 
critical issue.  

Not specifically, would be 
included as part of project 
operating standard. 

Safety issues of structures 
not typically part of scope 
of EIA and Program-level 
EMS processes triggered 
under AusAID’s EMG. 
Given the potential for 
environmental damage 
and impacts on people, 
however, they should be 
considered. 
Include as part of 
EIA/EMS, with reference 
to Master Plan peatlands 
management guidance, 
WB and GoI 

OP 4.37 Safety of Dams – 
not required as KFCP 
dams are ‘small’ dams 
[Not triggered as in ISDS 
02/2011] 
Site specific management 
plan is provided in the 
ECoP for Canal Blocking. 

NONE: document not required. Canal blocks 
are not ‘dams’ as defined by the World Bank. 
They fall more within a check-weirs or 
irrigation category and do not trigger the WB 
Safeguard. However, impacts of canal 
blocking and associated activities have been 
considered at a regional level through the 
RESA, as well as at a project and activity level 
through the UKL/UPL and the ECoPs. 
 
Furthermore, KFCP design has considered 
that the dams will be small and KFCP will 
only use ‘soft’ canal blocks such as palisades 
and compacted peat canal blocks.  

Pest Management Plan NOT SPECIFICALLY, would be 
included in RKL if baseline 
and impact assessment 
indicated that it was required  
 
 

Limited, briefly. Not 
specifically, would be included 
in UKL if considered 
necessary. 

EMG – include obligation 
as part of EIA/EMS 

Not triggered NONE: document not required under WB 
safeguards and any considerations for pest 
management are included in the UKL UPL 

SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS FOR EIA, MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING PLANS 
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Obligation 
Requirement under: 

Gaps 
GoI AMDAL GoI UKL-UPL GoA Environmental 

Assessment (EPBC/EMG) 
World Bank Safeguard 

Policy 

Assessment and 
protection of Natural 
Habitats, Physical Cultural 
Resources and Forests 

YES (MoE Regulation 
08/2006: basic provision on 
predicting significant impacts 
to environmental aspects 
including to Natural Habitats 
and Physical Cultural 
Resources; more specific in 
MoE Decree 5/2000 on 
AMDAL guidelines for 
wetland area). Issues related 
to forests should be assessed 
when the proposed project 
site located in forest areas.  

Limited, briefly. EMG – include obligation 
as part of EIA/EMS 

OP 4.04 Natural Habitats, 
OP 4.11 Physical Cultural 
Resources, OP 4.36 
Forests all require the 
assessment and 
management of the 
specified receptors.  

NONE: Assessment and direct impacts from 
project activities are included in the UKL UPL, 
and the PCRA management of direct 
activities is also included in the ECoPs. 
Impacts and mitigations at a regional level 
are considered in the RESA 

Defined Land titles, land 
use and agreed spatial 
zones 

YES (MoE Regulation 08/2006 
Appendix I: provision on the 
suitability and alignment of 
project site with the land 
use/spatial planning – land 
titles or acquisition should be 
managed outside the AMDAL 
process; MoE Decree 5/2000 
states that land acquisition as 
potential source of 
environmental impact and 
should be described in detail) 

Limited, briefly. EMG – include obligation 
as part of EIA/EMS 

OP 4.12 Involuntary 
Resettlement  

Spatial zones have been determined; 
however some zoning is still in dispute 
between government agencies. The KFCP has 
undertaken community mapping to establish 
resource use and ownership of tatas. The 
existing customary boundaries are 
recognised, supported by local regulations 
(as in Governor Decree 13/2009. 
 
GAP and follow-up: Clarified land tenure is 
considered in the recommendations to the 
IPP and the RESA. The KFCP is also 
undertaking study on the requirements for 
village or community forests.  
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Obligation 
Requirement under: 

Gaps 
GoI AMDAL GoI UKL-UPL GoA Environmental 

Assessment (EPBC/EMG) 
World Bank Safeguard 

Policy 

Consultation and 
community involvement 
in planning, design, 
implementation, 
management, and 
monitoring and 
evaluation 

PARTIALLY, especially during 
planning stage (MoE 
Regulation 08/2006 and 
Bapedal Decree 08/2000 on 
public involvement and 
information disclosure in the 
AMDAL process) 

N/A N/A 4.04 Natural Habitats, 
4.12 Involuntary 
Resettlement, 4.36 
Forests, OP 4.10 
Indigenous Peoples 

Community has been consulted on impacts 
and mitigations for the IPP. Through on-
going consultation, community has had some 
input into the program design and will 
largely be responsible for defining their own 
work packages and village development 
planning (within certain parameters) 
 
GAP and follow-up: While not a requirement 
for UKL UPL development, to conform with 
World Bank requirements further 
consultation would be needed for the 
UKL/UPL management and monitoring 
efforts, as well as the requirements for the 
ECoPs (as communities will predominantly 
be implementing the safeguard 
requirements under the Village Agreements, 
with support from KFCP). KFCP will need to 
follow this up through the village facilitators 
as recommended. 
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Appendix B Structure of Environmental and Social Safeguards Documents 

KFCP RESA

Study of regional environmental and social 
cumulative impacts, both with and without 

project, and recommendations for 
environmental and social sustainability for 
the area. Broad analysis and future focus

Implemented by: IAFCP
Monitored by: World Bank

UKL UPL

Environmental impacts, mitigations and 
management for KFCP project specific 

activities. Site specific. 

Implemented by: KFCP
Monitored by: IAFCP and BLH

Environmental Codes of Practice for Reforestation and 
Canal Blocking

Implemented by: Communities via Village Agreements 
(TPK) or Contractors via Work Agreements
Monitored by: TP and KFCP, World Bank

Social Assessment 

Implemented by: KFCP
Monitored by: IAFCP, World Bank

Village Agreements and Work Packages

Indigenous Peoples Plan

Implemented by: KFCP, and 
TPK

Monitored by: IAFCP and TP, 
World Bank

Broad Environmental and Social Policy and 
Design

KFCP Project Specific impact Assessment, 
Management and Mitigation

Contractor work agreements 

Initiating Institution

Government of the Republic of 
Indonesia

World Bank

KFCP 

Physical Cultural 
Resources Assessment 

Implemented by: KFCP
Monitored by: IAFCP, 

World Bank

Definitions
Implementing parties hold responsibility 
for implementation, though this may be 

delegated to some degree  e.g., some 
aspects of UKL UPL might be delegated 
and implemented by TPK/contractors

Initiating institution have specifically 
directed a particular requirement, 

however similar Safeguards may exist 
under the policies of other institutions

Public Consultation and Disclosure Plan

Implemented by: KFCP
Monitored by: IAFCP

Communications

Access Restriction Process 
Framework

Implemented by: KFCP, and 
TPK

Monitored by: IAFCP and TP, 
World Bank

Village Development Plans

Implementation in Site Specific Works

ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL SAFEGUARD DOCUMENTS
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Appendix C Institutional Assessment Framework 

 

Parameter Indicators 

Human Resources 

• Staffing levels/dedicated roles adequate to fulfil requirements 
• Staff or communities have adequate capacity/knowledge to fulfil requirements 
• Facilities are available and adequate to support monitoring requirements 
• Education and training programs are entrenched in management system and training 

on EM is planned 

Organisational Structure 

• Clear lines of responsibility 
• Units are established to manage (as applicable) environmental assessment, 

management and monitoring) 
• Environment units26 are linked to overall management and planning (as applicable) 

and lines of reporting are established.   

Environmental and Social 
Policy, Laws and Regulations 

• Clear environmental laws and policies 
• Environmental laws and policies are up to date and reviewed 
• Laws and regulations for environmental assessment, management and monitoring are 

adequate for the activities 
• Ability to enforce laws and regulations 

EA and Environmental and 
Social Management 

Procedures 

• Management procedures established and relevant to activities 
• Monitoring programs and procedures are clearly defined  
• Implementation of monitoring programs is supported and reviewed by management 
• Mechanisms to report and act on outcomes of monitoring programs in place 

Financial Issues 

• Funding and recurrent budget sufficient to undertake supervisory and monitoring 
duties 

• Environmental management and monitoring is considered to be sufficiently important 
to enable recurrent funding.  

 
 
  

26 A unit might only be one person 
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