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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In the past we could predict the dry season; when it would start, when it would end. We can’t do that 
anymore. We understand this is because of climate change … 

Focus group discussion, Katimpun village, Kapuas. 

This Socio-economic Impact Study  

This socio-economic impact study (SEIS) was commissioned by the Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon 
Partnership (IAFCP) to ascertain how, and to what extent, the Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership 
(KFCP) program had impacted upon the communities within the KFCP work area in Central Kalimantan. It was 
conducted by the SEIS research team in late 2013 and early 2014. Using both quantitative and qualitative 
means, the team sought to ascertain the socio-economic impacts firstly in terms of the economic welfare, then 
the institutional strengthening and capacity building, and thirdly the social and knowledge impacts.  

More specifically, the study sought to examine the economic impact of KFCP activities, including the general 
changes in the villages (e.g. new businesses) and the economic benefits accruing to households (over the short 
and medium term) as well as their magnitude with respect to other sources of household income. It also 
sought to ascertain the degree of skills development and learning which had taken place as a result of the 
program. The research explored the extent to which KFCP’s capacity building efforts had helped to establish 
village-level governance and finance institutions and procedures that are likely to prove useful beyond the life 
of the program. Finally, the study collected emerging evidence of behavioural change resulting from KFCP 
activities and the impact of that change on social relations. 

This study relies heavily on qualitative research gained through 20 focus group discussions and 54 individual 
interviews, a household survey (of 250 households) undertaken by KFCP in 2014 as an information source for 
this study, as well as other available primary and secondary quantitative datasets from internal and external 
sources. The qualitative research was conducted in a selection of settlements in the KFCP area and two villages 
outside the project area, while the KFCP survey was conducted in villages participating in the program in 2014. 

KFCP project area and local communities 

KFCP’s activities extended over 120 000 hectares of the Indonesian province of Central Kalimantan within an 
area referred to as the Ex-Mega Rice Project (EMRP) which covers approximately 1.4 million ha of depleted or 
degraded peatlands. The area where KFCP operated consists of both depleted peatlands (Block A of the EMRP) 
and areas of primary and secondary forests (Block E of the EMRP). The local population comprises 
approximately 10 000 people who are predominantly indigenous Ngaju Dayak. Local livelihoods are derived 
mainly from rubber plantations, fishing and fish farming, artisanal gold mining, traditional riverine harvesting, 
shifting agriculture, and, inter alia, some swidden agriculture. These livelihoods varied between Block E and 
Block A (e.g. rubber plantations were important to both, but more so in the degraded areas of Block A; 
fishing/fish ponds was important to both, but more so in the areas of Block E near the intact forest). The 
region and the communities have been exposed to a number of projects, ranging from government projects 
(such as the Mega Rice Project) to privately-owned extractive industries, and development projects run by 
non-governmental organisations (NGOs). The communities’ experience of these antecedents has shaped 
perceptions prior to KFCP and influenced, to some extent, early relationships with KFCP.  
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Why KFCP and REDD+?  

The Australian Government-funded KFCP was one of the largest REDD+ (Reducing Emissions from 
Deforestation and forest Degradation)i demonstration activities in Indonesia. Designed in 2009, following 
endorsement by the Central Kalimantan provincial government, program field activities took place mainly from 
2010 until the program ended in June 2014. Following mapping, assessments, village development planning 
and other preparations, the main activities with income-generating benefits for communities took place from 
mid-2011 until the program ended. Most of these were implemented under Village Agreements (VAs) between 
the program and each village and were managed by village communities. When KFCP started there were seven 
villages in the program area that incorporated 14 settlements, but this increased to nine villages in July 2013 
after two hamlets gained village status.  

The program was created in response to a need for on-the-ground REDD+ demonstration activities. In 
Indonesia, a major part of the REDD+ effort will be a focus on emissions from degraded tropical peatlands as 
these, and in particular tropical peat swamp forests, store more carbon than any other terrestrial ecosystem 
and are important reservoirs of biodiversity and ecosystem services. Half of the global peatland area within 
developing countries is estimated to be located in Indonesia (IPCC 2007; World Bank 2007). Hence, the piloting 
of methods to rehabilitate peat forests degraded or destroyed by deforestation and inefficient agricultural 
practices, and to mitigate future emissions, has potential global significance. 

KFCP’s approach 

KFCP sought to work with communities and to provide short-term income-generating benefits to communities 
through trialling Payments for Environmental Services (PES) for community efforts that contributed to 
peatland rehabilitation and medium-term benefits through a livelihoods program; both of which were 
implemented under VAs. Activities conducted under VAs were called ‘work packages’ and villages were 
required to manage, not only payments for work inputs by the villagers, but budgets, planning, procurement, 
implementation and monitoring of activities, verification and reporting. Technical support and other capacity 
building measures were funded separately by the program.  

Through the VAs, KFCP sought to recognise the communities in the area as partners with economic needs and 
who, without alternative livelihood options, might undertake pursuits that posed a threat to the desiccated 
peatlands and forested areas. Through livelihoods packages—for rubber, agroforestry, horticulture and beje 
(traditional fish ponds)—KFCP sought to provide the villages with equal, if not better, incomes on an individual 
level, and at the same time educate communities about REDD+. KFCP aimed to prepare communities for a 
potential future REDD+ market where they could benefit from a REDD+ income stream. Ultimately, KFCP 
intended to enhance the prospects of retaining peatlands, expanding forested areas, and building an 
appreciation for enhancing the water catchment role of wet peatlands.  

KFCP’s village level activities 

Under the guidance of KFCP the following activities/sub-activities included:  

• At the request of villages, Activity Management Teams (TPK) and Supervisory Teams (TP) were established 
in each village to manage and monitor work packages. 

• An inter-village communication forum (Forum Komunikasi Antar Desa–FKAD) was established for 
coordination and communication between villages. 

• Trials of PES for REDD+ included establishing community nurseries to produce forest seedlings/saplings for 
use on a reforestation project, with payments for community efforts based on proxy indicators for 
performance. 

• Fire management and monitoring activities. 

i … and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in 
developing countries. 
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• The blocking of small hand-dug canals (tatas) and other preparatory activities for a project to block major 
canals as part of peatland hydrological rehabilitation.  

• Training was provided to Petani Pemandu (local agriculture extension advisors) and farmer field schools. 
• A livelihoods support program delivered 1 ha of rubber plantation or the equivalent in fishponds, 

agroforestry or other enterprises to households. 
• Participatory mapping of village lands and a Social Wealth Ranking (SWR).  
• Villagers participated in data collection from a peat, vegetation and fire monitoring program. 

KFCP’s activities spanned seven to nine villages comprised of around 2500 households. Participation of eligible 
households, as measured by the KFCP household survey, was between 80–92% depending on the village (two 
villages were not surveyed having chosen not to extend their VA).  

KFCP’s impacts  

1.  Economic and welfare impacts 

Short-term income injections. Qualitative evidence suggests that monthly household expenses (for food and 
non-food items) amount to approximately Rp 1 million per month. After accounting for costs incurred, 
participating households received an average of Rp 218 000 per month over 25 months (or Rp 5.45 million in 
total across that period) from work package activities that sought to trial PES mechanisms using proxy 
indicators of performance (not including livelihoods activities). This amounts to approximately one fifth of the 
income necessary to cover monthly household expenses.  

At the household level, short-term income benefits derived from the program ranged from little (those 
households who less frequently participated or chose to perform little work to contribute to the collective 
efforts of the villages in providing environmental services) to immense (those households who frequently got 
involved and provided significant contributions to the collective efforts, or who were able to provide specific 
and needed services such as transport).  

For most households, these short-term incomes were a welcome infusion, but not a windfall. Nearly all 
households (96% of respondents in KFCP’s household survey triangulated by responses from the qualitative 
survey) used part, or all, of the money they received for purchasing their daily needs, both food and non-food 
items. Assets (household and/or productive) were purchased by 82% of the survey’s respondents from income 
generated through the KFCP activities, while 30% were able to put money into savings. 

A handful of the people interviewed by the research team benefited significantly from the cash disbursements, 
buying land or investing capital in businesses. Many more were able to save for the first time in their lives, join 
traditional social-savings groups (arisan) or open a savings account with the local credit union. Significantly, 
many of these savers plan to use the money for educating their children in middle or high school outside of 
their villages, where it will be necessary to pay for their board-and-lodgings. 

The amount of the income injections varied between villages depending on the scale of activities conducted in 
each village; more activities were conducted in villages located near the degraded peat and the large man-
made canals which transect and drain the peat. KFCP payments data show that among work package 
beneficiaries, the 58% living in Block A near degraded peatland received around 73% of the aforementioned 
payments disbursed by KFCP for work packages (including the basic package which funded TPK/TP 
management and monitoring activities). These comprised: planting, nursery seedling production, tatas 
blocking, palisades construction (for canal-blocking) and livelihoods. By contrast, the 42% of households 
residing in Block E received 27% of total payments. 

Equitable distribution of short-term income benefits. Participation in short-term income-generating activities 
under the program determined the likelihood that villagers could access benefits from the program. The SEIS 
team used an equity measure to analyse data on payments distribution. For this analysis, the village 
population was divided into five groups (wealth quintiles) based on social welfare rankings, ranging from 
poorer to wealthier. The distribution of payments from the program to people in each of these quintiles in a 
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village was then analysed using an equity measure. For this equity measure, a score of 1 for a quintile in a 
village means that this group received an equitable share (one fifth) of the benefits distributed in that village, 
whereas a score of 5 means that this group received all of the benefits, while none of the other four groups 
gained any benefits.ii  

Overall, within each of the nine villages, most quintiles in each village hovered around 1 and, in a few 
exceptions, nearer to 2 at one end and nearer to 0.5 at the other. This indicates that in general (not taking into 
account the livelihoods program which targeted all households to safeguard equity) the study found there was 
a fairly equitable distribution of the short-term cash benefits provided by the program.  

More specifically, in three of the nine villages, intra-village equity was quite well preserved overall. In one 
village, poorer quintiles accessed a greater proportion of the benefits; while in another village people in more 
wealthy quintiles were more likely to participate and therefore benefit from the program. Wealthier people in 
five villages appear to have garnered marginally more than others from the work package payments, which is 
likely explained by their ownership of local businesses that supplied material inputs or specialised services for 
activities. Had benefits sharing been inequitable for these types of activities, then variation in the ratios would 
have been far more extreme.  

Medium to long term impacts from alternative livelihoods. The program offered the livelihoods package to all 
households in the area in an effort to ensure program benefits were equitably shared. Following livelihoods 
assessments and meetings with villages, which ascertained village needs and livelihoods preferences, KFCP 
agreed to offer an alternative livelihoods package comprising one choice per household of: a 1 ha plantation of 
improved (‘superior’) rubber clones, or beje (traditional fishponds open to the river), or agroforestry.  

After farmer field schools, training for Petani Pemandu, land-use mapping and other preparatory activities 
were conducted and the delivery of the livelihoods package began in early 2013. The livelihoods package was 
implemented in two phases, with 30% delivered in the first phase to trial methods and approaches. The 
remaining 70% was delivered in a second phase from late 2013 to April 2014. KFCP achieved 90% coverage in 
the first phase of the livelihoods program and 92% coverage in the second phase in participating villages. 

After assessing the first phase, villagers sought to diversify their options and mix their packages. Subsequently, 
in the second phase, KFCP incorporated local rubber clones, other forms of pisciculture, and poultry. The 
majority of households (83%) chose rubber in the first phase; subsequently this percentage increased but 
accounting became complex since some agroforestry packetsiii included rubber, and households were able to 
mix packages.  

For those who chose the rubber livelihoods package, KFCP distributed rubber clones equivalent to 1 ha of 
plantings at the spacing suggested by the project’s technical specialists, obtained on the basis of the number 
likely to survive (~475 trees/ha). KFCP worked with the communities to ensure that those who wanted to plant 
rubber, but had no access to land, received traditional title to at least the 1 ha necessary from the ‘village land 
bank’ which is a repository of unutilised village land that, for the first time, was mapped as part of the KFCP 
program.  

The SEIS team estimates that the KFCP livelihoods program will contribute a significant amount of additional 
income to households over the next 20 years, particularly for those households that selected rubber. Using 
simple projection models and a number of assumptions, the research team estimates that for rubber, annual 
additional income for households may reach Rp 150 million per year (AUD 15 000) depending on the maturity 

ii There were intrinsic weights in the calculation (based on household size; the bigger the household the more individuals 
that could participate) and the findings should be taken as indicative. 
iii Throughout this document, a ‘package’ refers to a specific activity that is more PES in nature e.g. the building of palisades 
or seed collection and cultivation. By contrast the authors use the term ‘packet’ to refer solely to one or more components 
of the livelihoods activities KFCP implemented which were more focused on delivering REDD+ co-benefits. 
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of the trees, yield and, inter alia, global prices for rubber. The findings also suggest that those who chose beje 
will possibly gain an additional Rp 6–9 million per year in household income for average fish yields (again 
depending on prices and other factors). 

The potential impact on household income of this 1 ha of rubber once it becomes productive is striking and, 
whilst not yet quantifiable, it is a source of optimism for villagers. 

Reported overall welfare and economic gains. The results of the household survey administered by KFCP for 
this study were analysed by the SEIS team using diffusion indices. Analysis of the diffusion indices shows that 
both Block A and Block E respondents reported they were economically better off overall in terms of 
livelihoods impacts, economic opportunities and assurance of land access, and in terms of other forms of 
welfare (e.g. assets) which supported the qualitative findings. Few constraints on these economic impacts 
were found in the qualitative research aside from the risk of waiting for rubber to yield and pursuing 
alternative sources of income in the interim (such as from options of oil palm plantations).  

2. Training and capacity building, governance and institutional development impacts 

A number of other findings were made in relation to the capacity building impacts of the program.  

A culture of transparency has taken root and villagers now expect clear accountability from their own 
officials—indeed, of government officials at all levels, since villagers are now willing to speak out in public 
forums. This is partly owing to the design of the TP and TPK’s mandates for managing and monitoring village 
activities implemented under VAs. The SEIS team found the two new institutions have functioned effectively, 
increasing the villagers’ sense of ownership of KFCP activities—to the point where some villages intend to 
make these institutions permanent as an interface between the village and any new projects.  

Invitations to village planning meetings are now routinely dispatched to hamlets and non-contiguous 
neighbourhoods (which was not the case in the control villages), resulting in higher participation rates than 
existed previously. The five-year village development plan (RPJM-Des)—needed to access government 
funding—is now well understood and adroitly completed by village governments, particularly if compared with 
the two villages visited outside the program area. 

Training and capacity building have had a significant impact on the skills and confidence of the community 
members. KFCP trained village government functionaries, resulting in a new awareness of how they could 
perform to their job descriptions. It trained new customary law (adat) leaders (mantir) to enable them, among 
other duties, to properly register land ownership.  

Villagers have added sources of technical support through Petani Pemandu. KFCP implemented training-of-
trainers for the new agricultural extension advisors who were tasked with supporting villagers to implement 
improved practices—not only in best agricultural practices, but also in value-added production (especially 
higher-quality, higher-priced rubber slabs). In addition, the Petani Pemandu functioned commendably—e.g. 
villagers became familiar with the pros and cons of improved rubber clones, and depended on the Petani 
Pemandu to learn the optimal specifications for a range of agricultural and value-added activities. Training 
covered peatland management and REDD+ itself.  

Villagers give more attention to fire management. KFCP trained and equipped fire management teams. In 
these two teams, as well as with the Petani Pemandu, KFCP pushed for women to be appointed to fill these 
roles, and some were. Villagers reported that the fire management teams were functioning well. It was not in 
the remit of this study to investigate annual climate fluctuations that might have had an effect on peatland 
hydrology, however the fire data shows a decline pre- to post-KFCP across the KFCP work zone. This suggests 
much closer attention to fire management by villagers when they use fire for agricultural purposes. 

The SEIS team was unable to identify, or even speculatively pursue, any real constraints in regard to 
governance and institutional development. 
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3. Social-relational and knowledge impacts, and emerging evidence on behaviour change 

Changes in people’s mindset and behaviour, as well as their new knowledge, is the most striking outcome of 
KFCP’s investment of time, energy, and money in the communities. It is an outcome from the complex 
environment in which the project operated, the multi-faceted nature of the work, and engagement with the 
communities.  

Social-relational and knowledge impacts are positive as revealed through analysis of the diffusion indices for 
the survey results. Both Block A and Block E respondents reported they were better off overall in terms of 
community decision making at the village level, and in terms of social relations and cooperation. However, two 
villages that had decided not to continue with the second VA were not included in the survey and views may 
have been different there.  

Similarly, villagers in both Block E and Block A reported they were better off in terms of new knowledge in 
general and specifically relating to peatland, emissions and climate change, as well as being better off in terms 
of their desire to protect forests.  

People are now ready to resume being stewards of the forests as in times past before the logging boom that 
started in the 1980s—instead of being contributors to its destruction. Evidence from the qualitative 
investigations suggests they want to protect the forest, and block anthropogenic waterways (tatas—small 
canals, as well as large canals) because they perceive the relationship between healthy forests and fisheries, 
with higher water tables guaranteeing more fish and reducing fire risk. With their investment in rubber—
either independent of KFCP or as product of KFCP—they realise that forest fires pose an immense threat to 
their future income streams. This new awareness is also aligned with REDD+. The study found that, not only 
are people intending to protect the forest, they understand (perhaps 90% without full comprehension, but 
others very thoroughly) greenhouse gas emissions, what REDD+ entails, and that it is feasible communities will 
receive future revenue from their guardianship of the forests. The communities appear to be primed for 
REDD+ activities. 

Some behavioural changes may not endure as they are less robust than the indications of additional changes 
in new knowledge gained, primarily because, in the view of the SEIS team, KFCP activities are ending 
prematurely and there was insufficient time to demonstrate the full supply-chain benefits of the alternative 
livelihoods and assess the positive impacts that were intended.  

Other emergent behavioural changes are much more likely to be sustainable. Community spirit has been 
much enhanced through KFCP activities, and the study found that women feel empowered to participate in 
decision making. People feel much closer to others in their community because they have, since KFCP’s 
inception, frequently interacted with one another. This affects the economic realm too, since villagers now 
prefer to purchase needed items from one another, rather than relying on the itinerant markets that 
periodically moor at the village. The social compact within villages has been strengthened. Among KFCP 
villages there is, for the first time, a communication forum (FKAD) involving upper levels of village government, 
and there is a desire for this to continue after KFCP ends. 

Lessons learned for future REDD+ community-based interventions 

The conclusion to the report details many lessons, the overarching ones being: 

• KFCP underscores how critical effective community engagement is for success in community-based 
peatland rehabilitation activities given the challenges it initially faced in establishing a licence to 
operate. 

• REDD+ concepts should be communicated with appropriate tools and methods, and in a stimulating 
manner given some aspects of REDD+ are difficult to understand. 

• The Village Agreements entered into, after a protracted consultation process with communities, 
provide a potential model for engaging communities located in or adjacent to REDD+ sites elsewhere. 
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The success of the VA model is reflected in statements by interviewees that any future projects with 
the village would need to emulate the VA. 

• Without continued support it is very likely that some households will have no choice but to return to 
activities that may be harmful to the environment in order to feed their families. This could be 
mitigated by support for another four to five years until the first harvest of latex from the superior 
rubber clones. 

• Perhaps the most crucial lesson is that short-term REDD+ projects should commence livelihood 
activities as soon as possible, and integrate these with the stepping-stone of the work package 
activities which provided PES. 
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