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PREFACE 

In 2012 IAFCP commissioned a review of the consultation processes used by the Kalimantan 
Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP) in village communities in light of the REDD+ 
safeguards frameworks that had emerged in Indonesia after the commencement of the 
program. The review was undertaken to prepare for Village Agreement re-negotiations in 
mid-2013 for 2013-14 village-level activities.  
 
The review was undertaken by a panel of reviewers comprising Raja Jarrah, Lorna Dowson 
Collins, Arief Wicaksono, Angel Manembu, Lilik Sugiarto, Andaman Muthadir, Rachmat 
Boediono and Aini Abdul. Fieldwork was undertaken in October-November 2012.  
 
The draft report was completed in March 2013. After receiving the report, KFCP undertook a 
number of actions in response to the review recommendations prior Village Agreement re-
negotiation beginning July 2013 (see the IAFCP response after the executive summary to the 
report), while awaiting the formation of the peer review panel. Written comments were 
provided initially from three reviewers in August 2013, and then from a further eight 
external anonymous reviewers (policy makers and practitioners based in Indonesia and 
abroad). These comments were fed back to a joint IAFCP-DFAT peer review assessment 
panel in October-November 2013. The authors addressed the comments in December 2013-
January 2014. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

This review 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 

author and do not necessarily represent the views of those governments. Any errors in the 

working paper are the authors’ own. This paper constitutes an assessment and as such, 

there is potential for future refinements to accommodate further evidence on progress 

made after the assessment was conducted. 
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Evaluation and Verification of Community Consultation and Village 
Agreements Processes for KFCP: Village Consultation Process Review 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
1 The Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP) seeks to demonstrate an 

equitable and effective approach to Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest 

Degradation (REDD+), including emissions from the degradation of peatlands. REDD+ as 

a global mechanism is still under negotiation, and the practical implementation 

arrangements have yet to be fully agreed both nationally and internationally. This 

means that any REDD+ project comes under scrutiny from potentially critical observers. 

2 As part of IAFCP’s efforts at continuous improvement, a team of eight international and 

Indonesian consultants and support staff were requested to carry out this Review of 

KFCP’s community engagement against the principles of Free Prior and Informed 

Consent (FPIC); Free Prior and Informed Consultation (FPI-Con); and Full & Effective 

Participation (FEP). This review was implemented through an initial analysis of 

documentation, meetings with key informants in Jakarta and Kalteng, and nine days of 

field research covering four villages and their associated hamlets.  

 

3 For reasons explained below, the team concentrated its analysis on establishing KFCP’s 

performance in relation to Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC).  FPIC was not 

included in the original KFCP design in 2008. However, assessment of KFCP’s 

performance against FPIC is a useful tool to understand the extent to which KFCP has 

succeeded in engaging communities effectively, and to make recommendations.  

  
4 The KFCP project design document has an explicit emphasis on community 

participation. This has been translated into considerable efforts by KFCP to engage 

effectively with communities, with the signing of Village Agreements with all 

communities in the project area a major milestone. 

 

5 The Regional Environmental and Social Assessment (RESA) of April 2012 concluded that 

“the KFCP teams have conducted free, prior and informed consultations and enabled the 

informed participation of affected communities to date.” 

 

6 There is no single internationally-agreed definition of FPIC, FPI-Con or FEP. An overview 

of these concepts as they apply to REDD+ is presented in Annex B. A direct comparison 

is not possible as different sources use different frameworks and inconsistent 

terminology. For the purposes of exposition, however, a subjective summary based on a 

variety of sources is presented on page 13 section 1.4 .  

 

7 Because FEP is officially incorporated in the provisions for REDD+ in the Cancun 

agreements, and because REDD+ is defined as a national process, it is beyond the scope 

of a single project to achieve FEP under REDD+. For this reason, in the context of 

REDD+, FEP is difficult to apply at a project level. It is best understood as an umbrella 
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concept that can be interpreted through both FPI-Con and FPIC. The Review Team 

analysed results of their findings with reference to FPI-Con principles and an FPIC 

framework. They concurred with the RESA findings that KFCP had already met FPI-Con 

standards1. 

 

8 Due to the above reasons and because Indonesia has committed to FPIC in its REDD+ 

National Strategy2, the Review Team judged that FPIC would be the most productive 

approach for its analysis. The Review Team selected an FPIC framework developed by 

RECOFTC & GIZ as a useful tool for this purpose. The tool is practical and adaptable, and 

is considered to have a degree of legitimacy among organisations promoting indigenous 

peoples’ rights, some of whom were consulted in its development, and some of whom 

are critics of the project. 

 

9 At the time of the Review, PRISAI the GOI Safeguards framework was still under 

development and while there is agreement at the level of principles it is still not 

sufficiently broken down into a practical framework that could be used for the present 

analysis.  

 

10 It is stressed that any assessment of KFCP’s performance against FPIC is not an issue of 

compliance. Rather, FPIC is used as a framework to understand how KFCP has engaged 

with communities, and to suggest improvements. This wider purpose overcomes the 

limitations that might arise from using an interpretation of FPIC embodied in a single 

tool.   

 

11 Against the RECOFTC & GIZ FPIC model applied for this analysis KFCP has made 

significant progress towards meeting FPIC principles, performing satisfactorily and/or 

improving in nine out of 12 elements.   

 

 Mapping Rights, Rights Holders and Land Use 

 Identifying Appropriate Decision-Making Institutions 

 Developing a Process for Seeking and Obtaining Consent 

 Developing the Content for Consent Agreements 

 Agreeing on a Communication Plan 

 Developing a Capacity-Building Strategy 

 Integrating the Right to FPIC with REDD+ Project Design 

 Monitoring What is Agreed in Implementation 

 Developing a Grievance Process 
 

12 Fully achieving FPIC based on the RECOFTC & GIZ framework in a forthcoming round of 

renewed Village Agreements is within KFCP’s reach. While there is room for 

improvement in all areas, three elements to which KFCP needs to give particular 

attention are:  

 Identifying National Support Structures for Rights Advocacy that can serve 

                                                           
1
 See Findings section 3.1, page18, for the basis of this assessment 

2
 See www.satgasreddplus.org “The REDD+ Agency will implement and apply the principles of FPIC in all REDD+ 

programs and projects.” p.27 

http://www.satgasreddplus.org/
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communities to promote their rights in policy fora; 

 Ensuring Alternative Information and Independent Advice to improve the ability of  

communities to negotiate with KFCP as equals; 

 Verifying Consent through an independent external review by a third party 

organisation with credentials in the sector. The present report provides a good 

foundation for such an external review. 

 

13 Notwithstanding the need to work further on these three elements, KFCP has brought 

significant benefits to communities, principally in the form of the opportunity for 

earning income, which has reached the poorest families. In comparison with PNPM, the 

other Indonesian project with a similar reach to KFCP in the project area, KFCP’s 

consultation processes have been more thorough and inclusive. KFCP’s community 

engagement has evolved, and improved, over time, with the result that there is now 

significant understanding and goodwill about certain aspects of the project, namely the 

work packages.  

 

14 KFCP has also provided training and support to customary communities and leaders, 
with a particular focus on rights, customary land mapping, and understanding of legal 
frameworks. All of these constitute a de facto commitment to good consultation 
principles. 
 

15 KFCP falls somewhat short of having secured FPIC because it cannot be said that 
villagers have a full understanding of what KFCP is for and what it plans in future. They 
are aware of, understand and accept, KFCP at the activity level, in the form of work 
packages. However they do not grasp consequences for them of what KFCP intends to 
achieve at the programme level, i.e. as a REDD+ demonstration, to produce verifiable 
carbon benefits. Villagers have not yet taken on board the longer term implications of 
moving away from traditional forest uses to low carbon alternative livelihoods, yet it 
suits their short term interests to sign the Village Agreements, as it gives them access to 
income from work packages.  It is perhaps helpful therefore to distinguish “consent” at 
the programme level, and where FPIC has more significance, from “acceptance” at the 
activity level.  

 
16 Moreover, villagers have not had formalised and systematic access to independent 

support or advice, limiting their negotiating power and making the validation of their 

consent problematic.  

 

17 Approaching the end of the first phase of the project in June 2013 there is an excellent 

opportunity to modify consultation processes and work towards achieving FPIC. This 

can be done in ways that are less resources-intensive than in the past. Simple 

explanations that are relevant to communities’ lives can be developed to meet the 

challenge of communicating REDD+ to often illiterate communities, using a range of 

approaches from role playing to puppet shows, cartoons and language which is relevant 

to the lives of the people concerned. Latest initiatives such as adaptive management 

zones and village forests (hutan desa) can be used as vehicles for genuine community 

empowerment and creating understanding and ownership of the long-term vision of a 

sustainable forest landscape in Central Kalimantan. 
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18 The Review makes five overarching recommendations: 

(1) The cornerstone of the relationship between KFCP and the villages is the Village 

Agreement. The common conception among villagers is that it is simply a contract for 

the work packages for which villagers will be paid (that is, they focus on only one part of 

the Agreement). If villagers are being asked to endorse the KFCP as an overall 

programme, they need to better understand the overall scenario they are opting for and 

its potential impact on their lives. For VA to be taken as the vehicle for demonstrating 

“consent” to KFCP by participating villages, further efforts are needed to clarify what 

“consent” represents. 

RECOMMENDATION: If village agreements are renewed beyond June 2013, this 
should be preceded by a process of consultation to develop a deeper understanding 
by communities rather than simply extending their validity as an administrative 
formality. KFCP has the opportunity should it wish to do so to turn the VA into an 
instrument that embodies FPIC. 

(2) After June 2013, it is likely that the scope of KFCP activities will change, new certainties 
will be established and new risks will emerge. Community members have the right to re-
evaluate what they understand the project implies for them and to reconsider their 
consent (beyond the routine consent to participate in KFCP activities). As the current 
Village Agreements are renegotiated, many unknowns remain, such as the nature of the 
institutions for national REDD+ implementation and how any future incentive payment 
mechanisms would operate.  KFCP should be explicit about the risks and uncertainties, 
and to define points along the way when communities’ consent has to be reviewed as 
new information becomes available. 

RECOMMENDATION: Information should be continually exchanged with villagers as 
the project evolves, particularly when new information that significantly alters the 
level of risk for communities becomes available. The wording of any future village 
agreements should specify under what circumstances a renegotiation would be 
triggered, in keeping with the spirit of free, prior and informed consent. 

(3) KFCP is within striking distance of achieving FPIC should it seek to do so. By 

demonstrating that KFCP is on track and identifying areas for improvement, the 12 

elements tool has demonstrated its utility. However, other institutions committing to 

FPIC use other tools, often developed by themselves, and KFCP is at liberty to do so. 

Working on Elements 3, 9 and 12 would support KFCP to become more outward facing 

by working on designing a mechanism that would provide alternative information and 

advice in a way that promotes healthy dialogue with relevant stakeholders and help to 

support community understanding.  

RECOMMENDATION: KFCP should make an explicit commitment to the aim of 
meeting FPIC, and define how this will be interpreted in its own context. This will 
bring important public relations benefits. It should sustain efforts at continual 
improvement towards meeting FPIC criteria, and, should it choose to adopt the 12 
elements framework as a basis, give early attention to elements 3, 9, & 12. 
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(4) The co-existence of two complementary central themes within the project—the 

technical demonstration, and community-driven development—has contributed to a 

lack of common understanding among KFCP staff about the role of communities, as well 

as communities’ own perception of where this is all leading. KFCP can unify these two 

objectives under a single vision, segregating conceptually between three categories of 

activities: those that serve the interests of villagers as they currently perceive them, 

those that promote long-term carbon sequestration, and, the majority - those that 

achieve both. 

RECOMMENDATION: KFCP’s future vision should be reviewed together by all staff as a 
team building exercise, and used as an element in the ongoing community 
engagement process by all teams, so that it permeates everything that KFCP does. 
This will allow villagers to understand the ultimate aim of the process in which they 
are engaged and to which they are being asked to consent. 

(5) The Review noted that the quality of engagement with communities is hampered by 

internal dynamics within KFCP. This includes a silo approach amongst the different 

teams, lack of horizontal and vertical communication across and within teams, and the 

collective capacity to manage conflict. REDD+ can introduce the promise of significant 

new resources into contexts where there are pre-existing tensions not of a project’s 

making. This is the case in Mantangai Hulu, the village that has to date been the most 

problematic for KFCP to work with. As a REDD+ demonstration project, KFCP can 

contribute valuable learning on the capacities needed to manage conflicts that arise 

from REDD+ implementation.  

RECOMMENDATION: KFCP should prepare a detailed lessons learned case study of its 
engagement in Mantangai Hulu as a contribution to learning on the management of 
REDD+. This could include examining the way information flows, how decisions are 
taken, delegation of authority, synergy across teams, and accountability, among 
other aspects of management practice. 

19 The following short- and long-term action points are suggested: 

Short-term actions up to June 2014 

 Defining the form of FPIC to commit to and moving to fill the gaps.  

 Addressing outstanding grievances. The Review encountered a number of 

grievances in the villages, ranging from the apparently petty to more substantive 

issues such as delays in establishing the rubber plots or land users affected by 

blocking tatas (small canals). KFCP needs to make a concerted effort at identifying 

and clearing any backlog of complaints as soon as possible and ensure that 

mechanisms to deal with complaints are working effectively. 

 Developing a coherent long-term vision for sustainable low carbon growth using 

village forest and adaptive management zone planning initiatives. Deepening 

understanding of REDD+ aims ahead of new village agreement negotiations.  
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Longer term changes during a future phase of KFCP 

 Improving consultation practices by KFCP.  

 Addressing the needs of hitherto excluded groups to ensure that village processes 

better involve harder to reach groups, such as individuals who are away from the 

village on the days of meetings, as well as socially marginalised young people and 

the disabled. 

 

In conclusion, this Review has established that KFCP has expended a great deal of effort and 

energy in consultation and engagement processes with the community, with significant 

results. Judged by the criteria of Free Prior and Informed Consultation (FPI-Con), KFCP meets 

and in many cases comfortably exceeds those standards. This places KFCP in a good position 

to strive towards also fulfilling the requirements of Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) 

should it choose to do so, thereby contributing to the achievement of Full and Effective 

Participation (FEP) in REDD+ in Central Kalimantan.  

 

However embracing FPIC will not be a magic solution to stemming the flow of criticism 

directed at KFCP from external observers. The roots of dissatisfaction with KFCP are more 

complex and include, among others, a lack of faith in REDD+; the advocacy priorities of 

particular institutions; and a wish to share the substantial resources that KFCP has had at its 

disposal.  Nevertheless, while FPIC cannot solve all KFCP’s problems with its critics, it could 

alleviate them.  

 

Achieving FPIC offers a route to enhancing community empowerment and the sustainability 

of results from all the efforts KFCP has put into community engagement to date. Learning 

how to achieve FPIC in difficult circumstances will be an important legacy of a REDD+ 

demonstration project such as KFCP. 
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INDONESIA-AUSTRALIA FOREST CARBON PARTNERSHIP 

ACTIONS IN RESPONSE TO THE VILLAGE CONSULTATION 

PROCESS REVIEW ASSESSMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

In 2012 IAFCP commissioned an assessment of the consultation processes used by the 

Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP) in village communities in light of the 

REDD+ safeguards frameworks that had emerged in Indonesia after the commencement of 

the program. The assessment was undertaken to prepare for village agreement (VA)3 re-

negotiations in mid-2013 for 2013-14 village-level activities.  

The review was undertaken by a panel of assessors comprising Raja Jarrah, Lorna Dowson 

Collins, Arief Wicaksono, Angel Manembu, Lilik Sugiarto, Andaman Muthadir, Rachmat 

Boediono and Aini Abdul. Fieldwork was undertaken in October-November 2012. The draft 

report was completed in March 2013. After receiving the report, KFCP undertook a number 

of actions in response to the review recommendations prior VA re-negotiation in July 2013, 

while awaiting the formation of the peer review panel. Written comments from eight 

external reviewers were fed back to a joint IAFCP-DFAT peer review assessment panel in 

October-November 2013. The authors addressed the comments in December 2013-January 

2014. 

The following information provides a brief overview of some of the actions taken by KFCP in 

2013 to incorporate the initial recommendations of the draft report prior to the peer review 

The recommendations were further refined following peer review of the report in late 2013, 

although there were few changes to the substance of the recommendations. A summary of 

the peer review can be found in Annex I to the report. 

The Review makes five overarching recommendations: 

1) If VAs are renewed beyond June 2013, this should be preceded by a process of 
consultation to develop a deeper understanding by communities rather than simply 
extending their validity as an administrative formality. KFCP has the opportunity, should 
it wish to do so, to turn the VA into an instrument that embodies free, prior and 
informed consent (FPIC). 

2) Information should be continually exchanged with villagers as the project evolves, 

particularly when new information that significantly alters the level of risk for 

communities becomes available. The wording of any future VAs should specify under 

what circumstances a renegotiation would be triggered, in keeping with the spirit of 

FPIC. 

3) KFCP should make an explicit commitment to the aim of meeting FPIC and define how 

this will be interpreted in its own context. This will bring important public relations 

benefits. It should sustain efforts at continual improvement towards meeting FPIC 

criteria, and, should it choose to adopt the 12 elements framework as a basis, give early 

attention to RECROFTC (see Executive Summary) elements 3, 9, and 12 

                                                           
3
 Agreements between KFCP and villages that outline the principles of collaboration, roles and responsibilities 

of both parties.  
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4) KFCP’s future vision should be reviewed together by all staff as a team building exercise, 
and used as an element in the ongoing community engagement process by all teams, so 
that it permeates everything that KFCP does. This will allow villagers to understand the 
ultimate aim of the process in which they are engaged and to which they are being 
asked to consent. 

5) KFCP should prepare a detailed lessons learned case study of its engagement in 
Mantangai Hulu as a contribution to learning on the management of REDD+. This could 
include examining the way information flows, how decisions are taken, delegation of 
authority, synergy across teams, and accountability, among other aspects of 
management practice. 

IAFCP: 

1. Accepts recommendation 1. 
2. Accepts recommendation 2. 
3. Accepts recommendation 3 to support FPIC as defined by the Government of 

Indonesia (GOI), with attention paid to RECROFTC elements 3, 9, and 12 where the 
implementation timeframe and budgets permit.  

4. Accepts recommendation 4. 
5. Partly accepts recommendation 5, in that it is preparing lessons learned for the 

entire program.  

The assessment panel also notes that a number of actions were suggested for KFCP and 

most have been implemented. These recommended actions were: 

Short-term recommended actions up to June 2013 

1. Defining the form of FPIC that KFCP is able to commit to and moving to fill the gaps – 
Accepted; FPIC as defined by GOI. 

2. Addressing outstanding grievances – Accepted. Efforts undertaken. 
3. Developing a coherent long-term vision for sustainable low carbon growth using 

village forest and adaptive management zone planning initiatives. Deepening 
understanding of REDD+ aims ahead of new village agreement negotiations. – 
Accepted. Efforts undertaken in the new planning process for the 2013-14 financial 
year (FY). 

Longer term recommended actions during a future phase of KFCP 

1. Improving consultation practices by KFCP – Accepted, efforts undertaken, see Table 1 
below.  

2. Addressing the needs of hitherto excluded groups to ensure that village processes 

better involve harder-to-reach groups, such as individuals who are away from the 

village on the days of meetings, as well as socially marginalised young people and 
the disabled. Accepted – efforts undertaken where possible for the re-negotiation of 
village agreements and 2013-14 FY activities. 

 

 

 

 

Table 1: Summarised suggested FPIC actions and KFCP response 
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FPIC ELEMENTS Summarised action suggested – detailed actions to 

follow. 

KFCP action 

Element 1: Mapping Rights, 

Rights Holders, and Land-

Use 

 

Take advantage of the forthcoming adaptive 

management zone (AMZ) and hutan desa4 exercises 

to:  

 Harness participatory mapping as an 
empowerment tool and opportunity to explore 
how KFCP can contribute to village visions 

 Strengthen effective working with KPHL.  

Accepted and included in activities for 

FY 2013-14. 

Element 2: Identifying 

Appropriate Decision-

Making Institutions 

Improve the representation of hamlets (dusun) in 

village (desa) decision making. The recent posting of 

KFCP village facilitators in all hamlets recognises this 

need. 

Accepted and included in the VA re-

negotiation processes. 

Element 3: Identifying 

National Support Structures 

for Rights Advocacy 

Seek advice and support from reputable rights-

based organisations in Indonesia to broker 

relationships with appropriate bodies. 

Partially accepted: a forum for 

discussion was established at the local 

rather than national level (as this was 

within the scope and available 

resources for the final months of the 

program). 

Element 4: Developing a 

Process for Seeking and 

Obtaining Consent 

 

Start planning the process for renewal and 

renegotiations of VAs well ahead of their expiry in 

June 2013, giving sufficient time for villages to 

understand the objectives of KFCP beyond the work 

packages; the scope of the consent being 

requested; and the impact on their livelihoods. 

Accepted and reviewers assisted with 

the VA renegotiation planning. 

Booklets and a video were used 

alongside a range of posters, 

factsheets, and other communications 

tools throughout FY 2013-24. KFCP 

switched from package-by-package 

discussions with villagers to a process 

of annual planning so that villagers 

could see how activities were related to 

the overarching processes.  

Element 5: Developing the 

Content for Consent 

Agreements 

 

Element 6: Agreeing on a 

Communication Plan 

 

Sustain the move towards more innovative and 

appropriate communications materials and 

commitment to empowering communities through 

relevant information and knowledge.  

Accepted. See Element 4 above. 

Element 7: Developing a 

Capacity-Building Strategy 

 

A Training Needs Analysis being conducted should 

consider the strategic knowledge and skills needed 

to manage a rehabilitated peat landscape in the 

long term, as well as the practical needs of staff and 

communities to implement KFCP activities – many 

of which are indeed essential technical skills for 

long term peatland management. 

Accepted, and management structure 

re-organised. KFCP working with the 

KPHL on planning with efforts to share 

skills with government, and 

undertaking continued skills-building 

and capacity building support for 

villagers. 

Element 8: Integrating the 

Right to FPIC with REDD+ 

Project Design 

 

A well-integrated AMZ, hutan desa and village plan 

(RPJMDES) using the timescale of the village 

planning process (five years) to integrate project 

design with community plans and build up consent 

over the years with greater understanding. 

Accepted. KFCP introduced activities 

into the FY 2013-14 plan that help GOI 

in its initial steps to develop an AMZ, 

support for villagers on forming hutan 

desa, and integrating and synergising 

the annual plan with village 

development plans. 

Element 9: Ensuring 

Alternative Information and 

Independent Advice 

 

Create the environment and provide resources for 

villages to be able to make use of independent 

advice in support of their long-term sustainable 

development needs. The project can learn from 

Puter5 in Katingan on how other organisations 

provide advice.  

While this recommendation is 

accepted, canal blocking will not 

continue and KFCP does not seek to 

change land status. The planned canal 

blocking had a small possible impact on 

communities6 through potentially 

                                                           
4
 Hutan desa (village forests) are a type of concession licence. 

5
 A non-government organisation specialising in community consultation.  

6
 Regional Environment and Social Assessment (RESA) 2012 
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FPIC ELEMENTS Summarised action suggested – detailed actions to 

follow. 

KFCP action 

restricting access for a small few (albeit 

mitigated by the livelihoods program as 

outlined by the RESA). Given this will 

no longer go ahead, there was 

insufficient time prior to the program 

end for this process. It was decided 

that independent advice could be 

engaged if villagers entered into 

negotiations with government within 

the life of the program (such as for the 

KPHL) if it involved access restrictions, 

boundary clarification, or other high 

risk (for communities) future 

endeavours undertaken by GOI. 

Element 10: Monitoring 

What is Agreed in 

Implementation 

 

Initiate participatory monitoring and evaluation and 

mechanisms of accountability to communities for 

performance in relation to agreements. This 

includes, and goes beyond, improving the 

monitoring skills and practices of the TP.7 

Accepted. Continued efforts are made 

at participatory monitoring through the 

TP, and through improved M&E 

practices.  

Element 11: Developing a 

Grievance Process 

 

Continue to monitor and refine the complaints 

handling mechanisms to ensure that grievances 

about issues that fall both within and outside VAs 

are equitably and efficiently handled. The 

management shall provide clear authority for this. 

Accepted. KFCP continued to monitor 

and respond to complaints received 

from program villages in relation to 

VAs. The KFCP Coordinator is taking a 

lead role on developing relationships 

with local stakeholders to respond to 

issues from outside the program and 

outside the scope of VAs, including 

establishing informal discussion 

forums. 

Element 12: Verifying 

Consent 

 

Invite independent external stakeholders to verify 

KFCP’s practices regarding FPIC and commit to 

taking remedial action where appropriate. 

While this is accepted, as with 

independent advice, it is beyond scope 

for completing FY 2013-14 activities 

(the priority is to support villagers to 

implement the sustainable livelihoods 

program prior to completion of KFCP). 

GOI and other stakeholders, however, 

undertook evaluation visits at the end 

of the VA negotiation process. 

 

  

                                                           
7
 Tim Pegawas (village monitoring team). 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND TERMS 

AMAN    : Aliansi Masyarakat Adat Nasional (Indigenous Peoples Alliance 

of  

  the  Archipelago) 
AMZ    : Adaptive Management  Zone 
APL    : Areal Penggunaan Lain (Non-forestry use areas; Areas for other  

  Use) 
BAPPEDA   : Badan Perencanaan dan Pembangunan Daerah (District Planning  

  Body) 

BHL     : Badan Hidup Lingkungan, government environment agency 

BOS    : Borneo Orang utan Survival Foundation 
BPD    : Badan Permusyawaratan Desa (Village Council) 
BPMD    : Badan Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Desa (Villagers Empowerment  

  Body) 
CARE    : International NGO and implementing partner of KFCP 
CCBS    : Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards 
CE    : Community Engagement 
COP15    : the 15

th
 Conference of the Parties of the UNFCCC  

Desa    : Village 
Dusun    : Hamlet 
FEP    : Full and Effective Participation 
FoE    : Friends of the Earth 
FFP/Pusaka   : Forest Peoples Programme/Pusaka 
FPIC    : Free, Prior and Informed Consent 
FPI-Con    : Free, Prior and Informed Consultation 
GoI    : Government of Indonesia 
GSS    : Gender and Safeguards Specialist 
Hutan Desa    : Village or Community Forest 
Hutan Lindung   : Conservation forest 
Hutan Produksi   : Production forest 
IAFCP    : Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership 
IFC    : International Finance Corporation 
IPP    : Indigenous Peoples Plan 
JKPP    : Jaringan Kerja Pemetaan Partisipatif (Participatory Mapping  

  Network) 
Kaharingan mantir  : Kaharingan Customary leaders 
KPHL    : Kesatu an Pengelolaan Hutan Lindung (Forest Protection  

  Management Unit) 
KFCP    : Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership 
Lanting    : Looking for gold 
MusDes    : Musyawarah Desa (village meeting) 
NGO/s    : Non-Government Organization/s 
Pergub    : Peraturan Gubernur (Governor’s Regulation) 
PLG    : Pengembangan Lahan Gambut (Peat land development) 
PNPM    : Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat (National  

  Community Empowerment Program) 
Poker SHK   : Kelompok Kerja Sistem Hutan Kerakyatan (Community Forest  

  System Working Group) 
PRA    : Participatory Rural Appraisal 
PRISAI                                  : Prinsip, Kriteria, Indikator Safeguards Indoneisa (Principles,  

  Criteria, and Indicators for Indonesia’s Safeguards) 
PUTER    : Local NGO  
REDD    : Reducing Emission from Deforestation and forest Degradation + 
REDD+ SES   : REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards  
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RESA   : Regional Environmental and Social Assessment 
RPJM   : Rencana Pembangunan Jangka Menengah (Medium-term Five  

  Year Development  Plan) 
RPJMDes   : RPJM Desa (Village Medium-term Five Year Development Plan) 
RT   : Rukun Tetangga, neighbourhood administrative unit  
RTRWK   : Rencana Tata Ruang dan Wilayah Kabupaten (Sub-district spatial  

  plan) 
Tatas   : Small canal built by the villagers 
TKPD   : Tim Konsultasi Perjanjian Desa (Village Agreement Consultation  

  Team) 
TPK   : Tim Pengelola Kegiatan (Activities Management Team) 
TP   : Tim Pengawasan (Activities Monitoring Team) 
UNDRIP   : UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 
UNFCCC    : UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 
VA   : Village Agreement 
VCS   : Verified, or Voluntary,  Carbon Standard 
Wilayah Adat   : Traditional/customary land use area 
WG   : Working Group 
YPD   : Yayasan Petak Danum (Local NGO) 
YTT   : Yayasan Tahanjungan Tarung (Local NGO) 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Background  

The Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP) is a demonstration project under the 

Indonesia Australia Forest Carbon Partnership (IAFCP). It aims to show a credible, equitable, 

and effective approach to reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from deforestation and 

forest degradation, including the degradation from peatlands. According to KFCP’s own 

descriptions, local communities are engaged as key partners of KFCP for multiple reasons, 

including: 

 Co-benefits—so that local communities can receive the development co-benefits of 
the REDD+ demonstration, including income from activities for inputs, training, 
capacity building, and other assistance to be able to manage REDD+ in the future. 

 Equity—so that those most directly affected by KFCP activities can participate in 
managing these activities and receive a fair share of the benefits. 

 Efficiency—because natural resource management is generally more efficient when 
responsibility is vested in local resource users. 

 

The KFCP activity area lies within Kapuas District, with a sparse population of approximately 

9,000 residents—mostly Ngaju Dayak—living in nine8 villages strung out along the banks of 

the Kapuas River, and their associated hamlets. The villages are relatively remote, have 

limited public infrastructure and poor health and education services. The deforestation of 

large areas of land since 1996 has greatly altered livelihood opportunities. 

KFCP has entered into formal agreements with the seven original villages (desa). These 

‘Village Agreements’ (VA) outline the principles and framework for KFCP to provide technical 

and financial assistance for activities managed and implemented by the local communities. 

This work contributes to the rehabilitation of degraded peatlands, protection of intact peat 

swamp forest, and changes to local livelihoods that provide benefits to households and 

reduce pressures on forest and peatlands.  

The VAs have three parts. The first part sets out the principles of co-operation and the kinds 

of work that can be implemented and financed under the agreement. The second part lists 

the general terms and conditions of how work will be managed and financed, along with 

standards and safeguards that must be followed. The third part is divided into discrete ‘work 

packages’ that describe the work to be carried out and the budget for it. The VAs are the 

central part of an ongoing consultation process with communities in the project area.  

The signing of VAs was a major milestone for KFCP and communities in the project area, as it 

allowed for payments to flow to communities through work packages under the VAs. They 

expire in June 2013 when the current phase of the project ends.  

A large-scale Regional Environmental and Social Assessment (RESA) has been undertaken 

(including an Indigenous People’s Plan and an Access Restriction Process Framework) 

                                                           
8
 Originally seven villages, but two have since had their statutory status upgraded from hamlet to village. 
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covering all aspects of KFCP in preparation for any future incentive payment mechanism to 

households in the project area. 

KFCP as a REDD+ demonstration project faces many challenges. REDD+ is still a relatively 

new concept in conservation and development, and KFCP itself was conceived before many 

of the guiding principles and mechanisms for managing REDD+ (internationally and in 

Indonesia) were in place. Some are now clearer—for example the social and environmental 

safeguards—while others are not—such as the long-term financing for REDD+. As a 

demonstration project, KFCP has been positioned as a rolling experiment against a changing 

institutional backdrop.  

REDD+ aims to provide incentives to reduce GHG emissions from deforestation and 

degradation and add to forest carbon stocks in developing countries while sustainably 

managing forests and conserving their biodiversity. This requires establishing systems to 

estimate emissions and removals in forests, including scientific work to which IAFCP is 

contributing. Additionally, because most of the world’s forests are also home to indigenous 

peoples and other local inhabitants, REDD+ requires active engagement with communities 

living in and around forests. The ways these engagements take place are governed by a 

variety of conventions variously stipulated by donor and host country policies and laws, 

international agreements, and good development practice. 

Another important consideration is that REDD+ itself is a mechanism that has polarised 

opinion globally. While most governments and many research and environmental 

organisations have shown broad support, it has also attracted significant organised 

opposition from some sectors of civil society and indigenous peoples’ organisations. The 

objections come from a range of perspectives, some capable of being addressed through 

more diligent implementation of REDD+ safeguards, and others more fundamental, such as 

opposition to REDD+ as a form of carbon offsetting. This means that any REDD+ project 

comes under more scrutiny from potential critics than would most other development 

programmes. It is partly for these reasons—the continuing doubts about how REDD+ will 

work in practice, and lack of faith in the very concept of REDD+ itself—that KFCP has come 

under a great deal of external criticism. 

Much of criticism directed at KFCP has revolved around allegations of lack of community 

ownership, unresolved land issues, and non-fulfilment of FPIC. Meanwhile the KFCP Design 

document, activities, staff interviews and the RESA reports point to years of extensive and 

detailed village level engagement and consultation as evidence to the contrary.  

1.2 Purpose of this evaluation  

This evaluation of the community consultation processes used by KFCP, leading up to and 

continuing under VAs, is intended to inform and strengthen ongoing consultation in KFCP 

and any future incentive payment scenarios.  It is being carried out as a part of IAFCP’s 

efforts at continuous improvement of its implementation processes and its preparedness to 

meet REDD+ safeguards and standards. It will also serve to help address any concerns that 

lie behind the criticism over KFCP’s consultation processes, and contribute to the 

transparency and accountability of KFCP to third parties.  
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The full Scope of Services is included in Annex A. 

1.3 Outline of the Report 

This report consists of five parts: 
  
  1) Introduction, which explains the background to the review and concludes with an 
overview of consultation frameworks relevant to REDD+, explaining the Review Team’s 
recommendation of Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) as the preferred framework for 
analysis and evaluation.  
  
 2) Methodology and Summary of activities, outlining the methodology and framework for 
assessing the consultation process, including the tools and approach developed, and the 
schedule of meetings. 
  
 3) Findings, based on the review of documents, interviews and field work.  The results are 
reviewed with reference to FPI-Con principles and an FPIC framework. This part concludes 
with a discussion of external criticisms of KFCP.  
 
 4) Analysis, recommendations and lessons learnt, setting out the rationale for the major 
conclusions. 
 
5) Suggested plan of action, which outlines urgent, short-term and medium-term priorities.   
  

1.4    Consultation frameworks – FEP, FPI-Con & FPIC 

 

Currently, three different approaches to community consultation and participation are 

commonly cited in relation to REDD+. These are: Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC); 

Free Prior and Informed Consultation (FPI-Con); and Full & Effective Participation (FEP). 

Different stakeholders, champions and critics of REDD+ and KFCP favour different 

approaches, though in practice they overlap considerably.  

The following table has been compiled from a variety of sources to summarise the 

similarities and differences between the three approaches. This is a subjective interpretation 

as the sources are not directly comparable.  
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Table 1:  Comparison of FEP, FPIC, and FPI-Con 

Commonly understood 

characteristic 

Full & 

Effective 

Participation 

FEP 

Free, Prior 

& Informed 

Consent 

FPIC 

Free, Prior & 

Informed 

Consultation 

FPI-Con 

Mapping of land rights 

 

   

Stakeholder analysis 

 

   

Inclusion in policy processes 

beyond project  

   

Effective community 

engagement 

   

Appropriate information 

dissemination 

   

Inclusion of vulnerable 

groups  

   

Influence on project design 

 

   

Grievance mechanism  

 

   

External  advice & 

verification 

   

Note: There is no one definition for any of these concepts. This table is a subjective 

interpretation, devised from a review of commonly used tools and definitions. The 

distinctions are neither definitive nor rigid in practice. (See Annex B for more detail). 

 

Since FPIC has been developed on the basis of the collective rights of indigenous peoples, 

FPIC tools do not generally give particular prominence to the interests of especially 

vulnerable groups or individuals. The exercise of FPIC implies that they will be included in 

the overall process of identifying appropriate decision-making structures9. This lack of 

specific attention to the issue of vulnerability and inequality can mean that a simple FPIC 

lens may be insufficient to guarantee the equitable distribution of benefits within 

communities10.  

Indigenous peoples’ organisations and allied civil society organisations insist on the principle 

of FPIC, as enshrined in the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP). 

Some governments, are wary of the potential for legal redress due to the uncertain 

                                                           
9
 Nevertheless, Article 22 the UNDRIP does pay particular attention to vulnerable groups –indigenous elders, 

women, youth, children and persons with disabilities. 
10

 However, the UNREDD programme guidelines for FPIC, which were launched in 2013 after the present study 
was concluded, do make explicit mention of specific measures to ensure participation of vulnerable groups. 
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implications of different interpretations of FPIC, refer instead to FPI-Con—an approach also 

adopted by the World Bank institutions, though the World Bank has begun a two-year 

process to review and update its environmental and social safeguard policies11.  The 

International Finance Corporation (IFC), part of the World Bank group, has already updated 

its social and environmental policy to include FPIC12. 

The key difference between “consultation” and “consent” (that is, between FPIC & FPI-Con) 

is that FPIC explicitly emphasises the recognition of the right of affected populations to veto 

a project they disagree with. How that veto is expressed and exercised will vary between 

circumstances, with the overall provision that the community itself defines what constitutes 

consent.  

According to UNREDD+13: “FPIC differs from consultation in the way decision-making 

authority is exercised and legitimated. While consultation requires an exchange of 

information among project sponsors and affected communities, FPIC enables communities to 

participate in decision-making processes, negotiate fair and enforceable outcomes, and 

withhold their consent to a programme if their needs, priorities, and concerns are not 

adequately addressed.” 

The UNFCCC Cancun agreements, which form the defining international framework for 

REDD+, refer to FEP by requesting countries to ensure “the full and effective participation of 

... local communities”.  

Of the three, FEP is the least well defined in the literature on REDD+. A useful interpretation 

is provided by the Accra Caucus on Forests and Climate Change, a coalition of civil society 

organisations from across the world which has developed its own understanding based on 

experience of observing participation in REDD-readiness processes in different countries: 

“Full” participation means that it covers all stages of the REDD+ process; “effective” means 

that the views, needs and rights of participants influence the REDD+ programme”. 

 

KFCP and FPI-Con 

KFCP has carried out a great deal of community consultation and engagement since its 

inception, and according to the findings of the RESA, has demonstrated that it has met the 

requirements of FPI-Con14. To quote from the Indigenous Peoples Plan15: “it can be 

concluded that the KFCP teams have conducted free, prior and informed consultations and 

enabled the informed participation of affected communities to date. This ... means that 

                                                           
11

 Consultations are scheduled in Jakarta for March 2013 as part of this review process; see 
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/EXTPOLICIES/EXTSAFEPOL/0,,contentMDK:23275156~p
agePK:64168445~piPK:64168309~theSitePK:584435,00.html 
12 

“Performance Standard 7: Indigenous Peoples has been revised to require that Free, Prior, and Informed 
Consent (FPIC) be obtained in certain circumstances affecting Indigenous Peoples.” Update of IFC’s Policy and 
Performance Standards on Environmental and Social Sustainability and Access to Information Policy, 
International Finance Corporation, April 14, 2011, pages v & 8. 
13  

UNREDD - Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement in REDD+ Readiness With a Focus on the Participation of 
Indigenous Peoples and Other Forest-Dependent Communities, April 2012 

14
 Using IFC Social and Environment Review Procedures, Version 4.0, August 2009, Annex 3.5.1 

15
 KFCP Regional Environmental and Social Assessment, Indigenous Peoples Plan, April 2012 
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KFCP understands its stakeholders and their interests, through an inclusive process, using 

appropriate methods, in a community-driven timeframe“. This Review confirms this 

assessment. While continuous improvement is always possible, and in this case in the quality 

of information materials and communication techniques being used, KFCP has already 

substantially achieved FPI-Con. This is further elaborated in the Findings section of this 

report. 

KFCP and FEP 

Achieving full and effective participation, FEP, is more demanding than FPIC or FPI-Con in the 

context of REDD+.  As REDD+ has been defined as a national approach, within REDD+ “full 

and effective participation” cannot be treated as a project-level concept.  This is different to 

how full and effective participation might be treated in, say, an infrastructure project. Under 

REDD+ the principle of full and effective participation is understood to apply to all stages of 

the policy and implementation process16, beyond the design of individual projects. Thus FEP 

is difficult for an individual project to secure, as many processes fall under the responsibility 

of the relevant authorities rather than project developers. This includes, for example, the 

development of national or provincial safeguards, or policies to address the drivers of 

deforestation.  This requires actions beyond the project boundary of KFCP. 

Furthermore, successful community participation in REDD+ policy processes requires the 

existence of organised and informed village organisations that have the capacity for 

effective policy engagement, or of other civil society organisations that can represent their 

interests. This is an ambitious requirement in the context of Central Kalimantan. To the 

extent that KFCP has engaged with national policy processes, for example the national REDD 

strategy or the development of the Indonesian safeguards system, for it to respect FEP it 

should either have internal processes for consulting effectively with the affected 

communities on the policy issues that affect them, or facilitate other agencies doing this 

work. This has not been an area that KFCP has given a great deal of attention to in the past, 

concentrating as it has on more local processes of more immediate interest to communities, 

such as village planning and developing hutan desa.  

Central Kalimantan has been chosen as a REDD pilot province in Indonesia. KFCP is already 

becoming more of an actor at a provincial level through participation in various working 

groups, and can use these spaces to promote FEP, whereby community members from 

different REDD pilot projects are brought together to share perspectives, improve their 

understanding, and participate jointly in the provincial policy processes. If KFCP aspires to 

promote full and effective community participation in REDD+, helping to mobilise such a 

network would be a positive move. Meanwhile, all improvements in KFCP’s capacity to meet 

the requirements for FPIC are steps in the right direction.  

 

                                                           
16

 cf. para. 72 of the Cancun Agreement “requests developing country Parties, when developing and 
implementing their national strategies ... to address, inter alia, drivers of deforestation and forest degradation, 
land tenure issues, forest governance issues, gender considerations and the safeguards .... ensuring the full and 
effective participation of relevant stakeholders, inter alia, indigenous peoples and local communities 
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Reasons for KFCP to use FPIC as its consultation framework  

The Review Team is of the opinion that an FPIC framework is the most useful to adopt as the 

core of this review. It is helpful for KFCP to become accustomed to and comfortable with 

working with the concept of FPIC, for a number of reasons: 

 Existing tools for FPIC offer a useful evaluation framework 

A range of tools and guidelines has been developed for working with FPIC in a range of 

contexts, including specifically for REDD+.17 Project managers, field staff and technical 

advisers can usefully use this ready-made toolbox of support materials.  

Few practical tools exist for FPI-Con and FEP. The most elaborated articulation of FPI-Con is 

that of the International Finance Corporation (IFC), which the KFCP RESA used to assess the 

FPI-Con in the IPP. However, as noted elsewhere in this report, IFC itself has moved to using 

an FPIC framework. As for FEP, this is usually explained in the form of a hierarchy of 

participation, building on the original work of participatory rural appraisal (PRA) 

practitioners in the context of rural development, and most recently incorporated into the 

UNREDD draft guidelines on FPIC (see Annex B). Beyond this categorisation, it does not offer 

a practical framework of analysis.  

 Striving for FPIC exemplifies KFCP’s aspiration for continuous improvement 

FPIC is not a fixed benchmark or high bar against which a project scores a pass or fail, but 

rather defines the standard for an ongoing process through which performance improves 

over time and with experience. FPIC is a right; as such, in common with other rights-based 

approaches, it is characterised by the principle of “progressive realisation”. This is consistent 

with KFCP’s own efforts towards continuous improvement.  

 FPIC is the concept that is most used by external observers of KFCP 

Because KFCP was designed and publicised as a REDD+ project, it comes under scrutiny from 

observers and critics using a REDD+ lens. The indigenous movement is an influential actor in 

the REDD+ debate, and was instrumental in having the UN Declaration on the Rights of 

Indigenous Peoples cited in the Cancun Agreements on REDD+. Articles 18 & 32 of UNDRIP 

establish the right of Indigenous Peoples to free, prior and informed consent, and therefore 

FPIC has been adopted as the de facto standard for participation in REDD+, even if not 

formally agreed. It is used by UNREDD; it is mentioned in the Indonesia National REDD+ 

Strategy; and the World Bank is currently considering revising its guidelines to include FPIC. 

Furthermore, considering that KFCP is being implemented in lands occupied by Dayak 

indigenous peoples, the applicability of FPIC to the context in which KFCP is operating is 

strongly supported.  

                                                           
17

 For example “Training manual on Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) in REDD+ for indigenous peoples”, 
International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs, IWGIA, October 2012 
http://www.iwgia.org/publications/search-pubs?publication_id=593 
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 FPIC is implied by full & effective participation as defined for REDD+ 

There is no definitive articulation of what constitutes full & effective participation in 

REDD+, but the closest approximation comes from the REDD+ Social and Environmental 

Standards (REDD+ SES)
18

, an independent initiative to set good practice for the REDD+ 

safeguards. These state unequivocally that “‘Full and effective participation’ means 

meaningful influence of all relevant rights holder and stakeholder groups who want to be 

involved throughout the process, and includes consultation and free, prior and informed 

consent”. As the REDD+SES are the result of a consensus-based process to operationalise 

REDD+ safeguards by multiple stakeholders, including indigenous peoples’ representatives, 

civil society, governmental organisations, academia and the private sector, this 

interpretation has significant legitimacy and credibility. 

 FPIC may be required for the validation of carbon credits according to national and 
international safeguards standards 

Currently there is no major compliance market for REDD+ credits and none in prospect in 

the short term. Thus the rules governing the marketing of REDD+ carbon are not yet known. 

However, REDD+ credits are available on the voluntary carbon market which gives some 

indication of the standards likely to be required if a compliance market were to emerge in 

future. The most common quality standard used for REDD+ credits to date is the VCS 

(Verified Carbon Standard) in combination with the CCBS (Climate, Community & 

Biodiversity Standards). Among the indicators for standard G.5 of the CCBS is that the 

project “has obtained the free, prior, and informed consent of those whose rights will be 

affected by the project”19. Additionally, many project developers are currently using as their 

guidance the REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (although these are not designed 

for project level application), and Indonesia’s own PRISAI standards also draw on REDD+SES. 

Both of these instruments specify FPIC. Furthermore, Indonesia’s REDD+ National Strategy20 

makes a commitment to FPIC. Thus it is likely that any future carbon credit verification 

process for Indonesia will require projects to conform to FPIC. 

At the time of the Review, PRISAI was still under development in Indonesia and while there 

is agreement at the level of principles it is still not sufficiently broken down into a practical 

framework that could be used for the present analysis.  

  

                                                           
18

 Principle 6 “All relevant rights holders and stakeholders participate fully and effectively in the REDD+ 
program”, 

19
 Climate, Community and Biodiversity Project Design Standards, SECOND EDITION, December 2008 

20
 See www.satgasreddplus.org “The REDD+ Agency will implement and apply the principles of FPIC in all REDD+ 

programs and projects.” p.27 

http://www.satgasreddplus.org/
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ELEMENTS OF FPIC 
Preparing for Rights Holder Engagement 

Element 1: Mapping Rights, Rights Holders and Land Use 

Element 2: Identifying Appropriate Decision-Making Institutions 

Element 3: Identifying National Support Structures for Rights Advocacy 

Element 4: Developing a Process for Seeking and Obtaining Consent 

Element 5: Developing the Content for Consent Agreements 

Element 6: Agreeing on a Communication Plan 

Element 7: Developing a Capacity-Building Strategy 

Implementing a Process for Respecting the Right to FPIC 

Element 8: Integrating the Right to FPIC with REDD+ Project Design 

Element 9: Ensuring Alternative Information and Independent Advice 

Monitoring and Recourse: Maintaining Consent 

Element 10: Monitoring What is Agreed in Implementation 

Element 11: Developing a Grievance Process 

Element 12: Verifying Consent 

How the findings of this Review are presented 

In Part 3.3 the findings of this Review are organised under the Common Characteristics 

proposed above (page 19), with particular reference to FPIC in each case. 

The Review Team selected the 12 Elements framework described in the FPIC guidelines 

developed by RECOFTC/GIZ21 as a useful framework for analysis of KFCP’s experience in 

relation to good practice for achieving consent. It offers a systematic breakdown of the 

components that comprise FPIC, presented in a clear and practical way that could be 

adapted for the purposes of this Review. The team encountered no other published 

framework that offered this simplicity of use and applicability at the project level. 

Furthermore, its author is associated with the Forest Peoples’ Programme, an organisation 

with a solid reputation as a champion of indigenous peoples’ rights – and indeed, has been a 

critic of KFCP. This confers a degree of credibility and legitimacy to the framework, as well as 

setting a high standard to guide and enhance the overall effectiveness of REDD+ 

programmes. 

The twelve elements are grouped under three phases of community engagement – 

preparation, implementation, and monitoring. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The 12 elements correspond broadly to the common characteristics of the three frameworks 

– FPIC, FPI-Con and FEP – summarised in section 1.4.  

 

 
                                                           

21
 Free, Prior, and Informed Consent in REDD+: Principles and Approaches for Policy and Project Development, 
RECOFTC and GIZ, February 2011. 
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Table 2:  Comparison of FPIC and corresponding FPI-Con and FEP criteria 

Common 

characteristic
22

 

FPIC Elements of RECOFTC/GIZ tool Corresponding FPI-Con
23

 and FEP 

criteria 

Mapping of land 

rights 

 

Element 1: Mapping Rights, Rights Holders 

and Land Use 

 

 (Note that FPIC uses the concept of rights 

holders rather than stakeholders, as this 

confers a notion of entitlement) 

 

Element 2: Identifying appropriate Decision 

making Institutions 

FPI-Con does not require this. FEP as 

articulated by REDD+SES stipulates that 

spatial boundaries of rights be mapped. 

Stakeholder 

analysis 

 

FPI-Con: Stakeholder Identification and 
Analysis 
 
FEP: Identifying relevant rights- and 

stake-holder groups and giving them all 

the opportunity to participate 

appropriately 

Allowing rights and stakeholders to 

establish modalities of participation that 

are effective for them, including 

selection of their own representatives; 

Inclusion in policy 

processes beyond 

project  

Element 3: Identifying National Support 

Structures for Rights Advocacy 

 

Full and effective participation in 

developing and implementing national 

strategies 

Effective 

community 

engagement 

Element 2: Identifying Appropriate Decision-

Making Institutions 

Element 4: Developing a Process for Seeking 

and Obtaining Consent 

Element 5: Developing the Content for 

Consent Agreements 

Element 7: Developing a Capacity-Building 

Strategy 

Element 10: Monitoring What is Agreed in 

Implementation 

Quality of Community Engagement and 

Information Disclosure 

 

Feedback to affected communities 
 
 

Appropriate 

information 

dissemination 

Element 6: Agreeing on a Communication 

Plan 

 

Informed Participation 

Inclusion of 

vulnerable groups 

(subsumed in Element 2 – appropriate 

decision-making institutions)
24

 

Vulnerable Groups – Consultation and 

Mitigation 

Influence on project 

design 

 

Element 8: Integrating the Right to FPIC with 

REDD+ Project Design 

 

Company Strategy, Policy, or Principles 
on Community Engagement  
 

Effective participation 

Grievance 

mechanism  

 

Element 11: Developing a Grievance Process 

 

Company Strategy, Policy, or Principles 
on Community Engagement  
 

External advice & 

verification 

Element 9: Ensuring Alternative Information 

and Independent Advice 

Element 12: Verifying Consent 

Evidence of Good Faith Negotiations  
 

                                                           
22

 The generic term “characteristics” is used here to avoid confusion with the term “principles” which is used in 
several other REDD frameworks such as REDD+SES and PRISAI 

23
 IFC Social and Environment Review Procedures, Version 4.0, August 2009, Annex 3.5.1 

24
 As mentioned on Page 12, the assumption that vulnerable groups will be automatically defended by 
appropriate institutions cannot be taken for granted.  
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2. METHODOLOGY AND ACTIVITIES FOR THE COMMUNITY 

CONSULTATION EVALUATION 

 

2.1 The Review Team 

A team of international and Indonesian consultants was commissioned to undertake the 

evaluation.  Between October and December 2012, five short-term advisors and three 

supporting field staff were deployed at different stages of the process:  

 Raja Jarrah25, REDD+ Safeguards Specialist, and Team Leader;  

 Lorna Dowson Collins26, Community Development and Participation Advisor; 

 Arief Wicaksono, Indonesia Community Consultation Lead Specialist; 

 Angel Manembu, Program Evaluation Methodology and Community Consultation 

Specialist;  

 Andaman Muthadir, Indonesia Community Consultation Support Specialist; 

 Lilik Sugiarto, Field Assistant; 

 Rachmat Boediono, Field Assistant; 

 Aini Abdul, translator and interpreter for Raja Jarrah. 

 

The team received full support from IAFCP & KFCP staff, and was overseen by the IAFCP 

Research, Evaluation and Quality Assurance Specialist (REQAS). 

2.2 Schedule  

15-16 Oct 2012: Discussions with IAFCP, & FPP. Attended Workshop on Village Agreement in 
Jakarta 

17-22 Oct: Review of documentation and interviews with KFCP staff and Government in 
Kapuas 

23-31 Oct: Field visits   

1-2 Nov: Further interviews with staff, government and NGOs in Kapuas and Palangkaraya 

3- 5 Nov: Team retreat to synthesis fieldwork findings 

 7- 9 Nov: Summary of initial findings and presentation 

Nov/Dec: Report writing, consultation and revision 

March 2013: Finalising draft to address internal comments from IAFCP 
 

                                                           
25

 see following footnote below 
26

 For transparency, it is declared here that Raja Jarrah and Lorna Dowson Collins are both former employees of 
CARE, and both have had former professional association with KFCP, though for this Review both were acting in 
their capacity as independent consultants. Raja Jarrah was an employee of CARE UK until 2008, and in Tanzania 
until 2012. In 2012 he designed an operational framework for REDD+ safeguards for KFCP. Lorna Collins was 
Community Engagement Adviser for KFCP from 2010 to 2011 as an employee of CARE Indonesia. 
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2.3 Tools & Instruments 

Secondary data review  
 
The Team reviewed KFCP reports, working documents and records, as well as relevant third 

party information, to better understand KFCP‘s consultation process and related issues. 

These are listed in the Annex C. Additionally, KFCP’s household wealth ranking survey data 

were consulted to identify households in the lowest wealth category (#4) for specific 

targeting when collecting field data. 

 
Questionnaires  

Qualitative research tools were developed for interviews and focus group discussions for 

selected individuals and groups at village level, with sub district and district government, 

KFCP staff and managers, civil society at local and national level. 

 A questionnaire was devised using the FPIC Verification and Evaluation Toolkit27 as an initial 

basis for the questions, modified and supplemented by data requirements specific to KFCP. 

These included questions to elicit information in the villages on the following topics (see 

Annex D for full questionnaire): 

 Understanding of KFCP, spontaneous and prompted;  

 Involvement in work packages; 

 Knowledge of village agreement;  

 Involvement in VA process; 

 Representation; 

 Voice; 

 Negotiation; 

 Information on KFCP; 

 Impact and expectations – positive and negative. 

A different structured interview questionnaire form was used for data collection from 

specific groups – village leaders and KFCP implementation structures (see also Annex D). 

Using the household ranking data, as well as local information, marginalised households and 

those that had shown little participation in KFCP were sought out for consultation.  

 
Meetings  

National  
The Review commenced with two days of meetings with IAFCP in Jakarta to exchange ideas 

and expectations prior to finalising the research methodology.  Three members of the Team 

met with representatives of the Forest Peoples Programme (FPP)/Pusaka, which has been a 

vocal critic of KFCP in relation to indigenous peoples’ rights.  

 

 

                                                           
27

 FPIC Verification and Evaluation Toolkit for UNREDD+ Country Programmes, Version 1, RECOFTC June 2010 
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Provincial  
Members of the Team met with Government representatives from environment agency BHL 

(Badan Hidup Lingkungan) who had completed an evaluation on KFCP a few weeks earlier. 

They also met with local NGO’s WALHI, Phoker-SHK and local branch of the AMAN Alliansi 

Masyarakat Adat Nasional. 

 
District  
The Team reviewed KFCP data and met with Government representatives from the Working 

Group, BAPPEDA, KPHL and BPMD and local NGO Petak Danum, YTT and key informants 

among KFCP staff (see list in Annex E).  

Village 
Meetings were held in each village visited with: village leader (Kepala desa), Mantirs (village-

level customary leaders), the various project implementation teams made up of villagers TPK 

(activity management team), TP (activity monitoring team), members of the former TKPD 

(village consultation team), and different work package groups (including men and women 

separately where possible).   

 
Village-level Field Work  

Over 9 days a core team of five members of the team, with three members taking part for 

the initial 4 days, spent time in four villages: Mantangai Hulu, Katunjung, Kalumpang and 

Tumbang Muroi and six hamlets (Tuanan, Mangkutub, Tanjung Kelanis, Taburu, Teluk 

Kajang, and Lapetan). These were selected to cover a range of environmental conditions 

(more/less degraded) and level of engagement in work packages.  

 
In a combination of focus group discussions (FGDs) and individual interviews, a total 182 

villagers (111 males and 71 females) were consulted – 29 individually, 153 in groups. In 

house-to house interviews, individual households from the lowest wealth ranking category 

(#4), and those living furthest away from the village centre, were specifically targeted. These 

included those who did not join the activities, the disabled, youth and the elderly. To avoid 

potential bias, KFCP facilitators did not select the villagers for interview or accompany the 

review team during interviews.  

As purposive sampling was deliberately used to elicit a wide range of responses, the sample 

of households cannot be considered a statistically representative of the population and does 

not lend itself to quantitative analysis. 

During the fieldwork and more intensively after returning from the villages, field team 

members pooled their findings and observations to compile “Village Summaries” based on 

the headings in each section of the questionnaires. These are presented in Annex F. 

Interim findings were summarised in a PowerPoint presentation prepared collaboratively by 

the Review Team, and presented at a workshop for IAFCP/KFCP participants in Jakarta on 9th 

November. 
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3. FINDINGS 

3.1 KFCP Design and approach  

The KFCP design document does not explicitly define its approach to consultation as being 

under any of Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC); Free Prior and Informed Consultation 

(FPI-Con); or Full & Effective Participation (FEP). Nevertheless it has a strong community 

participation emphasis; for example, the Principles for Village Process28, include (original 

syntax)  

“Community are integral participants in planning, implementation, and receiving benefits 

from activities:  

— Community owned, community participation implies that communities lead and take 

responsibility for the process   

— Inclusive, community development efforts should provide equal access to all those 

residing within the boundaries of the village” 

The importance of community engagement and participation in KFCP’s approach is reflected 

by the recruitment of Community Engagement facilitators for each village and more recently 

from July 2012 by placing a facilitator in each hamlet. The facilitators live with the 

communities to provide on-going support and liaison with the project. KFCP has also 

provided training and support to customary communities and leaders, with a particular 

focus on rights, customary land mapping, and understanding of legal frameworks. All of 

these constitute a de facto commitment to good consultation principles. 

The Review Team was able to establish that KFCP is essentially compliant with the 

requirements of FPI-Con, based on a range of observations summarised in the table below.   

Table 3:  Indicators of FPI-Con 

Principle of FPI-Con
29

 Observed indicators of conformance  

1. Company Strategy, Policy, or 
Principles on Community 
Engagement 
 

Commitment to participation clear in design document and 

other project working documents 

Grievance procedure exists 

KFCP has dedicated community engagement team  

2. Stakeholder Identification and 

Analysis 

 

Disaggregated approach during consultation, distinguishing 

between households for, against and agnostic about village 

agreements 

 

KFCP Social Assessment document contains stakeholder 

                                                           
28

 Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP) Design Document, 2009. page 88 
29

 Source: IFC Social and Environment Review Procedures, Version 4.0, August 2009, Annex 3.5.1 
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Principle of FPI-Con
29

 Observed indicators of conformance  

description 

Early baseline reports describe government and community 

stakeholders 

3. Quality of Community 

Engagement and Information 

Disclosure 

 

Consolidated record of consultations to date has been 

compiled, based on meeting records for individual processes 

for different villages (for example, consultation on TPK and 

TP; workshop records on livelihoods analysis PRA; meeting 

minutes on village agreement consultations; etc.).  

4. Quality of Consultation 

a) Free 

b) Prior 

c) Informed Participation 

No anecdotal evidence or reports of coercion or constraint in 

the exercise of consultation 

Protracted timeframe for information sharing, socialisation, 

and consultation leading up to village agreement process 

 Extensive information-sharing and negotiation of terms on 

work packages 

5. Evidence of Good Faith 

Negotiations 

 

Records of village meetings to show transparent conduct of 

meetings 

Interviews with field staff demonstrate sincerity of approach 

6. Vulnerable Groups – Consultation 

and Mitigation 

 

Wealth ranking of households  

Specific attention to working with women  

Evidence that poorer households are benefiting from work 

packages 

7. Feedback to affected 

communities 

 

 

 

 

Feedback given to villages on comments made on draft Village 

Agreements, and modifications accepted where feasible 

 

As regards FEP, as mentioned above the tools available for a systematic assessment are 

cruder. A matrix describing the different degrees of participation is included in Annex B. 

From the Team’s observations, it would appear that KFCP most neatly fits into the category 

labelled “consultation”, namely:  

 

“Two-way flow of information and the exchange of views. Involves sharing information, 

garnering feedback and reactions, and in more formal consultation processes, responding 

back to stakeholders about how their recommendations were addressed (including if they 
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were not, why not). Information exchanges may occur through meeting with individuals, 

public meetings, workshops, soliciting feedback on documents, etc” 

This description broadly conforms to the assessment that KFCP meets FPI-Con criteria.  

For reasons explained elsewhere in this report, having established a degree of comfort 

about KFCP and FPI-Con, the Team concentrated its analysis on establishing KFCP’s 

performance in relation to FPIC. FPIC was not included in the original KFCP design in 2008. 

This was partly for historical reasons, since at the time neither the Indonesian nor Australian 

government had announced its support for the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 

Peoples. Thus any assessment of KFCP’s performance against FPIC is neither judgemental 

nor an issue of compliance with any external obligation. Rather, FPIC is used as a tool to 

understand the extent to which KFCP has succeeded in engaging with communities 

effectively, and to make recommendations in the spirit of continual improvement.  

3.2 Description of KFCP Community Consultation over time 

KFCP has conducted an extensive series of consultations with villages from 2009 to the 

present time. The financing agreement between Australia and Indonesia was signed in 2008, 

and there followed two years of project design and preparation for KFCP, including 

stakeholder assessments, village mappings and initial engagement with government and 

villages. During 2009 a number of surveys and studies were carried out, including the social 

and economic baseline survey, and some preliminary consultations to understand if the 

villagers were willing to participate at all. Early consultations were poorly documented, but 

in 2012 KFCP started to assemble an archive of both historic and current working 

documents, including minutes of meetings and attendance sheets, that can be used to track 

the consultation process30.  

KFCP has recorded the extent of consultation based on field team records of meetings of 

different types held.  This shows a marked peak in socialisation, small group and village 

meetings during 2011 as the project gathered momentum and village activities began to 

scale up.  

From staff interviews, review of documentation and village interviews, the Review Team was 

able to compile the sequence of events and processes that led up to the Village Agreements 

(VA) and the work packages that immediately followed from them. This is included as Annex 

G. The timeline can be roughly divided into four phases with distinct consultation dynamics.  

June 2010 – Jan 2011 

During the initial phase of consultation KFCP was introduced to villagers in a process 

referred to as “socialisation”.  

                                                           
30

 A comprehensive report of the sequence of consultation activities has been prepared by KFCP Knowledge 
Management Officer, based on a compilation of available records, but this was not ready for sharing until 
after the Review Team had completed their first draft report. This report was subsequently considered by the 
Team and used to corroborate their findings.   
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During this period a participatory review of village institutions was implemented to identify 

if any existing institutions could act as the interface between the village and KFCP. The 

villagers rejected all existing institutions as untrustworthy and opted to develop a new body. 

This is an early indication of KFCP facilitating a process of self-determination in communities 

choosing how to manage the project activities at village level.  

A village mapping team was chosen to partake in thematic mapping to: 

a. Describe current land use, land status, and land conditions such as risk from fire and 
flooding; 

b. Develop a basis for land use plans including REDD+ based on land suitability; and 

c. Identify KFCP interventions that would affect the village and their potential impacts.  

The preparation of thematic maps highlighted issues of real importance to villagers such as 

fire, flooding and future land use.  

Once again the concept of REDD+ and KFCP was socialised at village meetings held to elect 

persons to manage REDD+ activities in the village. This led to the creation of two teams 

made up of villagers: the activity management team (TPK - Tim Pengelola Kegiatan) and the 

monitoring team (TP - Tim Pengawasan). The activity management team is responsible for 

all the work carried out under the VAs. They also receive and process the payments from 

KFCP and distribute payments within the villages for labour and material inputs to the work. 

The monitoring team is responsible for supervising the work and its quality and for ensuring 

the transparency and accountability of the activity implementation team. Members of these 

two teams are chosen through village meetings (musyawarah desa, or MusDes for short) 

and can be replaced if the community so chooses. 

 

Although the team members were elected, some villagers recall that there was limited 

choice among candidates as those put forward where only those who attended the MusDes. 

In retrospect it is not possible to judge whether a more inclusive process at that early stage 

of project development would have been appropriate or possible, or led to different 

outcomes.  Meanwhile TP appointees were those already associated with the village 

government—a deliberate strategy to involve them in a role and cultivate their support, 

without allowing them to manage activities or funds directly.   

KFCP also trained the TPK, TP and Village Government in good governance and how to 

conduct a Village Planning process.  During that process there was exercise of harmonisation 

between village priorities and the activities proposed by KFCP – key among these were fire 

control, and the improvement of livelihoods. This has resulted in mid-term, five-year plans – 

from 2011-2015 – as well as yearly plans for each village. These plans have been 

incorporated into sub-district and district government development plans. They outline the 

aspirations of the local and indigenous communities, and are informing collaboration 

between the KFCP and the villages. 
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Jan 2011 – Sept 2011 

Meanwhile this period saw the consultation process deepening, and community outreach 

was used to focus on the Village Agreement consultation.  

A first draft was prepared with the help of consultants. A temporary team known as the 

TKPD, Tim Konsultasi Perjanjiaan Desa (Village Agreement Consultation Team), was trained 

by KFCP on how to conduct inclusive consultations, and to describe the benefits and risks of 

KFCP. They report having carried out separate meetings with those who were in favour of 

the village agreement, those who were actively against it, and those who were disinterested. 

Summaries of the views of each group informed the revision of the draft agreements. KFCP 

also held village meetings (MusDes) during this period. 

The VA process was piloted in two villages in early to mid-2011, and draft agreements were 

prepared with these communities. Following review of the draft agreements by IAFCP and 

the governments of Australia and Indonesia, the VA consultation process continued in all 

seven villages. 

Also during this period a start was made on work packages, with the setting up of nurseries 

for tree seedlings for reforestation, and to meet the demands of villages for concrete 

activities.  First two small-scale pilots of tree-planting ran from late 2010 through early 2011 

in Sei Ahas and Katunjung.  Then all seven villages (including the two where pilots had been 

done) were enrolled in large nursery work packages starting in mid-2011, before the VAs 

were signed. 

Oct 2011 – Jan 2012 

As a consequence of KFCP’s desire to reach all segments of the communities31 and take all 

their views into account, in order to achieve FPI-Con, there was also a growing concern from 

villagers and KFCP management alike that Village Agreement consultations were taking too 

long and project activities were being delayed.  KFCP therefore decided to step up the pace 

of negotiation, led by the newly appointed Contracts Manager. The Village Agreement text 

was simplified, and several rounds of consultations were carried out with all villages to 

receive comments, and give feedback on their suggestions. Feedback to villages was given at 

an inter-village forum meeting (Nov 2011), and a second round of village visits concluded 

before ratification in each village at a MusDes.  

The process was geographically concentrated in the main villages (desa) with the village 

meetings MusDes. Hamlets (dusuns) sent representatives, though in some cases ordinary 

hamlet residents mentioned that they were unable to join the process by virtue of the 

distance and cost of participation.  

 

                                                           
31

 From KFCP Design Document, 2009, p.4 : “Gaining the support of all segments of communities in the 
demonstration site is a precondition for emissions reduction. Gaining their trust and support will take time, 
effort, and the ability to offer real incentives.” 
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“At the beginning of the KFCP 
activities started here I was very 
concerned that our land will be 
claimed, but after I attended the 
meetings in kecamatan even in 
Kapuas, I understand that the 
intention of KFCP is good – for 
example to prevent the fire and 
to reforest, and in the future 
there’s a possibility of carbon”. 
Mantir Katunjung 

 

February 2012 – present 

By January 2012 agreements were finalized in all 

seven desa. The VAs were ratified in each village 

through a formal village meeting, signed by the 

village head (kapala desa), and endorsed by the 

local customary leader (mantir adat), as well as 

the District head, accompanied by large 

ceremonies held in the district and villages. The 

VAs will expire in June 2013.  

The signing of VAs was a major milestone for KFCP 

and communities in the project area, as it allowed for activities that will eventually reduce 

emissions from peat forest to commence, and payments to flow to communities through 

work packages which act as sub-contracts under the VAs. 

With the village agreements signed, 2012 saw the rolling out of additional work packages 

and with them a significant flow of resources to villages. Information flow and consultation 

with villagers focussed on the practicalities of work package planning and implementation.  

There is ample evidence that KFCP has 

continued to undertake bona fide 

consultation throughout the rolling out of 

the programme. KFCP has engaged 

communities through a range of processes 

before and after VAs were signed. This 

includes consultation and negotiation of 

individual work packages, some of which 

preceded the VAs. As demonstrated by the 

case of Mantangai Hulu, if villagers’ 

willingness to participate is not 

demonstrated then the work packages do 

not go ahead. Ongoing consultation is 

supported by the presence of Community 

Engagement (CE) staff in each village, who 

live in the villages most of the time. In early 

2012 special meetings just for women were 

held by KFCP’s Gender and Social 

Safeguards Specialist, and women interviewed told the Review Team how much these were 

appreciated. KFCP also provides training and support to customary communities and 

leaders, with a particular focus on rights, customary land mapping, and understanding legal 

frameworks.  

A recent independent observer32 reported favourably on the quality of community 

engagement in the village planning process (musrenbang) in Katunjung (a village which the 

                                                           
32

 Report of field activities, Wendy Miles PhD student, University of Hawaii, January 2012 

“If you are poor you are rarely invited to 

any meeting, but KFCP has changed that” 

Pak’s family ranks as a poor household and he 

is also a KFCP Petani Pemanadu (farmer 

supervisor). He has four children.  

When he joined KFCP, what he liked most was 

that he was invited to a meeting. He had 

never been to the district capital of Kapuas 

before. Even in his village, he is not often 

invited to village meeting or even any 

celebration. When asked if he could express 

his opinions at the meeting he replied: “Yes, 

even though I am very poor but they listen. I 

have proposed to have two times payment 

instead of three times for the livelihood 

project and they agree. I am so happy”. 
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Review Team found to be better engaged with KFCP than most). She concluded that villagers 

appreciated the level of transparency displayed by KFCP. She also noted that community 

members expressed frustration that they had no way of knowing if their spoken complaints 

were reaching higher levels and being considered and responded to. The Review Team also 

heard similar concerns in Kalumpang. 

In April 2012 KFCP was evaluated against FPI-Con during the Regional Environmental and 

Social Assessment (RESA). Two main conclusions drawn from the Indigenous Peoples Plan33 

are recalled here: 

1. “the KFCP teams have conducted free, prior and informed consultations and enabled the 

informed participation of affected communities to date. This ... means that KFCP understands 

its stakeholders and their interests, through an inclusive process, using appropriate methods, 

in a community-driven timeframe. It also means that KFCP has demonstrated a consultation 

approach that has been recorded and has been verified at the community level, in particular 

through the Village Agreement process, and appears to have been free of coercion or 

excessive incentives”.  

This Review confirms the above conclusion and has not revealed any major failings in the 

level and quality of community consultation conducted by KFCP. Indeed, there was much 

anecdotal evidence of the benefits brought by having pursued an inclusive process. 

2. “The main weakness in the KFCP efforts to date is in the overall documentation of 

processes undertaken; while much information exists on consultations at the village level, an 

improved system of consolidating and reporting on consultations is required” 

This Review found that the system of data recording had improved considerably, through 

the diligent efforts of the Database Officer and the Knowledge Management Officer over 

recent months. While some earlier processes were either not documented or the records 

unable to be located, many have been retrieved and for current activities there is now a 

more comprehensive system for document recording and storage. The Review Team was 

able to locate many of the records that tracked the consultation process in the villages, 

though some gaps were noted. Continuing improvements are being sought, for example a 

recent trial using field diaries for village facilitators.  KFCP has recently produced a useful 

synthesis of consultations conducted, an extract of which is attached in Annex H. 

 

3.3 Key Findings based on common characteristics of consultation and 12 

elements of FPIC 

This section presents the Review Team’s analysis of KFCP’s achievements under each of the 

broad characteristics of consultation that are common to FEP, FPIC and FPI-Con, with 

particular attention to the FPIC elements proposed by RECOFTC/GTZ. This assessment is a 

qualitative judgement by the Team, based on its understanding of the documentation and 
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 KFCP Regional Environmental and Social Assessment: Indigenous Peoples Plan, April 2012, prepared for IAFCP 
by URS 
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interview responses.  Three indicators or key questions for each element illustrate the 

criteria that inform this assessment. 

3.3.1 Mapping of Land Rights and Stakeholder  Analysis 
 
 

FPIC Element 1: Mapping Rights, Rights Holders, and Land-Use 

 Was participatory mapping of resources and land use conducted? 

 Were land tenure rights included in the mapping?  

 Were the maps used in the process of project planning? 

 
A variety of mapping exercises have been carried out, including “Wilayah adat” customary 

land rights. Tenure mapping is now under way, and will be used as part of the adaptive 

management zone planning. KFCP is working on the design and recognition of community 

forests (hutan desa). Significant efforts have been made to identify owners of tatas and to 

get consent for blocking, but, according to villagers consulted, this did not always include 

users of land to which tatas gave access, who should also be considered rights-holders. 

Further local inquiries are needed to verify this information provided to the Review Team. 

 

The mapping of rights holders (including those who have rights over, but not necessarily 

ownership of, land) has been planned but not yet implemented for a number of important 

reasons.  Firstly, the villages are within the state forest area and land ownership is 

contested; secondly, while the Governor has issued a policy (Pergub 13/2009) which 

provided recognition of land rights through state sanctioned customary institutions, this has 

not yet enabled the competing claims between the state and communities to be resolved. 

Pergub 13/2009 brings with it new challenges, which KFCP has been actively engaged with in 

resolving. However, given the time & capacity constraints of the project, this is an area 

where the support of external local NGOs to provide ongoing guidance to the local 

communities is needed. 

 

Thematic mapping was implemented as part of the village planning, which provided a good 

opportunity to build community understanding and a joint plan for low carbon land use 

through a spatially explicit approach.  This Review Team however concur with the findings of 

the gender assessment which found that “men and women alike, and often even village 

leaders, TPK and staff, struggle to make the connection between the village plans, the 

project activities and larger objectives of the KFCP project beyond KFCP being a livelihood 

project”.34 

 

Thus the full potential of these mapping exercises is yet to be realised and it is an ongoing 

process. There were significant time lapses between the initial mapping and the utilisation 

of results – indeed, only now is the livelihoods initiative for planting rubber just getting 

under way, almost two years after the original participatory mapping. This was partly due to 

the inaccuracy of some of the original maps in 2010, which were remapped in 2012 for the 
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 KFCP Gender and Conflict Assessment –Ingvlid Solvang, October 2012 
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livelihoods programme, a problem that could have been avoided had consistent technical 

support been made available; and more recent delays, due to administrative problems 

related to finance flows. Interim mapping has been conducted and will continue to be 

necessary in the face of frequent demographic change in villages. Nevertheless the sporadic 

implementation and lack of a sequenced order hindered the villagers’ understanding of a 

coherent spatial plan and approach to livelihood planning. 

 

It is probably true to say that not all KFCP staff appreciated the full significance of the 

mapping work for gaining early community understanding, confidence and trust. This is 

more due to management difficulties of phasing, prioritisation and integration of the 

community and the technical processes than because of any methodological challenges.  

From an FPIC perspective the aim of participatory mapping is to build a solid consensus 

among rights holders over their territory, particularly those who do not have political and 

economic power over the land and resources; it is not merely a technical cartographic 

exercise. Given the lack of clarity of land rights, mapping the overlaps and competing claims 

on land and resources is an important starting point for building such consensus.  This is the 

first element of the FPIC framework (and indeed, Principle 1 of the REDD+ Social and 

Environmental Safeguards) for a reason – it is fundamental to the security of livelihoods of 

forest dependent communities.  

 
In order to address land rights in Indonesian REDD+ projects, the Wilayah adat/traditional 

land use mapping needs to be complemented by participatory land use planning that builds 

on village planning and mapping (as already completed by KFCP), in order to produce a 

community land use plan. Starting with mapping the natural resource assets used by each 

community, then considering the land use zoning for sustainable management, the process 

can lead to the definition of legal and community rights for different land uses.  

 
In the broader REDD+ context, such an approach would help in terms of resolving conflicts 

between communities and the state. The final community maps could be used by 

communities in negotiation with (a) the forest management authority (KPH Kesatuan 

Pemangkuan Hutan) in terms of influencing boundaries and functional zoning within the 

forest (hutan lindung & produksi – conservation and production forests respectively) and 

gaining access rights to priority areas and (b) securing rights over land in the non-forestry 

use areas (APL Areal Pengunaan Lain) in the district spatial plan (RTRWK Rencana Tata 

Ruang Wilayah Kabupaten).   

 

Element 1 of the FPIC framework identifies rights-holders through the mapping process, and 

makes provision for women and representatives from any marginalized groups also to 

become involved. Under FPIC the term rights-holders is used in preference to stakeholders, 

as it confers a notion of entitlement, beyond simply having an interest at stake. The Review 

Team did not find any documentation recording whether marginalised groups had had any 

influence or voice in the land mapping exercises. 

 
KFCP has also conducted extensive analysis of other stakeholders beyond the issue of land 

and outside the level of communities, documented extensively during the initial assessment 
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phase. It maintains an institutional support team dedicated to liaison and engagement with 

government and other stakeholders.  As the Review Team was focussed on village 

consultations it did not analyse this institutional engagement in depth, but did note some 

grievances from government agencies, which are reported in section 3.5 below. 

 
 

Conclusion on mapping land rights and stakeholder analysis: FPI-Con does not specifically 

entail the mapping of land rights and so KFCP has gone beyond the requirements of FPI-Con 

with the work it is undertaking in this area. It is thus on track to meeting FPIC & FEP on the 

issue of land. Likewise the extensive stakeholder analysis already carried out would allow 

KFCP to demonstrate conformance with FPI-Con, and provides an essential building block for 

the identification of rights-holders as required by FPIC.  

 
3.3.2 Effective Community Engagement 
 
This characteristic encompasses a number of elements under the FPIC framework: 

Identifying Appropriate Decision-Making Institutions; Developing a Process for Seeking and 

Obtaining Consent; Developing the Content for Consent Agreements; Developing a Capacity-

Building Strategy; and Monitoring what is agreed in Implementation. 

 

FPIC Element 2: Identifying Appropriate Decision-Making Institutions 

 Were existing village decision-making institutions reviewed? 

 Did villagers choose how they wanted decisions to be taken? 

 Did the project respect the decision by villagers? 

 
The recognised decision-making body in the village is the village meeting, or MusDes, and 

this institution is respected by KFCP. Nevertheless the limitations of the MusDes need to be 

recognised. For complex issues, unless the meeting is well facilitated it is not possible to 

guarantee that everyone has a full understanding of the issues being decided, and it is 

possible for powerful interests to hold sway over other rights-holders – such as those who 

are less vocal but nevertheless have customary rights over land. There have also been 

complaints that there are too many MusDes, particularly in Katunjung where there are many 

work packages.  

 

KFCP is also engaging regularly with customary adat leaders (Kaharingan mantir), and in 

some cases mantir have been elected by their communities to be members of the village 

monitoring teams (TP). Although the villages are indigenous communities, villagers did not 

choose the mantirs as the institution to represent them. It would have been good practice 

for KFCP to record the reasons why this was the case, if only to avoid subsequent allegations 

that traditional structures were ignored. KFCP project staff members informed the Review 

Team that it is likely that among the reasons the villagers did not choose the customary adat 

institutions was due to many of these traditional structures no longer having the authority 

they once had.  There is currently a revival in Central Kalimantan following Pergub 13/2009 

on traditional rights, and as the mantir adat have been relatively recently re-instated, many 
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do not have full knowledge of customary land rights – and they have been known to sell 

land, which is seen by some as in conflict with their roles as custodians of traditional land.  

 

Early in the project villagers and KFCP staff together evaluated existing village institutions to 

determine their potential suitability to manage KFCP activities and to sustain REDD+ 

activities beyond the end of the project. They concluded none were appropriate.  

 

TPK Tim Pengelola Kerja and TP Tim Pengawas were created as interim institutions, made up 

of villagers, to manage and monitor KFCP activities until such time that the village is ready to 

choose a permanent one to manage forest-related activities beyond the demonstration 

phase.  Although these are not strictly decision-making institutions but rather management 

bodies, they inevitably exercise some de facto decision-making powers on a day-to-day 

basis. While it is to be expected that the more literate and articulate members of the 

community will dominate these institutions, in some locations respondents felt that they 

had become the exclusive domain of the village elite for their personal benefit. As it is 

important to build up a cadre of villagers with capacity to manage the activities, it is difficult 

to see how this situation could be avoided.  

 

FPIC Element 4: Developing a Process for Seeking and Obtaining Consent 

 Was the definition of consent agreed with villagers? 

 Was the consultation process leading to decision points adequate? 

 Were all sections of the community included in the process? 

 

KFCP consulted extensively on the requirements to endorse the Village Agreement (VA) and 

adopted the established practice of majority voting system of village institutions. The VA 

consultation team (TKPD) instituted a process of consulting with different sectors of the 

community in broadly inclusive small group process35. Extensive good faith consultations 

were carried out at all stages of VA development.  

 

Some complaints were heard from individuals within the hamlets (dusun) regarding not 

being able to join MusDes due to transport problems, though there was a process for 

choosing dusun level representatives. Since July 2012 KFCP has paid for transport from 

outlying dusun. The Review also found that youth were not included in this process; within 

their own households, young adults and children’s views are often ignored, and there is no 

specific space for their voices to be heard outside the home.  

 

Following the village agreements, there is also a consent process for individual work 

packages, which do not proceed without agreement by the village. KFCP staff cite the 

example of Mantangai Hulu as an illustration of where consent was not given, and thus the 

work packages did not go ahead. However, as the case study later in the report   

demonstrates, many villagers in Mantangai Hulu were unhappy about this decision. This 

                                                           
35

 (A small staff survey carried out as part of this Review, TKPD consultations were the most commonly cited 
example of “good consultation”  cited by staff) 
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In one dusun in Tumbang Muroi the head of one neighbourhood (RT) stated he had 

not seen the finalised VA. When one of the TPK informed him that he had in fact 

received it, he went to his house and came back with the document, asking “Is this 

it?” This shows it was disseminated but not read by the villagers 

 

illustrates the importance of agreeing with the villages what consent means, and whether 

absence of unanimity in fact constitutes a withdrawal of consent. 

 

FPIC Element 5: Developing the Content for Consent Agreements 

 Was the community aware of the basis of negotiation? 

 Were community proposals incorporated into the negotiation? 

 Was the whole community aware of what was agreed in their name? 

 
 
Part A of VA is about the wider aims of KFCP, and some sections are not expressed in a way 

that is easily comprehensible or negotiable. For example: 

 

Nevertheless KFCP made great efforts to have the VA understood by thoroughly discussing 

the content and language, point by point, in village meetings with translation into Ngaju. 

Many suggestions were made by communities, in each village, negotiated and incorporated 

into the document. Comments provided included the issues of on land, livelihoods, and 

notarisation of signatures.  Feedback, including which demands were met and the reasons 

why others could not be, was given in individual village visits and an inter-village forum. 

Negotiations were conducted by the village leadership and most villagers are still unaware of 

the details of the VA – which is a 30 page document not in the Dayak language.  

In general residents of the main villages had better understanding regarding the VA than 

those in some hamlets. The village of Kalumpang had a better understanding than the other 

villages, and the TPK utilise the VA as a reference for implementing the work packages. This 

difference in understanding could be attributed to the higher education levels of the 

villagers in Kalumpang compared to other villages. 
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 “KFCP is a good program because it aims to rehabilitate the land that was damaged 

during the PLG era.  It is in our interest to support it because it will help to reduce 

fires.  Also in the future there is a chance, though it is not certain, that we may be 

able to trade carbon; what is important is that we prepare ourselves now.” 
Sub-TPK member, Tanjung Kelanis, hamlet of Tumbang Muroi 

 

“At the beginning of KFCP activities I was 

very concerned that our land would be 

claimed, but after I attended the 

meetings in Kecamatan and in Kapuas, I 

understand that the intention of KFCP is 

good – for example to prevent the fire 

and to reforest, and in the future there’s 

a possibility of carbon trading. At this 

point KFCP has changed a lot but there 

are still of people who don’t understand 

the objectives of KFCP work here” 
Muslim mantir, Katunjung 

 

 interviewed Aware but 
had not read 

Some 
understanding 

In Katunjung, including 2 dusuns 48 26 6 

Tumbang Muroi including 4 dusuns 92 70 12   

Kalumpang 28 20 8 

 

The Review identified broadly three categories of understanding among villagers. The TPK 
and TP who were involved in the process are the most aware. Then those involved in work 
packages had heard about the VA, and the main point they remembered was that KFCP 
would not take their land, and they also realised it enabled work packages to start. Finally 
the poorest families, in wealth group 4, were generally not aware of the VA.   

Beyond the VA, understanding of the overall aim of KFCP varies between each village and 

between different groups within the village.  Generalisations are difficult. From the four 

villages and six hamlets that the review team visited there were a number of people that 

were able to understand KFCP well, such as the village head in Tumbang Muroi, as well as 

the head of the BPD. 

 

 

However in the Tumbang Muroi hamlets of Lapetan and Teluk Kajang, the TPK did not 

demonstrate the same level of understanding.  

 

In Kalumpang, there was a good overall understanding, although not by the traditional 

Mantir, whose misunderstanding seemed to have been influenced by mistrust regarding the 

status of land.  

In Katunjung, whilst the Muslim mantir showed 

a good understanding of KFCP, the TPK and TP 

demonstrated a confused understanding on 

some parts.  They understand that KFCP is a 

partnership project between Indonesia and 

Australia but their knowledge of KFCP revolves 

mainly around the work packages - the nursery, 

tree planting and rubber/ livelihood activities. 

They expressed an interest in knowing more 

about carbon trading and learning English so 

they could directly market their carbon to a 

foreign market. There seemed to be a leap 

towards some notion of carbon without being 

able to link it to present activities.  They did not demonstrate a knowledge about REDD and 
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climate change nor how the current KFCP activities relate to reducing emissions – and in fact 

requested an explanation from the Review Team about these issues. In the case of Tumbang 

Mangkutup, originally a hamlet of Katunjung but since elevated to village status, having an 

articulate and well-informed spokesman strengthens the settlement’s negotiating position in 

relation to KFCP. However others do not mirror his advanced understanding in the village 

Whilst the villagers of Mantangai Hulu knew of the different KFCP activities, there also 

appeared to have a confused understanding about what KFCP overall aims were and who 

and how the local people may benefit or be adversely affected by KFCP. 

One individual from RT 1 thought that KFCP was a carbon business and understood it to be 

taking over land rights through planting of rubber and forest trees, for which the village 

community needed to be compensated for the loss of their land and access to land by 

receiving up to IDR 65 million. This degree of misapprehension illustrates the need for a 

continual communication effort to counter the disinformation and hearsay. 

The report of the TKPD consultation process 36 carried out early in KFCP demonstrated that 

the community in Mantangai Hulu saw the VA agreement as an opportunity to extract what 

they could from KFCP, with little evidence to show that they recognised KFCP aims as having 

any long term benefit for them. This perspective can be attributed to the size of Mantangai 

Hulu, the history and heterogeneous nature of the village. (see box below).  

THE MANTANGAI HULU STORY 

KFCP has for some time had difficulties working in Mantangai Hulu, culminating in a 

suspension of activities in the second half of 2012. 

The tensions in Mantangai Hulu must be understood in the context of the problems due to 

the PLG (Proyek Pengembangan Lahan Gambut), started in 1995 to increase food production 

through the creation of rice fields in Central Kalimantan. It was abandoned with the fall of 

the New Order in 1998, by which time it had cleared hundreds of thousands of hectares of 

peat swamp forests between the Kapuas and Mantangai Rivers. 600 households brought 

over from Java received title to over one hectare of land for 15 years, whilst the lands of 

indigenous peoples have never received any such recognition by the government. This 

tension is not exclusive to Mantangai Hulu but also other villages around the Ex Mega Rice 

Project.  

The local NGO Yayasan Petak Danum (YPD) was established as part of the advocacy 

campaign by the national NGO WALHI against PLG. It shares the stance of WALHI, as part of 

the Friends of the Earth (FoE) global network, against carbon offsets and REDD+.  

Another important factor is the villagers’ previous experience of projects such as the BOS 

Mawas project, which excluded villagers from forest areas and hired security staff. KFCP 

hired staff from these former projects, and villagers assumed that KFCP was simply a 

continuation, as the staff were the same. Notwithstanding this, KFCP did in the past work 

with YPD in producing village boundary maps, though the relationship ended over 

                                                           
36

 Hasil TKPD Mantangai Hulu (result of TKPD VA consultation team) 
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differences about organisational ownership of the work. 

The presence of a disaffected local NGO was superimposed on internal conflicts in 

Mantangai Hulu, arising from differences between the head of village and his former 

secretary over the procurement of timber for tatas blocking. As the standard practice for 

KFCP is to work with village heads for implementing activities in every village, this created a 

rift with the former village secretary and his allies, who are united in their disdain for the 

village head. Several villagers interviewed for this Review confirmed their mistrust of the 

village head for reasons related to transparency and accountability. 

The irony of this situation is that when he was in post the village secretary had been a strong 

ally of KFCP in the past. Indeed it was reported that he had often supported KFCP activity 

from his own pocket while waiting for the long administrative approval process. Yet due to 

circumstances he became its most vocal critic. The story is compounded by a number of 

other events about which the Review team heard anecdotal evidence, the details of which 

are not material. Suffice it to say, YPD found it possible to support the former village 

secretary when KFCP did not, and this alliance was then cemented through the backing of 

national and international NGOs.  

The underlying tensions came to a head in 2012 over the amount of money KFCP was 

offering each household for the livelihood work packages, at which point KFCP withdrew 

their staff for security reasons after they were threatened with violence, and suspended 

activities. It is important to note however that spoiling tactics by a disaffected minority does 

not represent the withdrawal of consent by the village, which would require a more 

structured and formal process of collective village 

decision-making (namely, via the musdes).  

The Review team spent approximately ten person-

days engaging with villagers and other stakeholders 

in Mantangai Hulu, to understand the history and 

look at possible ways forward.  Most community 

members interviewed wanted the chance to 

benefit from KFCP work packages and feel that 

KFCP’s withdrawal amounts to collective 

punishment as a result of the actions of a vocal 

minority. “If KFCP withdraws because of only one or 

two people, everybody here will suffer.” (villager, 

Mantangai Hulu). Meanwhile even representatives 

of that disaffected minority have also expressed an 

interest in re-engaging with KFCP. 

 

 

 

 

In Mantangai Hulu, a woman who 

joined the nursery activity had a 

stroke but still can take care of the 

tree seedlings. She sometimes 

receives money from her married 

children but more often not. Her 

daughter teaches children Al Qur’an, 

and her salary is only Rp 50,000 a 

month. If for many people, payment 

from KFCP is seen as an additional 

income, for her it is her main 

income. She hopes that the activities 

in Mantangai will continue. 
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Overall, as can be expected, the most widely understood aspect of KFCP is the work 
packages, both for livelihoods and peat rehabilitation. Understanding of how this is related 
to greenhouse gases, climate change and REDD is confined to relatively few people in each 
village, and even so is patchy. 

It is in the project’s and the community interest that more villagers understand and take 
ownership of the overall purpose of the project. For the changes made through the huge 
efforts of KFCP in the work packages to be sustainable, communities need to understand 
both what they are doing and why – namely, low carbon growth and a sustainably managed 
landscape which meets their livelihood needs. 

 

Table 4: Understanding of KFCP by topic 

 

Villages Livelihood/ 

Work packages 

Reducing GHG Canal/Tatas 

Blocking 

Fire 

Control 

Forest 

Replanting 

Mantangai Hulu      

Leadership   

(limited/confused) 

   

Ordinary Villagers      

Marginalised      

Katunjung      

Leadership   

limited/confused, 

though mantir 

showed good 

understanding 

   

Ordinary      

Marginalised      

Tumbang Muroi      

Leadership   Village head and 

TPK had good 

understanding 

   

Ordinary      

Marginalised      

Kalumpang      

Leadership   overall 

understood but 

not by mantir 

   

Ordinary   (limited)    

Marginalised      
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Note: the terms “Leadership”, “Ordinary” and “Marginalised” are used here descriptively and do not represent a 

judgement about the power relationships in any particular village. “Leadership” are defined as Village head, 

members of Village Government, TPK, TP and mantirs; “Ordinary” villagers consist of farmer supervisors (Petani 

Pemandu) and villagers involved in work packages; and “Marginalised” are from wealth ranking 4. 

 

To summarise – the most common understanding of KFCP by villagers is as a provider of 

work packages, particularly for forest planting. Certain individuals in some villages have a 

more complete understanding, and the capacity to explain it well in terms understandable 

to other villagers. KFCP should consider how these enlightened individuals might help to 

disseminate a more complete understanding across the project area as part of the village 

agreement renegotiation.   

 

FPIC Element 7: Developing a Capacity-Building Strategy 

 Were capacity needs of communities identified? 

 Was appropriate training given to community members? 

 Did project staff and partners receive adequate training, including in FPIC? 

 

Training was given to TPK, TP and TKPD in how to carry out their respective management, 

monitoring and consultation functions. KFCP has also provided training and support to 

communities and customary leaders, with a particular focus on good governance, village 

planning, rights, customary land mapping, and understanding of legal frameworks. Capacity 

building for other community members also included training in facilitation skills to 

implement wealth ranking. The farmer group leaders received training in farmer field 

schools, much of it focussed on practical work package implementation rather than 

addressing how work package activities relate to REDD+. This is perhaps best described as 

“community readiness” to meet the requirements of participating in KFCP activities, rather 

than “community preparedness” to engage with KFCP with bargaining power arising from 

capacity, understanding and self-confidence. 

 

KFCP staff are not confident in dealing with the requirements of FPIC, not necessarily 

because the requirements are overly stringent, but rather because they are not provided 

with operational guidelines on how to ensure it in practice. This is perhaps not surprising in 

that KFCP has not made a commitment to FPIC, but “FPIC literacy” would nevertheless have 

been useful in order to deal confidently with villagers and outsiders who raise the topic.  

Recently a training needs analysis has been commissioned as part of a review of the 

implementation of Village Agreements. 
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TP is the villagers’ monitoring 

institution for KFCP activities, and 

is trained and supported by KFCP 

in the verification of the work 

packages. Village notice boards 

display the results of monitoring 

and the payment tranches due to 

villages.  

 

While on the whole villagers 

appreciate KFCP for its transparency, in some cases the Review Team heard comments that 

the TP is perceived as elite-dominated and not sufficiently independent of the TPK. Some 

villagers see it as an agent of KFCP rather than as representing the community. TP & TPK 

members themselves reported that they are not always able to explain KFCP decisions on 

work package verification. While these shortcomings must be taken seriously, they must also 

be put in the context of significant achievements by KFCP in promoting transparent local 

project monitoring across a range of difficult contexts.  

 

Conclusion on effective community engagement: There is a wealth of evidence that KFCP is 

meeting the requirements of FPI-Con as regards effective community engagement. It has 

expended a great deal of effort and resources in engaging effectively with communities, and 

continues to promote a two-way flow of information as the work packages evolve and 

expand. There is a widespread understanding of the practical aspects of KFCP 

implementation, and records of every stage of community consultation are kept. In order to 

move towards FEP and be confident of meeting FPIC benchmarks, KFCP could give further 

attention to deepening the understanding of the vision that it is working towards, so that 

more villagers can make the link between the immediate activities and the ultimate goal of 

the project – and indeed, the future of the peat landscape after KFCP ends. 

 

 
3.3.3 Inclusion in Policy Processes beyond Project 

 
Although the issue of land rights were identified early in the project as important, a 

systematic approach to identifying advocacy needs of villagers was only considered later. On 

land issues, KFCP has initiated dialogue with the local customary institutions and, with the 

support of the provincial chapter of AMAN, a national NGO represented by members in 

Kapuas, began designing a capacity building program for mantirs, though AMAN withdrew 

its proposal because of differences about the contracting arrangements. KFCP subsequently 

carried out a different capacity building program for mantirs in partnership with DAD.  

FPIC Element 10: Monitoring what is agreed in 
Implementation 

 Are community members involved in project 
monitoring? 

 Are project monitoring mechanisms objective 
and transparent? 

 Are deviations from planned implementation 
understood by the community? 

 

FPIC Element 3: Identifying National Support Structures for Rights Advocacy 

 Were the advocacy needs of villagers identified?  

 Did the project help villagers to understand these needs? 

 Was their engagement with external sources of advocacy support facilitated? 
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Although IAFCP staff have attended workshops on these issues and has had some dialogue 

with rights organisations, the project has not systematically linked villagers to potential 

rights advocates. 

 

An interesting example of a different approach, which may be instructive for KFCP, is the 

AMAN/FPP/JKPP project described on page 53. 

  

Another potential area for policy engagement of interest to KFCP is with the National 

Forestry Council (Dewan Kehutanan Nasional or DKN), to influence the national community 

based forest management (PHBM) policy to ensure that communities have the right to use 

forest resources while awaiting the resolution of their tenure rights in the forest areas. 

The Review Team did not examine the extent to which villagers were involved in the process 

of linking village plans, facilitated by KFCP, and district and provincial planning processes. 

This was beyond the scope of this review and would have required a wider analysis of all 

policies relevant to REDD and forest conservation to determine the role and relevance of 

village plans in the wider policy context. The Review Team did establish however that the 

villages in the KFCP project area have not had their plans officially adopted by the district, 

which did not wish to fund villages already receiving funding from KFCP. 

Which areas of policy influence important for communities’ interests lie at local level, and 

which need linking to national level advocacy, would need to be established through a 

careful policy analysis. This is one of the services that a potential advocacy partner might be 

reasonably expected to provide.  

Conclusion on inclusion in policy processes: There is potential for KFCP to work more closely 

with external sources of advocacy support, to help villagers understand the policy 

environment and seek to influence it where appropriate. This would also reinforce KFCP’s 

achievements on the ground with favourable institutional arrangements and policies. Doing 

so would help KFCP move closer towards achieving FPIC, and by extension FEP. FPI-Con does 

not have any requirements with regard to rights advocacy for communities.  

3.3.4 Appropriate information dissemination  
 
This characteristic is the key to achieving the attribute of being “informed” in both FPIC & 

FPI-Con. 

 
After the initial stages of 

socialisation, once the VA design 

process started the communications 

plan focussed strongly on the 

MusDes and the draft VA as a 

communication vehicle. Out of the 

total of 179 villagers interviewed 134 

commented that they could often 

not understand, or recall, what was 

being “socialised” due to the volume and complexity of unfamiliar information. From the 

FPIC Element 6: Agreeing on a Communication Plan 

 Was a plan developed to meet all 
information needs of all stakeholders? 

 Were methods and materials used 
appropriate and accessible? 

 Were all aspects of the project covered by 
suitable information materials? 
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accounts of villagers, the Review team further noted that this complex information was 

often delivered in unimaginative ways, with a presenter standing up in front of a room with 

a microphone.  Communication materials were not all suitable for the education level of 

many of the community. 

 

For complex KFCP issues, the MusDes need to be facilitated in a professional manner, using 

participative tools and breaking out into smaller groups, with special attention paid to 

women. Door to door consultation and/or small group meetings before a MusDes are a 

must, and the special needs of people with hearing impairment and mobility constraints 

need to be considered to promote social inclusion.  Discussions on customary adat rights to 

land should be through informal meetings and attended by relevant holders of adat 

knowledge (not only mantir). KFCP uses some of these methods already, but not on a 

consistent basis.  With the volume of consultation that KFCP undertakes, it would not be 

feasible to be exhaustive in every case. Nonetheless criteria for judging when a topic or a 

process requires a particular communications effort are important.  

 

New information materials have been produced such as a comic-book poster on tatas 

blocking, though they were not yet in use in the field at the time of the Review. KFCP is 

currently developing a new communications plan and explicitly making the distinction 

between public relations and educational materials. Farmer field school guides can provide 

information in a way that villagers understand, related to their livelihoods i.e. what low 

carbon development might look like in practice.  

 

The Review found that the issue of communication with KFCP went beyond FPIC and the 

flow of information to the community. It also affected relations with other stakeholders as 

well as internally in the team. This aspect is returned to later on in this report (see page 67). 

 

Conclusion on appropriate information dissemination: In terms of volume of information and 

level of effort expended in socialisation, KFCP has amply demonstrated a commitment to FPI-

Con. The improvements currently in hand of the materials and methods for information 

sharing should yield dividends in improved understanding by communities of all aspects of 

KFCP. Continual progress on this track will pave the way for meeting the requirements of 

FPIC & FEP.  

 

 

3.3.5 Inclusion of Vulnerable Groups 
 

FPIC does not deal with the inclusion of vulnerable and marginalised groups directly, but 

rather subsumes this under the issue of identifying appropriate institutions to represent 

their rights and interests. This important issue is insufficiently articulated under FPIC.  FPI-

Con is more explicit in this regard, requiring efforts to consult with marginalised groups and 

to mitigate any potential negative project impacts. KFCP has undertaken a wealth ranking 

exercise in most villages to identify the poorest households with a view to monitoring, and 

encouraging, their participation in the project. Meanwhile KFCP’s Gender and Social 

Safeguards Specialist is engaged in outreach activities to women in the project villages, 
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They live in a one room house - their living room is their bedroom and they have five 

children. They had to give one child away to a member of their extended family 

because they could not afford to look after them. The father goes to tap other 

people’s rubber or goes fishing in a borrowed canoe, and the results have to be 

shared. He receives around Rp 500,000 for two weeks on average, though in the rainy 

season he cannot tap rubber. 

The family joined the KFCP nursery program last year. From last year’s nursery 

payment they were able to buy a canoe. From this year’s payment they have 

purchased a motor engine for their canoe, and were able to buy cooking pots and a 

new kerosene stove such as other families have. Life is easier for them now, and they 

thank KFCP. 

 

seeking to ensure that their concerns are addressed and that their voice is heard in village 

meetings.  

The Review Team used data collected from KFCP’s participatory village wealth ranking 

consultation to identify households in the lowest 

wealth category (#4)37 for specific targeting when 

collecting field data.  

The Review Team was impressed with the level 

of participation of this category in KFCP activities. 

During door-to-door interviews, the review team 

found that almost all the households consulted 

had been informed about joining in the seedling 

nursery activity.  

Nevertheless, not all of them chose to join for a variety of reasons. In Tumbang Muroi one 

man stated “I did not want to join because I get more money by lanting - looking for gold.” 

Another woman in Lapetan said, “it is not my hobby to plant trees”. Some women stated 

they could not join in because they are too busy taking care of their children. 

The Review did not look at impact to the poorest in a comprehensive way. However, effort 

has been made to reach the poorest in each hamlet to look at whether the project has made 

a difference to the most needy. The voice of this voiceless group is often ignored in 

development projects. They are not the elites of any kind and for them consultation is a 

luxury since every day is a struggle just for living. This story illustrates what participation in 

KFCP has meant for one of the poorest families in Tanjung Kelanis, a dusun of Tumbang 

Muroi village:  
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 Category 4 households are those who: have only a one room house and more than three children, or work for 
other people and do not own their own rubber garden or a canoe with an engine.  
 

 “ since KFCP has been here our 

knowledge and skills have really 

increased. We now know how to 

work better together and  we 

also know how to involve 

everybody including women and 

to think about and involve the 

poor.” Petani Pemandu, (farmer 

supervisor), Kalumpang 
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Conclusion on inclusion of vulnerable groups: KFCP can demonstrate that it promotes 
participation of vulnerable groups in both project process and outcomes. It meets the 
expectations of FPI-Con. FPIC does not have this a s specific criterion, and deals with this 
issue in a different way, by stipulating that appropriate decision-making institutions (Element 
2) need to represent the interests of vulnerable groups. KFCP’s more affirmative stance and 
demonstrable efforts to overcome the marginalisation of women and ensuring their voice is 
heard at the MusDes are relevant in this regard, and exceed the provisions of FPIC. Future 
efforts directed at other excluded groups, such as youth, would support the achievement of 
FEP. 
 
 
3.3.6 Influence on project design 

 

All three frameworks, FPI-Con, FPIC and FEP stress that for feedback from communities to be 

meaningful, it must be capable of influencing the design of the project. In practice this has 

some limitations because resources for consultation are rarely available before a project has 

already been designed to a level where donors are prepared to fund it.  To the extent that 

KFCP can modify its activities – for example, choice of livelihood package, or selection of 

which tatas to block – KFCP does modify the detailed project plans in response to the needs 

of communities. Thus village plans do provide an opportunity to influence the project 

design, though in practice the livelihood packages, which are of greater concern to villagers, 

have had less prominence than the tree 

planting, which is perceived to be a KFCP 

priority. 

 

Communities are not at a stage whereby 

they can understand, much less 

influence, the overall REDD+ project 

which, KFCP is piloting. 

 

Understanding of the wider objective of 

KFCP is patchy, both between and within 

villages.  Staff are not comfortable with explaining REDD+ because its future funding 

mechanisms are not clear yet; indeed, their earlier job descriptions advised them to avoid 

discussing REDD+ with villagers ( this has since been rectified but staff were not yet aware of 

this in the field). While most villagers understand the “what” of work packages, only some 

are able to articulate the “why”.  Some members of village institutions display good 

understanding and ability to explain the wider project design – but not of their right to 

periodically review their consent beyond the work package level. 

 

As the villages’ own development plans, village forests and adaptive management zones 

begin to take shape, the congruence between what KFCP is seeking to achieve and what the 

villagers want for their own future should become more apparent to them. In this sense the 

REDD+ “project” is not KFCP as such, which is time limited, but rather the whole enterprise 

of rehabilitating the peat forest. By building the understanding, capacity and assets of local 

FPIC Element 8: Integrating the Right to FPIC with 
REDD+ Project Design 

 Was consent sought for the whole design 
of the REDD+ project? 

 Was FPIC incorporated into each stage of 
project implementation? 

 Were villagers made aware of their 
continuing right to FPIC? 
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communities, KFCP will be contributing to their ability to influence the future direction of 

REDD+ in Central Kalimantan. 

 

Conclusion of influence on project design: Within the limitations for planning process for any 

project that relies on external funding mechanisms, KFCP is influenced by community needs 

and as such meets FPI-Con  

 

 

3.3.7 Grievance mechanism 

 

Element 11: Developing a Grievance Process 

 Do grievance processes conform to customary community practices? 

 Do grievance mechanisms exist for issues that fall outside the village agreement? 

 Is resolution of grievances consistent and equitable? 

 

 
 
There is a grievance mechanism in the VA that is based on traditional custom, using a 

progressive escalation from the kinship level to the neighbourhood and on to the village 

leader. This is complemented by new mechanisms such as a village complaints box, which is 

handled by the TPK, and the use of SMS.  

 

However, until recently there has not been a complaints mechanism for more general issues, 

nor for complaints about individuals who are part of the traditional referral chain for 

grievances. Meanwhile some villagers report that the KFCP takes a long time to respond to 

grievances raised. At the time of the Review the project database had 30 grievances 

registered for the period June to October 2012, ranging for generalised expressions of 

dissatisfaction to alerts about specific occurrences. It is not clear from the information 

presented to the Team how many of these had been actioned and at what stage of 

resolution they were; however, it is understood that such information is held on the 

complaints database.  

 

Conclusion on grievance mechanism: KFCP now operates grievance processes that are in line 

with the requirements of FPI-Con, FPIC and FEP. 

 

3.3.8 External advice and verification 

 
Not surprisingly 

villages get most of 

their information on 

KFCP from the project 

itself. Absence of 

formal independent 

advice meant villages 

Element 9: Ensuring Alternative Information and Independent 
Advice 

 Were active partnerships developed with advice organisations? 

 Were independent third parties invited to advise villages? 

 Were resources made available to villagers for independent 
advice? 
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are susceptible to influence from outside dissenting voices, which are not fully informed and 

not always constructive.  When villagers are led to making unreasonable demands because 

of inflated expectations, negotiation with KFCP can be perceived as confrontation, which can 

create a lingering sense of resentment when the outcome is less than hoped for. 

 

Conversely, if villagers were confident that they truly understood the options confronting 

them and the resources available, and could make informed and empowered choices, then 

criticism can be channelled in ways that lead to improvements in KFCP. External advisory 

services provided to villagers would be a way of achieving this, addressing issues such as: 

What are the consequences of the options on the table? Are there other options that have 

not been considered? What are the consequences of inaction?  Are the terms satisfactory in 

comparison with other experiences? Although KFCP is perfectly capable of facilitating such 

discussions, external advisory services are more likely to be considered impartial and 

without a vested interest in the outcome.  It is instructive to note that the NGO PUTER, from 

which the two field assistants in this Review Team were drawn, operates a REDD+ project in 

Katingan, Central Kalimantan, and uses other NGOs such as POKKER SHK to provide 

alternative information to villagers. 

 

FPIC has not been independently verified 

in KFCP, and communities are not aware 

of this possibility. The RESA conducted a 

verification of FPI-Con and that KFCP had 

met that standard. The present Review 

forms a good foundation for KFCP 

management to invite an external 

verification of FPIC in the project should 

it choose to do so.  

 

 

Conclusion on external advice & verification: External verification is not a requirement of FPI-

Con, though undoubtedly considered good practice as in all monitoring and evaluation. 

Should KFCP aspire to FPIC it will be important for it to engage with potential providers. 

 

3.4   Comparison with consultation process in other Indonesian projects 

 
Community projects 

The National Program for Community Empowerment (PNPM) was present in all of the 
villages visited. The village institution to manage KFCP activities has utilised the same 
structure as PNPM, with the roles of the TPK and TP and the use of MusDes as the highest 
decision making institution. Like KFCP, PNPM provides income to the villagers who work on 
their projects. 

However, most of the similarities end there. Whilst in design PNPM is meant to have a series 

of MusDes to decide what infrastructure to fund, in practice in these Kapuas villages there 

Element 12: Verifying Consent 

 Has an independent party verified that 
consent has been free, prior and 
informed? 

 Did communities understand they could 
request this verification? 

 Has the project engaged with providers 
of this service? 
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was only one MusDes, and none to report back on spending.  The villagers consulted 

considered KFCP to be transparent, with little transparency in PNPM. PNPM theoretically 

has a complaint mechanism, but the Review Team did not see any PNPM complaint box such 

as that used by KFCP. However PNPM does report on their complaints mechanism on their 

website. 

PNPM assistance is mainly for physical infrastructure projects such as paving the road 

through the middle of a village or building a jetty. In Kalumpang and Tumbang Muroi PNPM 

also have women’s microcredit groups. PNPM uses community participation mainly to 

identify infrastructure needs within the village. 

 KFCP activities, such as collecting tree seedlings, canal blocking, reforestation, entail a far 

more complex form of participation in terms of changing perceptions and behaviour on 

traditional use of forest. KFCP provides capacity building for villagers, whilst PNPM has not 

done any capacity building, and mentoring to villagers is very limited. There was no evidence 

of any PNPM field facilitators like those stationed by KFCP in every village. 

In Kalumpang, it was reported that in a PNPM MusDes participants only get meals, whereas 

in a KFCP MusDes participants get meals and Rp 50,000 to Rp 75,000.  KFCP needs to 

consider the impact for the village head, or other NGOs wishing to convene a MusDes 

without a budget allocation, if villagers become accustomed to being paid for coming to 

meetings. Note that each component of KFCP holds its own meetings, so KFCP is responsible 

for multiple MusDes. A balance needs to be struck between the need to remove barriers to 

villagers’ participation by meeting their genuine costs, and unintentionally cultivating an 

attitude of cash-for-meetings.  

Another project in the area is Amanah, a local government project that has only started in 

2012 and provides Rp 100 million for each village for infrastructure. The project is 

contracted to workers outside the village, and only village government is consulted. 

Other land-based projects 

There are several important initiatives in Indonesia that respect to rights for FPIC. One 

example is a joint project between the Indigenous Peoples Alliance of the Archipelago or 

AMAN, Forest Peoples Programme and Indonesia’s Participatory Mapping Network or JKPP, 

which is implemented in three provinces, Riau, East Kalimantan, and Flores. One result of 

the project, which may be relevant to KFCP, is a joint complaint and grievance mechanism 

run by the indigenous people organization, civil society organizations and the International 

Finance Corporation’s Compliance Advisory Ombudsman.  

The project aims to help the community to engage in negotiations with a plantation 

company, timber concessions, and a local government agency which all intended to take 

over community lands without FPIC38. Activities of the project include (1) building working 

relationship with the community; (2) implement training on rights to FPIC; (3) assisting the 

community to map their rights; (4) facilitating a consensus on boundaries with the 
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 Marcus Colchester, Patrick Anderson and Ahmad Zazali. 2010. Free, Prior and Informed Consent in Indonesia. 
Briefing Paper for the Forest Dialogue, 12-15 October 2010, Pekanbaru, Riau, Indonesia. 
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neighbouring community; (5) facilitating the community to determine their representatives; 

(6) facilitating the community to learn from other groups regarding tenure rights; (7) 

facilitating the community to negotiate the revised agreement; (8) legalization of the final 

agreement; and (9) monitoring and assessment on the implementation of the agreement.  

In the case of Melayu Kuntu community in Riau, the community was able to renegotiate 

their rights on land, which had been allocated by the government for the concession of a 

pulp and paper company. The project learned from this case that it has been hard to 

facilitate the community when their leaders are not solid - some had been enjoying benefits 

from the previous agreement, which had not been developed transparently. It took four 

months for AMAN to reconcile the community leaders before they could proceed towards 

the new negotiation. This is an interesting case of being able to recover from a situation 

when the community had been let down by their leaders.  

In the case of Dayak Lusan community in Paser, East Kalimantan, after going through all the 

required stages, agreement between the community and the logging company has been 

reached. The community consented to allow the company to continue operating in their 

ancestral lands with compensation in the form of school building, road improvement, 

housing improvement (with water and sanitation facility), scholarships and job 

opportunities. In this case indigenous leaders chose to revitalize and strengthen a customary 

institution to monitor implementation of the agreement, rather than using state village 

structures.  

In both the above examples the key lesson for KFCP, which is also relevant to the case of 

Mantangai Hulu, is the importance of a deliberate process to involve and legitimise the role 

of village leaders, even if their behaviour seems at first obstructive or undermining of the 

project objectives. Just as with any villagers, they need an incentive to participate, and for 

them simple access to work package benefits may not be appropriate or sufficient.  

In the case of Lewolema, Flores, although the agreement with the local government did not 

recognize rights of the community to the whole area, it does uphold the rights of the 

community to use the resources in the protected forest as long as it is done in sustainably. 

The agreement has been strengthened by the enactment of the Local Regulation or PERDA 

by the District House of Representatives (DPRD).  

Using PERDA to ensure FPIC even when the national law has not yet stipulated it is an 

interesting approach. It has also been adopted by two district governments in their 

regulations, notably in the districts of Bengkayang in West Kalimantan and Minahasa in 

North Sulawesi39, where FPIC is incorporated into the local regulation on coastal resources 

management.  

In the case of REDD+, FPIC is being implemented in the UN-REDD project in Central Sulawesi. 

This is still at the stage of capacity building of the local community to understand their rights 
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 Steny, Bernardinus. 2005. Free Prior Informed Consent Dalam Pergulatan Hukum Lokal (FPIC in the discourses 
of local law). HuMa, Jakarta. 
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The president of  an ecosystem restoration concession holder of 240,000 ha of deep peat 

in Central Kalimantan’s Katingan, who is targeting REDD+ carbon markets, acknowledges 

the significance of FPIC to avoid future conflicts with the local and indigenous 

communities, given the current uncertainty about the governance of REDD+ . He further 

holds that FPIC actually provides a strong foundation for long-term business. However, 

given the complexity and challenges in land and forest governance in Indonesia, he urged 

that all stakeholders should respect the goodwill of the private sector to implement FPIC. 

Since FPIC is a long process of negotiation, which he admits represents a new learning 

curve for the private sector, he expects to apply an iterative approach to FPIC instead of a 

rigid framework. 

 

to FPIC40. KFCP has not yet carried out FPIC training for the local community and may find 

this a useful capacity building action to undertake. 

FPIC is a relatively new initiative in Indonesia and can ensure that precautionary and 

affirmative action is taken to safeguard the rights of indigenous and other local communities 

related to REDD+, in the absence of regulations that put people first in development. 

In many cases in Indonesia the underlying cause of conflict relates to the government 

allegedly ignoring indigenous community rights on land and forests. Indeed the private 

sector actively seeks available land that is conflict-free for their investment, realizing the 

high costs involved in dealing with tenure conflicts. This has been stated by many private 

investors in the forestry sector in dialogues organized by the REDD+ Task Force. 

 

3.5 External criticism of KFCP  

 
Despite KFCP’s best endeavours it continues to come under external criticism on a regular 

basis. Some of the reasons for this are external to KFCP, arising from the political economy 

of the region, the wider controversies around REDD+, or simple opportunism. However 

many arise from grievances over the way KFCP has worked, or at the very least 

communicated, with local organisations.  

 

One respondent organisation stressed that different critics have different issues with KFCP. 

Thus KFCP needs to adopt a differentiated approach to engage constructively with its critics. 

 

WALHI, at national level, is affiliated to Friends of the Earth internationally and takes a stand 

against REDD, out of opposition to carbon trading and offsetting in general, and has been a 

vocal critic of KFCP since 2009 at the Copenhagen climate conference, COP15. At local level, 

WALHI’s arguments are echoed by Yayasan Petak Danum (YPD). Established in 1996, when 

Central Kalimantan received global attention for its peatland because of the Mega Rice 

Project, YPD became a focal point for both national and international NGOs in climate 
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change advocacy, and is also influenced by the local political issues in which its members are 

involved.  

 

AMAN the Indigenous Peoples Alliance of the Archipelago, are concerned with Indigenous 

people’s rights and ensuring that villagers on the KFCP area fully understand what it is they 

are consenting to, and can make informed decisions. There seems to be a difference in tone 

and approach between provincial and national levels of the organisation. A national level 

leader stated that AMAN has three principle objections to KFCP: it uses state village 

structures rather than the adat institutions; it represents a project delivery culture rather 

than a social development process; and it is reluctant to listen to others. 

 

The focus of the Forest Peoples’ Programme, FPP, and their Indonesian partner Pusaka, is on 

indigenous land rights.   

 
Below are the opinions encountered among the stakeholders consulted in this Review41: 
 
Poor communication with villagers and therefore a failure to achieve FPIC 

According to this view, shared by WALHI, POKKER, YPD and AMAN, KFCP has not yet 

implemented FPIC fully, particularly with regard to “informed” and “consent”. They contend 

that information has not reached the community in an effective way. This has resulted in a 

large proportion of the community not understanding the purpose of  KFCP, REDD+, Climate 

Change, carbon trading nor the status of the 120.000 ha project area .  

As mentioned earlier in this report, the Review Team acknowledge that KFCP has made huge 

efforts to consult with the community. However despite the many meetings, (MusDes),  

participatory elections for village representatives, setting up village agreement consultation 

teams (TKPD42), and supporting the RPJMDES (village planning), there remains a lack of clear 

understanding about the overall aim of KFCP and the communities’ role in it.   

This is not out of a lack of good faith in consultations but partly due to to the very real 

challenge of explaining the complex notion of REDD+. KFCP is not alone in facing this 

problem.43 The challenge for KFCP and all REDD+ projects is to develop simple ways to 

communicate complex ideas. Fortunately, external resources to help with this are 

increasingly available.44  

Furthermore, as REDD+ is a polemic topic, different organisations will put forward different 

opinions and for communities that are not used to such a variety of views this can become 
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 The review team interviewed FPP and Pusaka, YPD, AMAN, WALHI and  POKKER 
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  Tim Konsultasi Perjanjian Desa 
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 Stibniati Atmadja, a research fellow at CIFOR in Bogor stated that linking degradation, deforestation and 
climate change to REDD+ is not easy to explain, even for people who are heavily involved in the REDD+ 
discourse. See Challenges in Communicating REDD+ Hamper Efforts to Save Forests by Michelle Kovacevic in 
Forest News, 30 June 2011. http://tinyurl.com/akj5p6o.  

44
 See for example “What To Do With Redd? A Manual For Indigenous Trainers” 

2010, published by Asia Indigenous Peoples’ Pact (AIPP), International Work Group  
for Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA), Forest Peoples Programme (FPP), and Tebtebba 

http://tinyurl.com/akj5p6o
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confusing and threatening.  Within this complex environment part of KFCP’s role will be to 

ensure that the communities are helped to understand these differences.   

Allegations of failure to meet commitments 

FPP contend that KFCP has failed to keep to its commitments to respect community rights 

and needs to invite external scrutiny of its practices. Based largely on the reports of its 

partners in Kalteng, it cites cases of dissatisfaction by community members of various 

aspects of KFCP’s practice. Examples include blocking tatas without the consent of affected 

users, complaints by farmers of KFCP taking over use of their land, and lack of support from 

the KFCP in establishing rubber gardens requested by community members, paying instead 

for villagers to establish tree species that have little economic value for communities. These 

issues are now taken in turn: 

While a consent process had indeed been negotiated by KFCP with the owners of the tatas 

to be blocked, the Review Team encountered complaints of flooding of land next to blocked 

tatas and lack of access. It appears that the assumption by KFCP that the tatas owners are 

responsible for representing the interests of all other tatas users is not be valid, and needs 

to be investigated.  

Regarding rubber plantations, KFCP is currently in a lengthy and protracted process of 

ensuring that the request by the community for rubber gardens is met.  However, this 

process has taken a long time for a number of reasons: verifying that each community 

member who chose rubber has a hectare of suitable land available; ensuring that the 

seedlings are distributed in a transparent way; and administrative delays in establishing 

agreed procurement systems. 

Part of the overall KFCP strategy is to provide income for the local communities through 

planting trees to rehabilitate the landscape damaged by previous extractive or harmful 

livelihood activities.  The villagers were able to choose which trees they chose to plant from 

60 native species. Rubber is not suitable for areas of deep peat; and the rubber trees that 

will be planted can take up to nine years before they are productive. 

Thus the support for planting species other than rubber, despite apparently  “having little 

economic value to villagers”, is in fact part of a wider overall livelihood strategy, including 

activities to rehabilitate the landscape that would provide the villages with incomes for the 

short term and a more productive forest landscape for the longer term.  

The Review Team was unable to verify complaints by farmers that KFCP has taken over their 

land. Its findings support the view that KFCP respects the rights of communities to their 

customary lands, and any land that has been replanted went through a village process 

undertaken by the TPK and TP to identify land that was free of any claims. The TPK and TP 

may require further support in refining this process to avoid lapses and anomalies.  

 

The Review Team thus found that many of the critiques of KFCP arising from reports of 

community dissatisfaction have a straightforward explanation, needing relatively minor 

corrective action and, perhaps more importantly, patient dialogue with its critics. 
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A more fundamental criticism by FPP concerns the sequencing of project activities in order 

to seek and obtain community consent for each stage45. The Review Team concurs with this 

critique and has alluded elsewhere in this report (Part 3.3, Element 1) to the lack of 

coherence between mapping exercises, village planning and Village Agreement process. 

Time constraints and learning challenges caused KFCP to cut short the full potential of the 

village planning process. The Village Plan could ideally have been the platform to agree 

through participative mapping exercises where tree re-planting would take place, canals 

would be blocked and assess the risks to current livelihoods. A joint planning approach 

comprising smaller steps would have led to deeper understanding by more people. The 

Village Agreement could then simply have been a formality to seal the consent and provide a 

structure for the work packages.  

Treating the villagers as simply wage labour 

The delayed start to the livelihoods component means that all the villages have seen are the 

work packages for emissions reduction activities. Some elements within AMAN object to 

KFCP activites which do not create an understanding of KFCP aims, and have the perception 

that the community only work as wage labour. While KFCP considers the work packages as 

inputs-based payments in preparation for an eventual transition to performance-based 

payments, to external observers they simply look like cash-for-work.   

Criticism as the only outlet 

KFCP has worked with many of the local NGOs including YPD on the village boundary 

mapping and have also engaged in many meetings with local NGOs.  It has not, however, to 

date yet developed a formal communication channel with NGOs in Kalteng. A lack of 

ongoing dialogue through a regular and formalised meeting schedule makes it difficult to 

build mutual trust, with the result that everything KFCP does is viewed with suspicion. A gap 

in communication and information results in people substituting what they don’t know 

about KFCP with assumptions, often negative. 

KFCP  has not yet implemented a grievance mechanism or conflict resolution mechanism for 

issues beyond the community level, for example to deal with concerns expressed by some 

NGOs about what the project intends to do about carbon credits  This results in small issues 

becoming big issues and a  long process of waiting  for a decision on how to respond from 

Jakarta or Canberra. A multi-stakeholder grievance and conflict mechanism (government, 

KFCP, NGO and community) is needed in order to avoid such issues. 

KFCP does not treat government as equal partners 

According to the district planning body BAPPEDA, the role and responsibility of the KFCP / 

Government Working Group is not clear. KFCP has its own agenda which it appears to 

pursue on its own.  Plans created together are changed and implemented differently with no 

communication to the Working Group regarding these changes; “ KFCP takes its own path” 
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According to KPHL:   

 “The current approach of 
working together only 
consists of attending 
workshops but we need to 
be involved in tandem in 
the implementation.” 
 

was the lament. In their opinion, if KFCP were to focus more on community needs and 

livelihoods it would prevent many of the issues arising in the field, such as community 

disatisfaction over the  level of financial  support for the rubber work packages. 

 The agreement between the governments of Indonesia and Australia has a long 

complicated bureaucracy and district governments are not clear where decisions are made. 

In BAPPEDA’s view KFCP does not sufficiently broker an understanding of how this decision-

making works. At the very least, providing regular information to stakeholders on progress 

and challenges and avenues for their input would improve this scenario.  

The KFCP design document identified the emerging KPHL, 

forest unit management as a potential partner.  However, 

according to the KPHL, there is no clear plan yet on how 

KFCP and KPHL will work together. KPHL would welcome a 

clear integration between KFCP and KPHL so that there is 

transfer of knowledge and methodology, leading to an 

integrative approach would provide a clear exit strategy. 

KFCP is now working towards this.   
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4 ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 Village Agreements - consent to what? 

The cornerstone of the relationship between KFCP and the villages is the Village Agreement. 

This is the culmination of the socialisation and consultation work up to 2011 – and is the 

basis of the implementation of the work packages since that time. Villagers’ understanding 

of the Village Agreement is very patchy. The common conception among villagers is that it is 

simply a contract for the work packages for which villagers will be paid. Therefore, consent 

in those terms is purely transactional: willing seller, willing buyer.  

Opinion seems to be divided among KFCP staff about how much the Village Agreement is 

more than that. Some see it as simply a contract for work packages, while others consider it 

to be an expression of villagers’ consent to the whole conception and vision of a 

rehabilitated peat landscape and all that goes with it – including REDD+. The overall purpose 

of KFCP is included in Part A of the Village Agreement, which implies that this too is being 

agreed to. Yet if KFCP staff are not entirely clear on this, it is not surprising that neither are 

the villagers. While the Work Packages do represent key elements of a REDD+ 

demonstration (canal blocking, forest replanting, alternative livelihoods), because they are 

negotiated separately and sequentially with the villages, the information villagers receive is 

fragmented. For them the individual pieces do not go to form an overall picture. Their good 

understanding of the project at the level of individual activities does not translate into an 

ability to comprehend the overall programme. 

The villagers have not yet taken board on the basic aim of KFCP to manage the forest and 
peatlands sustainably in ways that avoid further emissions and protect and rehabilitate the 
peat swamp forest ecosystem. Understandably there is nothing in the VA which directly 
requests the villagers not to exploit the forest. Villagers’ longer term expectations are to 
continue utilising the forest as usual, and despite the reference to “low carbon alternative 
livelihoods” referred to in Part A of the VA, villagers do not yet envisage a scenario where 
they would not or could not do so.   

Villagers gladly accept the work packages, as part of this implicit “both-and” scenario. The 
agreement that villagers have demonstrated with KFCP is that they will plant trees when 
paid to do so; they have not yet been asked to agree to move away from traditional forest 
uses to more environmentally friendly ways of making a living.   

If villagers are being asked to endorse REDD+ in their village and forest areas, understanding 

the scenario they are opting for and its potential impact, positive and negative, now and in 

the future, this needs to be spelled out more explicitly. If Village Agreements are to be the 

vehicle for demonstrating “consent” to REDD+ by participating villages, further efforts to 

harmonise understanding between villagers and the REDD+ project operator are necessary 

to clarify “consent to what”.  

RECOMMENDATION: If village agreements are renewed beyond June 2013, this should be 

preceded by a process of consultation to develop a deeper understanding by communities 

rather than simply extending their validity as an administrative formality.  KFCP has the 

opportunity should it wish to do so to turn the VA into an instrument that embodies FPIC. 
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4.2 Keeping Consent alive 

Just as REDD+ is not a pre-defined intervention with known results, risks and rewards, so too 

must the consent of communities, given at a specific point in time, be taken as neither final 

nor definitive. Should KFCP enter a new phase, new certainties are established or new risks 

emerge, community members have the right to re-evaluate what they understand the 

project implies for them and to reconsider their consent.  

The Village Agreements are currently in three parts, with KFCP suggesting that Part C, the 

work packages, can be updated, in KFCP’s words, “without having to amend the agreement 

as a whole” (from the KFCP factsheet on VAs). If FPIC was to be adopted by KFCP this 

presumption would need to be reconsidered, because as the project and REDD+ evolve, new 

initiatives take place and villagers understand more about the project, their ongoing consent 

needs to be reviewed. This is neither necessary nor desirable for every individual work 

package, but certainly where the conditions of the programme have changed significantly, 

then the whole of the VA must be periodically revalidated, and open to amendment if  

necessary. This is undoubtedly what KFCP intends; but under what conditions that 

amendment occurs should be spelled out.  

 

 
It is fortunate timing that the current Village Agreements are due to expire in June 2013, 

making it possible for KFCP to enter a new round of village consultations and negotiation of 

consent relatively seamlessly.  

 

If villages in the project area are being prepared for a future where REDD+ carbon finance 

provides resources to the communities, they must be made aware that ultimately a carbon 

project needs long - term agreements to work. Once all the trees are planted and canals 

blocked, the work packages in their current form will come to an end. While the Village 

Agreement may be up for periodic negotiation, future carbon finance agreements may not; 

communities’ capacities and experience built up through constructive engagement with 

KFCP will stand them in good stead to negotiate and manage other agreements in future.  

 

FPIC is a right. It is not a linear process that ends with the signing of an agreement 
by the community. 
 
 ...FPIC needs to be understood as a right that requires the project developer to 
undertake an ongoing process of communication, with consent sought at key stages 
in the process... 
 
...Consent is not a one-time process that gives everlasting social license to a 
development. Rather, it is part of a recurring process, described by various 
indigenous peoples as ‘living consent,’ which requires continual monitoring, 
maintenance, and reaffirmation throughout the various stages of a project. 

 
From: Free, Prior, and Informed Consent in REDD+: Principles and Approaches for Policy and 
Project Development, RECOFTC and GIZ, 2011. 
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Now is the time for villagers to gain the understanding necessary to decide whether and 

when they are ready to consent to future binding agreements. This is tricky at this stage, 

since how specific indicators, (such as tatas remain blocked, fires are managed, trees are 

replanted, and forests managed sustainably) will translate into income is still not clear. 

Moreover, with the institutions for national REDD+ implementation still under development, 

it is not known how future incentive payment mechanisms would operate and whether 

performance would be need to be measured as carbon or whether proxies may be used 

(such as: fire prevention and management actions, maintenance of planted areas, 

maintenance hydrological rehabilitation structures, land use change compliant to agreed 

zoning).  

 

However, in the short term, it should be possible to reach consensus based on the non-cash 

benefits that villages will experience, such as reduced fires and floods that damage their 

livelihoods.  

Until communities can understand the possible end point of the process they are engaged 

in, they are unable to share that vision or give their full consent to it. In the meantime, FPIC 

calls for REDD+ administrators to be explicit about the risks and uncertainties, and to define 

points along the way when communities’ consent has to be reviewed as new information 

becomes available. 

RECOMMENDATION: Information should be continually exchanged with villagers as the 

project evolves, particularly when new information that significantly alters the level of risk 

for communities becomes available. The wording of any future village agreements should 

specify under what circumstances a renegotiation would be triggered, in keeping with the 

spirit of free, prior and informed consent. 

 

4.3 Closing the FPIC gap 

The Team believes that KFCP is within striking distance of achieving FPIC should it seek to do 

so. This is based on an analysis of the 12 element framework, using a simple scoring system 

applied to each element:  

 

dark green – satisfactory and needs to be maintained; 

light green – insufficient in the past but is improving over time in the right direction;   

yellow –  continues to be deficient and requires more attention; 

red – overlooked so far and would need to  be addressed.  

Table 5:  Summarised suggested FPIC actions 

FPIC ELEMENTS Summarised action suggested – Detailed actions to follow. 

Element 1: Mapping Rights, Rights 
Holders, and Land-Use 

Take advantage of the forthcoming adaptive management zone and hutan 
desa exercises to  
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FPIC ELEMENTS Summarised action suggested – Detailed actions to follow. 

  Harness participatory mapping as an empowerment tool and 

opportunity to explore how KFCP can contribute to village visions 

 Strengthen effective working with KPHL  

Element 2: Identifying Appropriate 
Decision-Making Institutions 

Improve the representation of hamlets (dusun) in village (desa) decision 
making. The recent posting of KFCP village facilitators in all hamlets 
recognises this need. 

Element 3: Identifying National 
Support Structures for Rights 
Advocacy 

Seek advice and support from reputable rights-based organisation in 
Indonesia to broker relationship with appropriate bodies. 

Element 4: Developing a Process 
for Seeking and Obtaining Consent 
 

 
Start planning the process for renewal and renegotiations of VAs well 
ahead of their expiry in June 2013, giving sufficient time for villages to 
understand the objectives of KFCP beyond the work packages; the scope of 
the consent being requested; and the impact on their livelihoods 

Element 5: Developing the 
Content for Consent Agreements 
 

Element 6: Agreeing on a 
Communication Plan 
 

Sustain the move towards more innovative and appropriate 
communications materials and commitment to empowering communities 
through relevant information and knowledge.  

Element 7: Developing a Capacity-
Building Strategy 
 

Training Needs Analysis being conducted should consider the strategic 
knowledge and skills needed to manage a rehabilitated peat landscape in 
the long term, as well as  the practical needs of staff and communities to 
implement KFCP activities - – many of which are indeed essential technical 
skills for long term peatland management 

Element 8: Integrating the Right to 
FPIC with REDD+ Project Design 
 

A well-integrated Adaptive Management Zone, village forest (hutan desa) 
and village plan (RPJMDES) using the timescale of the village planning 
process (5 years) to integrate project design with community plans and 
build up consent over the years with greater understanding. 

Element 9: Ensuring Alternative 
Information and Independent 
Advice 
 

Create the environment and provide resources for villages to be able to 
make use of independent advice in support of their long-term sustainable 
development needs. The project can learn from Puter in Katingan on how 
other organisation provide advice.  

Element 10: Monitoring What is 
Agreed in Implementation 
 

Initiate participatory monitoring and evaluation and mechanisms of 
accountability to communities for performance in relation to agreements. 
This includes, and goes beyond, improving the monitoring skills and 
practices of the TP. 

Element 11: Developing a 
Grievance Process 
 

Continue to monitor and refine the complaints handling mechanisms to 
ensure that grievances about issues that fall both within and outside village 
agreements are equitably and efficiently handled. The management shall 
provide clear authority for this. 

Element 12: Verifying Consent 
 

Invite independent external stakeholders to verify KFCP’s practices 
regarding FPIC and commit to taking remedial action where appropriate. 

 

From this analysis it can be seen that in seven areas, over half the elements of this FPIC 

framework, KFCP has either performed satisfactorily or is already moving in the right 

direction. In two further areas there are mechanisms or processes under way which can be 

readily harnessed, and have the potential to achieve significant advances in the short term.  

For three areas, regarding externally supported advocacy, advice and verification, KFCP 

would need to initiate efforts should a commitment to FPIC be made. Engagement with 

national advocacy groups and local NGOs has been ad hoc and needs to be formalised. This 

echoes a finding of the RESA/IPP, which stated: 

“KFCP has not made as much effort to consult more widely (beyond the district) with interest 
groups who disagree with their activities since the implementation phase began. “ 
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There is nothing sacrosanct about the 12 elements, which are simply a tool to understand 
and operationalize FPIC. By demonstrating that KFCP is on track and identifying areas for 
improvement, the tool has demonstrated its utility. However, other institutions committing 
to FPIC use other tools, often developed by themselves, and KFCP is at liberty to do the 
same.  
 

 
RECOMMENDATION: KFCP should make an explicit commitment to the aim of meeting 

FPIC, and define how this will be interpreted in its own context. This will bring important 

public relations benefits. It should sustain efforts at continual improvement towards 

meeting FPIC criteria, and, should it choose to adopt the 12 elements framework as a 

basis, give early attention to elements 3, 9. & 12. 

4.4 Specific Communication/REDD+ Vision Challenges 

With the work packages communities are seeing the benefits from KFCP, according to most 

respondents mainly in the form of payments for the results of their labour. There is some 

sporadic dissatisfaction with the allocation of work and some of the details of payment 

mechanisms, but these are transitory issues that can be easily resolved. More complex is 

communicating the fact that at some point there will be a transition from these input-based 

payments to an outcomes-based basis. Most interviewees, when asked what they hoped of 

KFCP in the future, replied “for the work packages to continue”.  

The perception of the Review Team is that implicitly there seem to be two different models 

simultaneously at work within KFCP. On the one hand there is the technical demonstration - 

getting canals blocked, trees planted and the community on board, to ensure their 

cooperation and eventually to assume ownership. This focuses on achieving REDD+ directly. 

On the other hand there is the bottom-up development process – cultivating community 

ownership from the outset and integrating activities with villagers’ own aspirations as 

expressed in village plans – with REDD+ as a potential source of continuity in the long term. 

The tension between these two mental models, co-existing side-by-side, has contributed to 

the lack of clarity among KFCP staff about the role of communities, as well as communities’ 

own perception of where this is all leading. There is of course considerable overlap between 

these two models, where the aspirations of villagers and the needs of the project coincide.  

 

For example, issues captured during the thematic mapping and village planning (RPJMDES) 

such as the request for rubber were not responded to by KFCP in a timely manner. The long 

delays in resolving the issues around land to plant rubber created the initial perception 

among villagers that KFCP only exists to hire labour for reforestation (seedlings and 

planting). Drawing on a different model, KFCP interventions could have chosen to address 

community needs first as an entry point to working with the villages, and then later focussed 

on the REDD+ rehabilitation activities.  

It would be useful if these two approaches were to be unified under a single vision, 

segregating conceptually between three categories of activities: those that serve the 

interests of villagers, those that promote carbon sequestration, and, the majority - those 

that achieve both. 
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The Review Team noted that KFCP staff assigned to the different components have a silo 

mentality and fragmented way of dealing with communities. A brief staff questionnaire on 

village consultation produced telling results. One question was “were you involved in village 

consultations?”; six staff (out of 14 respondents) answered “no”, yet these individuals 

worked on reforestation, vegetation monitoring, tatas blocking and fire management – all 

“emissions reduction” functions.  Without reading too much into these responses, it is 

nevertheless noteworthy that some staff felt that they could do their job as a technical task 

without any element of village consultation.  

RECOMMENDATION: KFCP’s future vision should be reviewed together by all staff as a 
team building exercise, and used as an element in the ongoing community engagement 
process by all teams, so that it permeates everything that KFCP does. This will allow 
villagers to understand the ultimate aim of the process in which they are engaged and to 
which they are being asked to consent. 

4.5 Management matters 

Whilst management issues are not within the scope of the Review, some comment is 

necessary to the extent that they have a direct impact upon the community consultation 

process. A demonstration project will be unable to prove its design or theory of change if 

there is an overall problem with execution of the design. 

Fragmented approach 

The Review noted that the quality of engagement with communities is hampered by internal 

dynamics within KFCP. KFCP is organised under four sections: (1) emissions reduction 

(including peatland rehabilitation); (2) emissions estimation (including peat, water, and 

forest monitoring); (3) benefit sharing (including CE and livelihoods); and (4) institutional 

support. The Gender and Safeguards Specialist is in a separate, cross-cutting group. 

Different organisations (BOS and CARE) have been contracted to implement some of these 

activities, which provides extra challenges for horizontal coordination. Accountability within 

these structures is vertical as field level staff feel responsible to their own managers more 

than to each other as peers or colleagues. The succession of changing Team Coordinators 

has led to added difficulties in bringing the different teams together. 

The silo approach amongst the different teams leads to a fragmented understanding, and 

time consuming process, for the villagers. One manifestation is the number of MusDes that 

take place. The CE team facilitate all consultations, and technical teams explain the 

interventions. Separate meetings are considered necessary because different interventions 

start at different times, and each one can be explored in depth as a basis for the village to 

agree (or not agree) to adopt it in a work package. This is would appear to be positive from 

an FPIC perspective, though with the risk of contributing to consultation fatigue. Whether 

the same benefits can be achieved with a more streamlined approach merits investigation. 

The MusDes could instead provide a platform to bring different issues together to be 

discussed on one place – this would lead to fewer MusDes, better coordination and a more 

coherent overall vision on KFCP aims.  
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Centralised authority 

The Review heard staff complaints at the field level about lack of horizontal and vertical 

communication across and within teams.  CE village facilitators who do not have sufficient 

information to answer villagers’ questions perhaps feel the effect most acutely.  Delays in 

payments and lack of understanding of payment mechanisms lead to tension amongst the 

villagers and stress for the TPK and TP and CE Facilitators who do not have the skills to deal 

with Villager expectations. Hence the  demand from the villagers for KFCP Managers to visit 

the villages monthly to answer questions, which firstly reflects poorly on CE facilitators as 

being insufficiently empowered to engage proactively with the villagers, and secondly may 

not be the best use of managers’ time.  

Meanwhile managers report a lack of autonomy to make decisions and implement programs 

as they need to wait for information from IAFCP in Jakarta before they can proceed.   

Conflict management 

A critical management issue appears to be the collective capacity of KFCP to manage 

conflict.  Although in general this has not been a pervasive problem, when it does arise it is a 

major distraction and can have disproportionate repercussions on staff morale and public 

relations, as in the case of the village of Mantangai Hulu. 

As the case study earlier in this report demonstrates, the problems in Mantangai Hulu were 

not of KFCP’s making.   Yet restoring the confidence of villagers, and building bridges with 

local NGOs in Mantangai Hulu is critical for KFCP’s external reputation. Since the date of the 

fieldwork for this Review, it is understood that the situation in Mantangai Hulu has been 

somewhat restored. How this process was conducted is worth documenting.  

REDD+ in general introduces the promise of significant new resources into contexts where 

there are invariably pre-existing tensions. Even where those conflicts are not of a project’s 

making, REDD+ can exacerbate latent rivalries. As a REDD+ demonstration project, KFCP can 

contribute valuable learning on the capacities needed to manage conflicts that arise from 

REDD+ implementation.  

RECOMMENDATION: KFCP should prepare a detailed lessons learned case study of its 

engagement in Mantangai Hulu as a contribution to learning on the management of 

REDD+. This could include examining the way information flows, how decisions are taken, 

delegation of authority, synergy across teams, and accountability, among other aspects of 

management practice. 
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5 SUGGESTED PLAN OF ACTION  

 
IF KFCP accepts the recommendations arising out of the analysis a number of short- and 
long-term action points are suggested.  
 

5.1  Short-term actions  

 

5.1.1 Making a commitment to FPIC and moving to fill in the gaps  

KFCP has already demonstrated its openness to considering the adoption of FPIC through 

the commissioning of the present Review, and has proposed a subsequent peer review of 

this report. The next logical step would be for KFCP to formulate a position on whether or 

not to formally adopt FPIC as an operating guideline, and how this commitment would be 

interpreted in practice.  

 

This Review has concluded that KFCP is now on the right track in terms of conforming to 

FPIC, though there are some significant shortfalls. If IAFCP & KFCP decide to close these 

gaps, they can do so by becoming more outward-facing and engaging with support 

organisations that can help KFCP to address the following elements of the FPIC framework in 

particular:   

 

Element 3: Identifying National Support Structures for Rights Advocacy  

Element 9: Ensuring Alternative Information and Independent Advice 

Element 12: Verifying Consent 

 

There are a number of organisations that can be readily identified to fulfil one or more of 

these roles. One approach would be to engage a specialist organisation with FPIC expertise, , 

to draw up terms of reference for each of these functions, and then invite local and national 

organisations to present proposals or bid for the work. This could result in a list of pre-

qualified institutions from which villagers could select an advisor. A variant of this option 

would be to invite a reputable external organisation, , to administer a grant fund that can be 

used to contract local NGOs, such as AMAN, to provide these services.  

 

Evidently such a grant mechanism would need to be carefully designed so that alternative 

information and advice is provided in a way that promotes healthy dialogue and community 

understanding, rather than polarising opinions. If KFCP wishes to explore this option holding 

an early meeting with an appropriate specialist organisation would be an immediate next 

step. 

 

It is important however not to manage this process in a way that maintains or increases 

distance between KFCP and local NGOs. Developing partnerships with local NGOs, including 

the vocal ones, is important for KFCP’s reputation management, and KFCP staff should be 

supported in building these relationships. A possible way of working towards this is to invite 
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local NGOs to participate in some of the discussion fora that KFCP already promotes, such as 

the Inter-Village Forum (FKAD - Forum Komunikasi Antar Desa). 

A basic training or refresher course for all KFCP staff on FPIC would demystify the concept, 

make it less threatening, and help them respect it in practice. 

  

5.1.2 Addressing outstanding grievances 

The Review encountered a number of grievances in the villages, ranging from the apparently 

petty to more substantive issues (such as delays in establishing the rubber plots). These 

must not be allowed to fester as they can breed mistrust and discontent, undermining the 

process of building community ownership of the activities. A concerted effort to identify and 

clear the backlog of complaints should be made as soon as possible, to make room for 

further awareness raising and consultation in the villages on more strategic issues.  

 

 Effective mechanisms to address complaints are necessary to create an atmosphere 

conducive to consultation and preparation for renewal of village Agreements. KFCP’s 

recently adopted practice of grievance tracking as a standing item on the agenda of 

management team meetings is a good way of doing this. 

 

It is understood that since the time of the Review KFCP has started to normalize relations 

with Mantangai Hulu with a view to implementing work packages in this village.  Beyond 

treating Mantangai Hulu as special case, there is a great deal that both KFCP and the global 

REDD community can learn from this experience.  Putting on record a KFCP perspective on 

the issues would both demonstrate KFCP’s genuine commitment to an equitable resolution, 

and contribute to global learning on managing conflict in a REDD+ context.   

 

5.1.3 Developing a coherent long-term vision using village forest and adaptive 

management zone initiatives 

 

KFCP is already undertaking an initiative to develop Adaptive Management /Limited 

Development Zones and Hutan Desa (village forests). The mapping process provides an 

excellent opportunity to create a coherent vision of KFCP aims across all staff, with the 

village communities, and district government.  

The spatial plan when done well can   

 Show where the villagers are able to develop their livelihoods, including with 

resources from KFCP  

 Show areas that need protection and why this is necessary in terms of protecting 

their own livelihoods, leading to a reduction in fires and floods. 

 Develop an improved relationship with the KPHL so it understands, recognises and 

respects the village communities’ land use and rights. The KPHL spoke of “wishing to 
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work in tandem and not simply attending workshops” but KFCP has been slow in 

developing a real working relationship with it 

 Bring together KFCP activities and create long-term livelihood security for the 

communities. Mapping processes need to be participatory, and to include 

continuous expert input to ensure that maps are accurate and do not need to be 

remapped. Ensuring that the mapping process and results are communicated back 

to community, including traditional owners, with attention to those who cannot 

participate in a regular MusDes, all takes time. 

5.1.4 Deepening understanding ahead of new village agreement negotiations  

 

The number of villagers involved in the work packages provides an excellent network – 

farmer supervisors, seedling groups, women’s group etc - to create a better understanding 

of KFCP aims and the VA.  The content for the VA contains many important sections, which 

should be broken down to be discussed in smaller groups to gain understanding. Smaller 

groups are important for the full participation of women and the less confident. 

CE facilitators can be supported in this activity through ensuring the quality of the 

communication material, and providing training on how to handle discussions. Providing 

written guidance for KFCP staff, providing 

them with a consistent understanding and 

interpretation of KFCP, may assist in 

ensuring that different villages get the 

same messages, albeit at different times 

and from different staff members. 

Raising awareness through a range of 

communication approaches takes time. 

Repeated events, using a range of different 

media conveying the same message, needs to be organised and focused on issues which are 

essential for communities to understand and relevant to their livelihoods. Local 

communities should be consulted on what information they need – it is unlikely that they 

need to know about global impacts of climate change in order to be fully informed of the 

activities that affect them through REDD+; neither do they need to know about the 

relationship between the governments of Australia and Indonesia. Using a range of 

approaches from role playing to puppet shows, cartoons and language which is relevant to 

the lives of the people concerned can help communicate the complex concept of REDD+ to 

low literacy communities. 

 A consent process for renewing VAs should include a mechanism to ensure that absent 

villagers are not excluded. MusDes where significant decisions will be taken need to be 

facilitated in a professional manner,  using participative tools and breaking out into smaller 

groups, with special attention paid to women.  This could be good opportunity for 

partnership with local NGOs.  

 

Explanations do not need to be complex 

“ KFCP is here to rehabilitate the 

damaged forest and to prevent further 

damage of the forest through providing 

alternative livelihoods for the villagers.”  

Village Head, Tumbang Muroi  
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5.2 Longer term changes for REDD+ in the KFCP project area  

 

5.2.1 Improving consultation practices  

• Continue upgrading the quality of communications and methods of exchanging 

information with communities and other stakeholders. 

• Shift reliance for communications and information exchange from KFCP staff, 

investing in the development of local village cadres for this purpose. 

• The representation of dusun in desa affairs needs to be reviewed, with the right to 

choose their own representatives to the desa TPK as appropriate. 

• Consider the advantages and disadvantages of ensuring representation on the TPK 

for each neighbourhood (RT), especially in large villages. If KFCP moves towards an 

engagement model based on village cadres, this may provide a more effective, and 

cost-effective, alternative. 

• Continue to find creative ways to separate TP & TPK, given the strong kinship links in 

villages, with specific and separate training for the TP in participatory monitoring 

and safeguards. 

• TP members would benefit from on-the-ground mentoring, cross-learning and 

exchange between villages. Some TPs have demonstrated good practice and 

capacities, which would benefit their peers in other village.   

 
 
 
5.2.2 Addressing the needs of hitherto excluded groups 

 
KFCP should consider how it will work with young people. Children and young adults are 

important for many reasons. First, young people do not yet have entrenched behaviours and 

norms, and as such approach learning with open minds. Young adults can play a useful role 

as village cadres to champion REDD+ after KFCP leaves. Secondly, they can offer help to 

others, for example widows or the elderly who want to be involved with the nurseries but 

are unable to collect seedlings and soils from the forest. Thirdly, actions that create conflicts 

or promote peace can come from the youth.  

The project should also identify disabled people and what kind of disabilities he or she has, 

so the facilitators are aware of them and help design the activities accordingly. For example 

the Review Team met one person with a hearing impairment who did not want to come to 

MusDes as he could not hear properly, who would benefit from home visit instead. Another 

young man, who cannot walk properly, didn’t join the nursery activity as he cannot fetch soil 

and tree seedlings – yet could be assigned to look after the seedlings and get paid. 
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6   BEYOND KFCP 

 Lessons Learnt:  

1. The importance of a clear communication plan from the outset for the local communities, 

NGO’s and Government. A lack of ongoing dialogue through a regular and formalised 

meeting schedule makes it difficult to build mutual trust. A gap in communication and 

information results in people creating assumptions, often negative. 

Close communication enables understanding and relationship building, which are key to the 

success of challenging change programs. 

2. In order to address land rights, the Wilayah adat/traditional land use mapping ideally 

needs to be complemented by participatory land use planning that builds on the village 

planning and mapping as already completed by KFCP, in order to produce a community land 

use plan. Starting with mapping the natural resource assets used by each community, then 

considering the land use zoning for sustainable management, the process can lead to the 

definition of legal and community rights for different land uses.  

3. The sequencing and integration of REDD+ project activities is of upmost importance to 

build community understanding and to seek and obtain community consent for each stage.. 

Creating a clear coherence between mapping exercises, village planning and Village 

Agreement process would enable the full potential of the village planning process. The 

Village Plan could ideally be the platform to agree through participative mapping exercises 

where tree re-planting would take place, canals would be blocked and assess the risks to 

current livelihoods. A joint planning approach comprising smaller steps would have led to 

deeper understanding by more people. The Village Agreement could then potentially be the 

formality to seal the consent and provide a structure for the work packages.  

 

This approach would concur with 

the understanding of FPIC as a 

right. It is not a linear process that 

ends with the signing of an 

agreement by the community. 

 
 

 

4. Regular Capacity Building is a vital component for a REDD+ project for staff and 

communities to keep abreast/informed with the evolving changes and REDD+ 

developments. 

 

 

  

...FPIC needs to be understood as a right that 
requires the project developer to undertake an 
ongoing process of communication, with consent 
sought at key stages in the process... 
 
From: Free, Prior, and Informed Consent in REDD+: 
Principles and Approaches for Policy and Project 
Development, RECOFTC and GIZ, 2011. 
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7 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 

This Review has established that KFCP has expended a great deal of effort and energy in 

consultation and engagement processes with the community. More attention could have 

been given to the quality of information and the skills needed for effective communication 

with villagers. Nevertheless, the results in terms of community involvement in and 

understanding of the KFCP work packages are significant. Placed against the backdrop of a 

history of external interventions in Central Kalimantan, which have had negative impacts on 

the rights, and livelihoods of communities, this is no small achievement.  

Judged by the criteria of Free Prior and Informed Consultation (FPI-Con), this Review concurs 

with the conclusions of the RESA that KFCP is meeting those standards, and in many cases 

comfortably exceeds them. This places KFCP in a good position to strive towards also 

fulfilling the requirements of Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) and Full and Effective 

Participation (FEP) should it choose to do so. This would require more focused attention in 

certain areas identified in this Review, particularly as regards the way that KFCP engages 

with external actors. 

However embracing FPIC will not be a magic solution to stemming the flow of criticism 

directed at KFCP from external observers. Although the lack of FPIC is often used as the 

battle cry for these attacks, the roots of dissatisfaction with KFCP are more complex and not 

so easily tackled. These include, among others, a fundamental lack of faith in REDD+; the 

political trajectories and ambitions of particular institutions; and, bluntly, rivalry for a share 

of the substantial resources that KFCP has had at its disposal.  Nevertheless, while FPIC 

cannot solve all KFPC’s problems with its critics, it could alleviate them.  

If KFCP moves towards the next stage of its evolution, when communities take charge of the 

peatland rehabilitation activities and benefits shift from being incentive-based to 

performance-based, achieving FPIC is within reach. It offers a route to enhancing community 

empowerment, and ensuring sustainable results from all the efforts KFCP has put into 

community engagement to date.  

Learning how to achieve FPIC in difficult circumstances will be an important legacy of a 

REDD+ demonstration project such as KFCP. Lessons identified in the course of this Review 

have included  

 the importance of good quality communications materials and techniques in order 
to gain maximum benefit from the volume of information-sharing events, all of 
which have transaction costs;  

 the need for accessible and easy to use complaints mechanisms so that grievances 
do not deepen into resentment, and hinder the consultation processes;  

 the challenge of- upholding the wishes of the majority of community members in 
the face of strong opposition expressed by an influential  minority, when their 
economic or political interests  are threatened by community needs that do not 
reflect their own, and thus what constitutes community agreement or consent ;  

 the centrality of good consultation to achieving REDD+ outcomes, and the need to 
factor time and resources for this into project design.   
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ANNEX A: SCOPE OF SERVICES    

Evaluation and Verification of Community Consultation and Village 
Agreements Processes for KFCP: Village Consultation Process Review 

 

1. Introduction 

 

The Kalimantan and Forests Climate Partnership (KFCP) aims to demonstrate a credible, equitable, 
and effective approach to reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from deforestation and forest 
degradation, including from the degradation of peatlands. Local communities are engaged as key 
partners of KFCP for multiple reasons, including: 

Co-benefits—so that local communities can receive the development co-benefits of the REDD+ 
demonstration, including income from activities for inputs, training, capacity building, and other 
assistance to be able to manage REDD+ in the future. 

Equity—so that those most directly affected by KFCP activities can participate in managing these 
activities and receive a fair share of the benefits. 

Efficiency—because natural resource management is generally more efficient when responsibility is 
vested in local resource users. 

The KFCP activity area lies completely within Kapuas District, with a sparse population of 
approximately 9,000 residents – mostly Ngaju Dayak – living in seven villages strung out along the 
banks of the Kapuas River. In this area, villages are relatively remote, have limited public 
infrastructure and the level of access to and quality of both health and education services is relatively 
poor. Isolation limits the range of available employment opportunities, and the deforestation of large 
areas of land since 1996 has greatly altered livelihood opportunities. 

KFCP has entered into formal agreements with seven villages (desa). These ‘Village Agreements’ (VA) 
provide a framework for KFCP to finance and support local communities to carry out REDD+ activities 
under their own management and governance arrangements. The VA s are a first step towards 
establishing long lasting institutions in REDD+ and can be used to manage and fund a range of current 
and future community-based activities, from livelihood improvement to peatland rehabilitation and 
forest management. 

The VAs outline the principles and framework for KFCP to provide technical and financial assistance 
for work managed and implemented by the local communities. This work contributes to the 
rehabilitation of degraded peatlands, protection of intact peat swamp forest, and improvements to 
the quality of local livelihoods in ways that reduce pressures on forest and peatlands.  

The VAs have three parts. The first part sets out the joint aims, principles of co-operation and mutual 
respect, and the kinds of work that can be implemented and financed under the agreement. The 
second part lists the general terms and conditions of how work will be managed and financed along 
with standards and safeguards that must be followed. The third part is divided into discrete ‘work 
packages’ (WPs) that consist of technical protocols, targets, quality standards, schedules, and budgets 
for the work to be carried out. The third part can be modified without having to amend the 
agreement as a whole. This provides flexibility to plan and manage the work. 

Two teams are established in each village to oversee implementation: an activity implementation 
team (tim pengelola kegiatan, or TPK) and a monitoring team (tim pengawas, or TP). The activity 
implementation team is responsible for managing all the work carried out under the VAs. They also 
receive and process the payments from KFCP and distribute payments within the villages for labour 
and material inputs to the work. The monitoring team is responsible for supervising the work and its 
quality and for ensuring the transparency and accountability of the activity implementation team. 
Members of these two teams are chosen through village meetings (musyawarah desa) and can be 
replaced if the community so chooses 

The VAs are a central part of an ongoing consultation process with communities in the project area. 
The VA process was piloted in two desa in early to mid-2011, and draft agreements were prepared 
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with these communities. Following review of the draft agreements by the governments of Australia 
and Indonesia, the VA consultation process continued in all seven desa. By January 2012 agreements 
were finalized in all seven desa. The VA s are ratified in each village through a formal village meeting 
and endorsed by the village head (kepala desa) and local customary leader (mantir adat). The VAs 
expire in June 2013.  

The signing of VAs was a major milestone for KFCP and communities in the project area, as it allowed 
for peat swamp forest emissions reduction activities to commence and payments to flow to 
communities through work packages which act as sub-contracts under the VAs. They also lay the 
foundation for long-lasting institutions for REDD+.  

KFCP has engaged communities through a range of processes before and after VAs were signed. This 
includes consultation and negotiation of individual work packages, some of which preceded the VAs. 
In addition KFCP has facilitated village development planning by communities and district government 
officials in each of the seven villages (desa) in Mantangai and Timpah sub-districts of Kapuas, Central 
Kalimantan. This has resulted in mid-term, five-year plans – from 2011-2015 – as well as yearly plans 
for each village. These plans have been incorporated into sub-district and district government 
development plans. They outline the aspirations of the local and indigenous communities, and are 
informing collaboration between the KFCP and the villages. Ongoing consultation is supported by the 
presence of Community Engagement (CE) staff in each village. The majority of CE staff time is spent 
living in the villages. KFCP has also provided training and support to customary communities and 
leaders, with a particular focus on rights, customary land mapping, and understanding legal 
frameworks.  

The IAFCP has placed funds with the World Bank to set up and manage a trust fund for KFCP (KFCTF). 
Commencing in early 2013 and continuing for at least three years, the trust fund wass anticipated to 
be the source of most incentive payments under VAs. A large-scale Regional Environmental and Social 
Assessment (RESA) was undertaken over the past 18 months-two years (including an Indigenous 
People’s Plan, and an Access Restriction Process Framework) in preparation for the KFCTF.  However, 
it is unclear if the trust fund will be activated. 

 

2. Background to this Assignment 

This evaluation is being carried out as a part of IAFCP’s efforts at continuous improvement of its 
implementation processes and its preparedness to meet REDD+ safeguards compliance standards.  It 
will be useful for program improvements and documenting lessons learned. Despite implementing a 
series of different consultations processes and the efforts to work with custom and tradition 
communities used in KFCP, the project has come under some external criticism over its consultation 
processes.  This evaluation will be useful in addressing any concerns. 

With a focus on equity, it is intended that KFCP interventions contribute to respecting, protecting and 
recognising rights and reducing poverty, and at the very least do no harm. 

CARE is involved in KFCP as a field implementation partner and in a technical advisory capacity. CARE 
contributes to the Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership (IAFCP) through the secondment of 
key full time staff to KFCP under the overall co-ordination, management and direction of the KFCP 
Director. This includes a CE team, comprising community facilitators who live and work with 
communities in the project area. CARE also provides some technical advice to KFCP through 
monitoring visits, providing technical advisors on key issues such as safeguards, and technical advice 
to support the commitment of KFCP management to the development and application of relevant 
standards. Consistent with CARE’s international mission and vision, CARE is committed to upholding 
the principles of Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) in REDD+ Programming. 

IAFCP and CARE have agreed to undertake a joint evaluation of the consultation process against the 
World Bank Standards of Free, Prior and Informed Consultation (FPI-Con), the principles of FPIC, and 
Full and Effective Participation (FEP). A team of international and Indonesian consultants will be 
commissioned to undertake the evaluation.   

A separate review of the management of VAs (the VAs Management Review) was undertaken 
between August-September 2012, to assess progress and challenges in implementing the VAs and 
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recommending management and verification process improvements.  A small number of follow-up 
presentations and a peer review of the final report will take place as a part of this Village Consultation 
Process Review. 

Together, this evaluation and verification and the VA management review will contribute to 
continuous improvements in community consultation and the management of VAs with communities, 
as well as inform measures for when current VA s expire in 2013.  

 

3. Objectives of this Assignment 

The overall purpose of this assignment is to deliver a rigorous, transparent and credible evaluation 
and verification (E&V) of the community consultation processes used by KFCP leading up to and 
continuing under VA s (including work packages). The evaluation should be conducted against the 
principles of Free, Prior and Informed Consultation (FPI-Con), Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC), 
and Full and Effective Participation (FEP). 

The objectives of this assignment are to evaluate the community consultation processes used by KFCP 
in establishing VAs and subsequent work packages to: 

1. Assist IAFCP to achieve outcomes under the KFCP – Benefits Sharing Demonstration, and the 
IAFCP Research, Evaluation and Knowledge Management Program. 
2. To contribute to continuous improvement of KFCP project implementation processes. 

With the support of IAFCP, KFCP Management, and CARE, the consultant team will: 

1. Compile the evaluation methodology and tools for the evaluation. 
2. Review, evaluate and verify the consultation processes of KFCP, leading up to and continuing 
under VAs (including for a sample of WPs), taking into account changes over time and ongoing 
improvements, the findings of other evaluations (including the RESA), and the documentation of 
evidence.  
3. Provide project-specific recommendations for KFCP for short-term corrective actions, (that 
is, redress to take place under the VAs) for continuous improvements, and recommendations for 
future consultations (for example, for future VAs) to meet the principles of FPI-Con in particular, 
and where possible FPIC and FEP. 
4. Document evaluation findings, project achievements and lessons of broader relevance to 
REDD+ stakeholders in Indonesia.  
5. Address peer review comments on the pre-peer review draft. 
6. Communicate findings and recommendations for feedback and discussion to a small number 
external stakeholders in Jakarta (some members). 

The E&V is intended to systematically evaluate and communicate the process and outcomes of the 
consultation to date, taking into account improvements over time. It will primarily be used to inform 
and strengthen ongoing consultation in KFCP and upcoming KFCTF activities in order to achieve FPIC, 
FPI-Con and FEP. It can also to contribute to the transparency and accountability of KFCP to third 
parties. 

 

 4.  Scope of Work 

The work will be undertaken by a Village Consultation Process E &V team comprised of five short-
term advisors, one desk-based advisor, and three supporting field staff between October and 
December 2012: 

 The E&V Team Leader with expertise on REDD+ Safeguards – to be contracted by CARE.  

 A Community Development and Participation Advisor (with knowledge of the KFCP site and 
expertise on community driven development and village consultation) – to be contracted by 
IAFCP. 

 An Indonesia Community Consultation Specialist (lead) – to be contracted by IAFCP. 

 An Indonesia Community Consultation Support staff (to support the lead specialist) – to be 
contracted by IAFCP. 
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 An Indonesia Program Evaluation Methodology and Community Consultation Specialist – to 
be contracted by IAFCP. 

 A VA Management Advisor – to be contracted by CARE. 

 Two field assistants – to be contracted by IAFCP. 

 One interpretor (Dayak – Indonesian – English) – to be contracted by IAFCP 

The E&V team will be supported by the IAFCP Research, Evaluation and Quality Assurance Specialist 
(REQAS), an IAFCP Forest and Climate Specialist (FCS), KFCP staff (in particular the KFCP Social 
Development team Program Manager and the KFCP Director and Senior Program Manager), other 
CARE staff and local research assistants as required. 

The E&V team will undertake the process outlined below according to individual team member 
responsibilities. A timeline is provided in the tentative schedule below. Home-based preparation 
(including draft methodology) will take place between 1-11 October. Jakarta based preparations will 
take place between 15-17 October. Work in Kapuas, Kalimantan (consultations with staff and 
stakeholders) will take place between 18-20 and 30-31 October, and work in villages will take place 
between 22-29 October. Consolidation of findings and report writing will take place in November and 
December 2012.  Revisions to the draft report will take place between January and March 2013.  Peer 
review comments will be addressed in May-June 2013 (pending the timely provision of comments 
from peer reviewers planned for April 2013) and the small number of feedback meetings will take 
place in May 2013 or early June 2013 with the strategy for this to be agreed on with IAFCP). 

 

PREPARATION PHASE  

1. Preparation (home-based) – led by the safeguards and community development experts (phone 
conferences with other review team participants) 

 Mutually agree on division of responsibilities 

 Review project documentation and relevant third party documents. These include: 
o KFCP design documents and the draft IAFCP/KFCP Program Implementation Plan 
o Documentation of VAs Process including the overview document provided by KFCP 

(documentation can also be reviewed in the KFCP Kapuas Office) 
o Report on FPIC training and self-awareness sessions for KFCP staff (October 2011) 
o KFCP VAs (head documents) and consultation process 
o KFCP CE engagement tools and safeguard tools 
o Gender and Conflict Assessment Report (2012) 
o KFCP Safeguards Framework (2012) 
o Draft FPIC evaluation toolkit prepared by RECOFTC for UN-REDD. 
o RESA prepared for the KFCP Trust Fund (2012) 
o VAs Management Report (2012) 
o Cancun 2010 safeguards principles (and other relevant principles on consultation for 

REDD+) 
o Research ethics guidelines – National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research (NHMRC, ARC & AVCC 2007). www.nhmrc.gov.au 
/guidelines/ethics/human_research/index.htm. 

 Undertake preliminary conversations with E&V team members, IAFCP and CARE Staff in 
Australia and Indonesia. 

 Develop a draft methodology for the evaluation for review and finalisation in Jakarta at the 
beginning of the in country work (see below). 

 

2. Development of a project specific E&V methodology and indicator framework (in Indonesia and 
home-based) 

 Review relevant methodologies, including the Draft PFIC evaluation toolkit prepared by 
RECOFTC for UN-REDD, and methods for establishing FPI-Con issued by the World Bank, 
among others. 

 Develop an evaluation methodology: 
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o Focusing on VA formulation and WPs consultation processes; include Village 
Development Planning Consultation processes used by the KFCP community 
engagement team where relevant, 

o Including indicators, practical field steps, village and interviewee sampling plan (how 
villages/hamlets/interviewees are selected), work plans, and thematic guidelines for 
interviews with different stakeholders (to be provided by 11 October 2012).  

o Incorporating methods for establishing changes and improvements over time, 
including those which have taken place in the last two years of KFCP.  

o Taking into account both formal and informal consultation processes.  
o Considering how KFCP as a REDD+ demonstration fares against the principles 

mentioned above, alongside the degree of consultation used in other large 
development/community forestry programs in Indonesia. 

 

PHASE 1: IN-COUNTRY WORK
46

  

1. Finalisation of the project specific E&V methodology 

 Provide an overview of the findings and recommendations of the VA s Management Review 
for IAFCP/Village Consultation E&V team  

o (VAs Management Advisor to lead) 

 Conduct a joint workshop with IAFCP and CARE Advisors and KFCP managers and other 
stakeholders (potentially RECOFTC) to develop a project-specific E&V indicator framework 
and methodology (hereafter “methodology workshop”). The indicator framework should 
address the principles of Free, Prior and Informed Consultation (FPI-Con), Free, Prior and 
Informed Consent (FPIC) and Full and Effective Participation (FEP) and relevant 
recommendations from the RESA  

o (E&V Team Leader, Community Development and Participation advisor, and 
Indonesian Program Evaluation Methodology and Community Consultation 
specialist to lead).  

 Present a draft methodology and indicator framework to stakeholders for confirmation in 
line with need, time and budget for the evaluation. 

 

2. Conduct the E&V, collate, analyse and present findings (in Indonesia and home-based.) 

 Conduct the assessment together with KFCP staff and research assistants: 
o In villages, ensure a variety of stakeholders are able to participate in the E&V 

process including, but not limited to, women, men, marginalised groups (such as 
those in more isolated hamlets, or poor occupational groups), village leaders, 
customary leaders, and participants and non-participants in KFCP work packages.  

o Interview key stakeholders at district and provincial level. 
o Interview key staff involved in VA and other forms of consultation. 
o Review any documentation in the KFCP offices. 
o Ensure the clear and rigorous documentation of evidence by the review team. 
o Ensure the assessment follows research ethics outlined in the National Statement 

on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (NHMRC, ARC & AVCC 2007) (see above). 
o Ensure the methodology is adhered to as much as possible, but modified/expanded 

where it does not capture important findings/conditions based on field realities. 
o Ensure findings are contextualised in light of other development program 

consultation processes and the ‘newness’ of REDD+. 

 Brainstorm key findings with the review team and KFCP staff involved in the E&V process. 

 Verify findings with communities and other stakeholders as per agreed methodology. 

 Provide a preliminary debrief with IAFCP and CARE. 
 

PHASE 2: REPORT WRITING AND FINALISATION 

                                                           
46 A small amount of this work may be home based for some consultants – pending availability.  The bulk of the work should 

be undertaken in Indonesia. 
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1. Provide an evidence-based draft report to IAFCP and CARE for comment, presenting key evidence 
and analysis of the KFCP consultation process against agreed indicators (and include other findings 
that were not captured by the initial indicator framework but nonetheless are important in REDD+ 
lessons learned and field realities).  

 Ensure the draft is evidence-based (for example, examples, quotes and sources are provided 
in the report, views are compared and contrasted from different perspectives where 
necessary/divergent, including variation by villages, stakeholder groups, work packages). Use 
both qualitative (FGD and interview quotes) and quantitative evidence where possible. 

 Make sure the report is referenced where documentation is used as a source. 

 Use pseudonyms or profiles rather than the names of respondents to protect their identity 
(unless there is informed consent for direct naming of interviewees).   

 Use the Gender and Conflict Assessment writing style as an indicator of how to present 
qualitative findings and taking into account a variety of views.  

 Based on the analysis, provide recommendations including necessary short-term corrective 
actions (that is, redress to take place under the current VAs) and recommendations for 
future consultations (for example, for future VAs). Ensure recommendations are practical 
and can accommodate field realities and the varied goals of REDD+ (efficient emissions 
reduction, development co-benefits, and safeguards). 

 The report will include lessons learnt for REDD+ projects in Indonesia and internationally and 
should consider the extent of consultation needed for REDD+ vis-à-vis other development 
programs in Indonesia (considering whether REDD+ goes beyond standard development 
practice in Indonesia). 

2. Provide a final report within four weeks of receiving comments from IAFCP and CARE. 

 

PHASE 3: ADDRESSING PEER REVIEW COMMENTS 

1. The report will likely be sent to a number of peer reviewers from different organisations for 
review in early to mid-April 2013 depending on when it is released for peer review by the 
funding agency. The evaluation team will be expected to address comments provided by the 
reviewers in the text, or in exceptional cases, present a justification for why comments have not 
been addressed in a note to file.  All efforts should be made to address peer review comments 
and that of CARE/IAFCP. This should be carried out within 3 weeks of receiving peer reviewer 
comments (peer reviewer comments are likely to be returned in early May 2013)  

 

PHASE 4:  PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Organise a small series (2-3) of small meetings (held over 1.5 days) or a simple workshop/meeting 
(half a day) with external organisations to encourage their engagement with the program, to 
feedback findings and elicit comment on the validity of the recommendations, and to elicit 
recommendations for potential next steps.  The strategy and approach will be jointly decided 
between the E&V team, IAFCP and CARE.  If IAFCP has already organised draft management 
responses these should be included in meeting topics if agreed by IAFCP and if this is considered 
an appropriate strategy to run the meetings. If not, then the focus should be purely on the report. 
During the consideration of the strategy and in managing the meetings, the team should be 
mindful of: 

a. the sensitivity of the topic,  

b. the different interests of the participants and balancing these,  

c. not to raise expectations of what can be delivered from the 
recommendations/suggestions from participants, and  

d. not to raise expectations of delivery mechanisms through external 
organisations/internal IAFCP processes. 
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2. Organise presentations/materials for the meeting (if materials need to be produced as a part of 
the agreed strategy).  

3. Present the findings at the small meetings/workshop in Jakarta to identified stakeholders. 

4. Draft a note summarising the outcomes and discussion points from the meetings (one of the 
team members should take notes during the meetings and there will be further support from 
IAFCP for this, so this task will primarily involve tidying these notes – they can be in Indonesian 
or English but should be coherent and identify which stakeholder organisations that have 
particular views).  

 

5.  Consultant inputs: 

Within this framework, the responsibilities of individual team members are as follows: 

1. The E&V Team Leader (expertise on REDD+ Safeguards)  

The team leader will undertake the following tasks (up to 36 days for preparation, travel, Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 work; and a further 3 days to address peer review comments and provide brief inputs into 
the approach to conducting the feedback meetings in Phases 3 and 4): 

a) Undertake preparation including document review, discussions with IAFCP and CARE in 
Indonesia and Australia, other stakeholders and E&V team members. 
b) Contact E&V team members to discuss the division of responsibilities in the field. 
c) Home-based - together with the Community Development and Participation advisor and the 
Indonesia Program Evaluation Methodology and Community Consultation specialist (based in 
Indonesia, will need to connect by Skype), design the draft evaluation methodology to be 
finalised in Jakarta at the beginning of the in-country work. 
d) Work with the Indonesia Program Evaluation Methodology and Community Consultation 
specialist, and the Community Development and Participation advisor to lead methodology 
workshop in Jakarta and finalise the methods, tools, indicator framework, and work plans. 
e) Ensure the evaluation methodology and instruments are finalised. 
f) Lead and participate in the E&V process, ensuring that roles and responsibilities of E&V team 
and any KFCP staff and research assistants are clear and that the methods and ethical processes 
underpinning the evaluation are followed. 
g) Lead report writing, manage inputs from other E&V team members and ensure the 
coherence and quality of report content and that balanced evidence is presented to support 
claims. 
h) Lead and participate in the process for revising the draft report based on reviewers’ 
feedback. 
i) Lead and participate in the process for responding to peer reviewer comments providing the 
final report to CARE and IAFCP and addressing any concerns raised on the way peer reviewer 
comments are addressed. 
j) Give inputs to the team making presentation of findings to CSOs. 
k) Other tasks as required. 

 

2) The Community Development and Participation Advisor  

This advisor will do up to maximum 48.5 days (6 days for preparation and travel to Jakarta, 22 days 
for workshops in Jakarta and fieldwork in Kalimantan specific to the consultation review for phase 1, 
10 days for report writing, up to 4 days for accommodating feedback on draft report in Phase 2, 6.5 
days for addressing peer reviewer comments and organising/participating in the meetings/workshops 
in Jakarta). Tasks are: 

a) Undertake preparation including document review, discussions with IAFCP and CARE in 
Indonesia and Australia, other stakeholders and E&V team members. 

b) Work closely with the E&V Team Leader and the Indonesia Program Evaluation Methodology 
and Community Consultation specialist to develop the draft E&V methodology (focus in 
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particular on developing field guidelines, and thematic interview guidelines, and village level 
work). 

c) Work with the E&V Team Leader and the Indonesia Program Evaluation Methodology and 
Community Consultation specialist, to conduct the methodology workshop in Jakarta. 

d) Work with the E&V team members to finalise the evaluation instruments for the review. 
e) Substantially participate in the E&V process (taking the lead whenever the team leader is not in 

country or the field), in particular focussing on the village level interviews and drawing on 
experience from working other development projects on the extent and degree of consultation 
vis-à-vis REDD+ demonstrations). 

f) Contribute substantially to report writing (equal time contribution to this process as the E&V 
Team leader), and ensure the coherence and quality of report content and that evidence 
substantiates claims. 

g) Revise relevant sections of the draft version of the report (based on division of responsibilities) 
to incorporate feedback from reviewers of the pre-peer review draft. 

h) Provide significant inputs into responses to peer review comments in the text and in a note to 
file (for exceptions of what is not addressed), and accommodate any concerns raised on the way 
peer reviewer comments are addressed in revisions. 

i) Take a lead role together with the Indonesia Community Consultation Specialist/Support 
Specialist in organising a small series (2-3) of small meetings (spread over 1.5 days) or a simple 
workshop (half a day) with external organisations as per the scope of work requirements above. 

j) Take a lead role together with the Indonesia Community Consultation support specialist in 
organising presentations/materials (if materials need to be produced as a part of the agreed 
strategy) for the small meetings/workshop in Jakarta.  

k) Participate in the presentation of the findings at the small meetings/workshop in Jakarta to 
identified stakeholders. 

l) Take responsibility for providing the note summarising the outcomes and discussion points from 
the meetings (in Indonesian or English) to the IAFCP/CARE. 

m) Other tasks as required. 
 

3) The Indonesia Community Consultation Lead Specialist  

Up to 18 days (four days preparation phase, 11 days in Phase 1 - including travel, seven days report 
writing and reviewing other’s inputs, one day for revisions to report - and a further 3 days to address 
peer reviewer comments in the report and participate in/contribute to presentation workshops in 
Jakarta in Phases 3 and 4). They will undertake the following tasks 

a) Undertake preparation including document review and preliminary discussions on 
methodology with the E&V team leader. 

b) Participate in the methodology workshop and actively contribute to methodology design. 
c) Undertake the E&V process, and provide recommendation to the Team Leader and team on the 

facilitation at community level. 
d) Contribute to reporting and analysis, including providing comparative analysis of consultation 

process in KFCP to consultation in other Indonesian projects and ensure the coherence and 
quality of report content and that evidence substantiates claims. 

e) Contribute to recommendations based on the analysis, including lessons learned based on 
knowledge of consultation in the Indonesian context. 

f) Provide input notes into responses to peer review comments in the text and in a note to file (for 
exceptions of what is not addressed), and accommodate any concerns raised on the way peer 
reviewer comments are addressed in revisions. 

g) Provide inputs into the approach/strategy to conducting the meetings/workshop. 
h) Take a lead role together with Indonesia Community Consultation support specialist in 

facilitating the small meetings/workshop with external organisations  and presenting findings as 
per the scope of work requirements above . 

i) Check the notes on the meeting represent the views expressed by stakeholders. 
j) Undertake other tasks as required. 
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4) The Indonesia Community Consultation Support Specialist  

Up to 22 days (one day for participation in the methodology workshop, 13 days for evaluation 
fieldwork and travel, four days for notes compilation and debriefs in Phase 1, and 4 days to address 
peer reviewer comments in the report and participate in/contribute to presentation workshops in 
Jakarta in Phases 3 and 4). They will undertake the following tasks: 

a) Participate in the methodology workshop. 
b) Undertake the E&V process, and provide notes and inputs to the Indonesia Community 

Consultation lead specialist on the facilitation and consultation at community level. 
c) Provide comprehensive notes on interviews conducted during the fieldwork. 
d) Contribute to recommendations based on the analysis, including lessons learned based on 

knowledge of consultation in the Indonesian context. 
e) Assist the Indonesia Community Consultation Lead specialist to provide inputs into responses to 

peer review comments in the text and in a note to file (for exceptions of what is not addressed), 
and accommodate any concerns raised on the way peer reviewer comments are addressed in 
revisions. 

f) Assist the Community Development and Participation Advisor and the Community Consultation 
Lead Specialist in organising presentations/materials (if materials need to be produced as a part 
of the agreed strategy) for the feedback workshop/meetings.  

g) Provide inputs into the approach/strategy to conducting the meetings/workshop. 
h) Take a lead role together with the Indonesia Community Consultation Lead Specialist in 

facilitating the small meetings/workshop with external organisations  and presenting findings as 
per the scope of work requirements above. 

i) Check the notes on the meeting represent the views expressed by stakeholders. 
j) Undertake other tasks as required. 

 

5) The Village Agreements Advisor  

Will undertake the following tasks over 12 days for the VAs Management Review, Village Consultation 
Process - preparation phase, Phase 1 and Phase 2): 

a) Preparation of workshop/training materials on VA Management (with a focus on 
Verification), based on results of evaluation (this may be outlined in an existing SOS. 

b) Presentation of VA Management Review findings/recommendations, training to IAFCP/Village 
Consultation Process Review team/KFCP management in Jakarta. 

c) Participate in the joint planning of the Village Consultation review, implementation/ 
methodology workshop in Jakarta. 

d) Present VA Management review/WP Verification findings dissemination to KFCP management 
(attendees to be determined by KFCP management). 

e) Participate in the initial Village Consultation Review work where feasible. 
f) Conduct a workshop/training with KFCP managers and unit managers on VA Management. 
g) Provide inputs into the Village Consultation Process Review report (and feedback on drafts), and 

author the summary section of the VA s Management Review findings and ensure the coherence 
and quality of report content and that evidence substantiates claims. 

h) Undertake other tasks as required. 

 

6) The Indonesia Program Evaluation Methodology and Community Consultation Specialist  

Will do the following tasks in up to 33 days: four days preparation, two days workshop in Jakarta, one-
two days finalizing tools, 13-14 days in phase 1 in Kalimantan, seven days writing, two days reviewing 
writing based on feedback, 3 days to address peer reviewer comments in the report and participate 
in/contribute to presentation workshops in Jakarta in Phases 3 and 4): 

a) Review of relevant project documentation and FPIC/FPI-CON/FEP resources. 
b) In consultation with the E&V team leader, draft the E&V methodology and develop a plan for 

conducting a workshop to confirm the E&V methodology and select relevant indicators. 
c) Ensure the methodology can incorporate principles and indicators relevant for REDD+ but also 

take into consideration the norms/relative experiences from other development programs. 
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d) Document the recommended methodology and workshop process and outcomes.  
e) Participate in the E&V process, and provide recommendation to the Team Leader and team on 

the facilitation and consultation at community level (contextualised based on comparative 
experience from other programs). 

f) Contribute to reporting and analysis, including providing comparative analysis of consultation 
process in KFCP to consultation in other Indonesian projects and ensure the coherence and 
quality of report content and that evidence substantiates claims. 

g) Provide inputs into responses to peer review comments in the text and in a note to file (for 
exceptions of what is not addressed), and accommodate any concerns raised on the way peer 
reviewer comments are addressed in revisions. 

h) Participate in a small series (2-3) of small meetings (spread over 1.5 days) or a simple workshop 
(half a day) with external organisations as per the scope of work requirements above. 

i) Participate in present the findings at the small meetings/workshop in Jakarta to identified 
stakeholders. 

j) Undertake other tasks as required. 
 

7 & 8) Field assistants  

Two assistants will support the team, one for up to 20 days and one for to 17 days by doing the 
following tasks:  

a) Provide logistical support for conducting focus-group discussions and interviews in Kapuas 
and Palangka Raya.  

b) Organise interviews and field logistics for village visits. 
c) Take notes in interviews and provide these in electronic form to review team members. 
d) Translate and interpret from Dayak/Indonesian during interviews. 
e) Other tasks as required. 

 

9) Interpreter  

One interpreter will support the team for up to eight days and undertake the following tasks: 

a) Interpret interviews and conversations during the fieldwork in Kapuas and KFCP villages 
between Indonesian, Dayak, and English. 

b) Other tasks as required. 

 

6. Duration and Schedule  

Schedule Description 
Due Date 

(On or before) 

1 Work from home reviewing documents and designing methodology 1-14th October 2012 

2  Travel dates to Jakarta 14-15th October 2012 

3 Workshop in Jakarta to determine methodology  15th-16th October 2012 

4  Travel to Kapuas 17th October 2012 

5 Interviews in Kapuas 18th-22/23 October 2012 

6 Village visits 22/23-29th October 2012 

7 Remaining interviews in Kapuas 30-31st October 2012 

8 Interviews in Palangka Raya 01 November 2012 
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9 Meetings to consolidate findings 2-5 November 2012 

11 Working on draft report 7 - 30th November 2012 

13 Working on first round of revisions to address feedback 15th Jan - late March 2013 

14 
Addressing first round of peer review comments and organising/participating in 
feedback meetings/workshop in Jakarta for the review. May – 20 June 2013 

 

7. Deliverables 

1. Specific deliverables for the VAs Advisor: 

a) Training materials and tools for training in VA s Management and Verification (based on VA s 
Management Review Recommendations and Findings) 

b) Summary presentation to IAFCP/CARE/E&V team of VAs Management Review Findings and 
Recommendations in Jakarta. 

c) Summary presentation to KFCP Managers of VA s Management Review Findings and 
Recommendations 

d) Training for KFCP managers on improving work processes for VA s Management and 
Verification in KFCP 

 

2. Deliverables for the E&V team: 

a) The E&V methodology as per the Scope of Work above, including any tools used, indicator 
frameworks, guidelines developed. Drafts should be provided by 11 October 2012 

b) Presentations and development of tools in a two-day methodology workshop in Jakarta 
c) A report of approx. 40 pages (but not limited to this) that outlines the E&V process, findings 

and recommendations (not including the Executive Summary, Front Matter, or Annexes). It 
should include:  

 An executive summary of not more than four- five pages, including key 
recommendations 

 Table of contents 

 List of Acronyms 

 List of tables and figures 

 Introduction 

 An overview of the project-specific methodology and indicators selected for the E&V 
process. 

 A factual summary of the activities conducted as part of the E&V process. 

 Presentation of evidence and analysis (as per the scope of work above) of the 
consultation process performance against the determined indicators where possible 
(and also reporting other relevant findings which were not able to be reported on 
against the indicator framework) 

 Based on this analysis, provide conclusions recommendations including necessary short 
term corrective actions (that is, redress to take place under the current VAs) and 
recommendations for future consultations (for example, for future VA s) 

 Bibliography 

 Annexes must include list of interviews conducted (names of interviewees should be 
anonymised and people described in alternative profiles) and by which members of the 
team, and a summary of indicator frameworks, assessment tools. 

d) Field notes provided by research assistants 
e) Revised report accommodating peer review comments and an accompanying note to file (for 

exceptions of comments not addressed). 
f) Presentations at small meetings/workshops in Jakarta and notes summarising the discussions 

in these workshops. 
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3. Additional deliverable for the E&V Team Leader: 

a) A brief (two-three page) Village Consultation Review E&V implementation report outlining: 

 The contributions of the different members of the E&V implementation and report 
writing,  

 Any performance issues of team members,  

 Difficulties encountered in the field,  

 Key differences in views of team members when results were compiled and how these 
were resolved 

 Other issues considered important. 

  



  

Village Consultation Process Review for KFCP Page 85 
    

ANNEX B: CONSULTATION FRAMEWORKS – FEP, FPI CON & FPIC  

Three different approaches to community consultation and participation are 
commonly cited in relation to REDD. These are Free Prior and Informed Consent  
(FPIC), Free Prior and Informed Consultation (FPI-Con) and Full & Effective 
Participation (FEP). Different stakeholders, champions and critics of REDD and KFCP 
favour different approaches, though in practice they overlap significantly.  
Indigenous peoples’ organisations and allied civil society organisations tend to insist 
on the principle of FPIC. As this is enshrined in the UNDRIP, some governments, are 
wary of the potential for legal redress due to the uncertain implications of different 
interpretations of FPIC, refer instead to FPI-Con—an approach also - an approach 
also adopted by the World Bank institutions to date. The key difference between 
“consultation” and “consent” is the recognition of the right of affected populations 
to veto a project they disagree with.  

According to UNREDD47:  

“FPIC differs from consultation in the way decision-making authority is exercised and 
legitimated.

 

While consultation requires an exchange of information among project sponsors 
and affected communities, FPIC enables communities to participate in decision-making 
processes, negotiate fair and enforceable outcomes, and withhold their consent to a 
programme if their needs, priorities, and concerns are not adequately addressed. FPIC 
processes can empower communities by changing the basic terms of engagement and can 
help even the most marginalized or disenfranchised groups participate in the decision 
making process and negotiate an equitable share of programme benefits.” 

 

Defining the Elements of FPIC (from UNREDD) 

Building on the definition of FPIC endorsed by the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous 
Issues in 2005, each element of FPIC can be further elaborated:  

 

Free refers to a process that is self-directed by the community from whom consent is being 
sought, unencumbered by coercion, expectations or timelines that are externally imposed:  

• Stakeholders determine process, timeline and decision-making structure;  

• Information is transparently and objectively offered at stakeholders’ request;  

• Process is free from coercion, bias, conditions, bribery or rewards;  

• Meetings and decisions take place at locations and times and in languages and formats 
determined by the stakeholders; and  

• All community members are free to participate regardless of gender, age or standing.  

 

Prior refers to a period of time in advance of an activity or process when consent should be 
sought, as well as the period between when consent is soght and when consent is given or 
withheld.  

                                                           
47  UNREDD - Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement in REDD+ Readiness With a Focus on the 
Participation of Indigenous Peoples and Other Forest-Dependent Communities, April 2012 
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• Prior implies that time is provided to understand, access, and analyse information on the 
proposed activity. The amount of time required will depend on the decision-making 
processes of indigenous peoples and other local communities;  

• Information must be provided before activities can be initiated, at the beginning or 
initiation of an activity, process or phase of implementation, including conceptualization, 
design, proposal, information, execution, and following evaluation; and  

• The decision-making timeline established by indigenous peoples must be respected, as it 
reflects the time needed to understand, analyse, and evaluate the activities under 
consideration.  

 

Informed refers to the type of information that should be provided prior to seeking consent 
and also as part of the ongoing consent process.  

Information should:  

• Be accessible, clear, consistent, accurate, and transparent;  

• Be delivered in appropriate language and format (including radio, video, graphics, 
documentaries, photos);  

• Be objective, covering both the positive and negative potential of REDD+ activities and 
consequences of giving or withholding consent;  

• Be complete, covering the spectrum of potential social, financial, political, cultural, 
environmental impacts, including scientific information with access to original sources in 
appropriate language;  

• Be delivered in a manner that strengthens and does not erode indigenous or local cultures;  

• Be delivered by culturally appropriate personnel, in culturally appropriate locations, and 
include capacity building of indigenous or local trainers;  

• Be delivered with sufficient time to be understood and verified;  

• Reach the most remote, rural communities, women and the marginalized; and  

• Be provided on an ongoing and continuous basis throughout the FPIC process.  

 

Consent refers to the decision made by indigenous peoples and other local communities 
reached through their customary decision-making process. The collective right to give or 
withhold consent applies to all projects, activities, legislative and administrative measures 
and policies (and their associated processes and phases) that directly impact the lands, 
territories, resources, and livelihoods of indigenous peoples and other local communities. 
Consent must be sought and granted or withheld according to the unique formal or informal 
political-administrative dynamic of each community.  

Consent is:  

• A freely given decision that may be a “Yes” or a “No,” including the option to reconsider if 
the proposed activities change or if new information relevant to the proposed activities 
emerges;  

• A collective decision determined by the affected peoples (e.g. consensus, majority, etc.);  

• The expression of rights (to self-determination, lands, resources and territories, culture); 
and  
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• Given or withheld in phases, over specific periods of time for distinct stages or phases of 
REDD+. 
 

 

 

From: Free, Prior, and Informed Consent in REDD+: Principles and Approaches for Policy and 
Project Development, RECOFTC and GIZ, 2011. 

 FPIC is a right. It is not a linear process that ends with the signing of an agreement by the 
community. By recognizing the right of indigenous peoples and local communities to be 
treated as the owners and managers of their customary territory, FPIC guarantees them a 
decisive voice at every stage of development planning and implementation for projects that 
affect them. 

FPIC needs to be understood as a right that requires the project developer to undertake an 
ongoing process of communication, with consent sought at key stages in the process. 

Consent is not a one-time process that gives everlasting social license to a development. 
Rather, it is part of a recurring process, described by various indigenous peoples as ‘living 
consent,’ which requires continual monitoring, maintenance, and reaffirmation throughout 
the various stages of a project. 

Likewise, decisions to withhold consent are not necessarily forever binding and can also be 
revisited by rights holders as situations change or become more favorable. For example, 
communities may decide to opt in to various development projects once more is known 
about their likely effects and benefits. 

The UNFCCC Cancun agreements, which form the defining international framework 
for REDD, requests countries to ensure “the full and effective participation of 
relevant stakeholders, inter alia, indigenous peoples and local communities” (my 
emphasis). However, it leaves it open for “participation” to be considered anywhere 
along the spectrum from simple information sharing to genuine empowerment.  

 

Types of Participation (from UN-REDD Draft Guidelines on Free, Prior and Informed Consent) 

Information Sharing  Mostly a one way flow of information, e.g., from government to public, or 
public to government. Objectives are to keep actors informed, provide 
transparency, and build legitimacy. This can be done through simple outreach 
approaches (e.g., website, fact sheets, press releases, presentations).  

Consultation  Two-way flow of information and the exchange of views. Involves sharing 
information, garnering feedback and reactions, and in more formal 
consultation processes, responding back to stakeholders about how their 
recommendations were addressed (including if they were not, why not). 
Information exchanges may occur through meeting with individuals, public 
meetings, workshops, soliciting feedback on documents, etc.  

Collaboration  Joint activities in which the initiator invites other groups to be involved, but 
retains decision-making authority and control. Collaboration moves beyond 
collecting feedback to involving external actors in problem-solving, policy 
design, and monitoring and evaluation. Approaches may include advisory 
committees, joint missions, and joint implementation activities.  

Joint decision-making  Collaboration where there is shared control over a decision made. Shared 
decision-making is useful when the external actor's knowledge, capacity, and 
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experience are critical for achieving policy objectives.  

Consent  Consent refers to a freely given decision from the community based on full, 
objective information. A decision made by the community that will determine 
how and if an activity or action will be carried out.  

Empowerment  Transfers control over decision-making, resources, and activities from the 
initiator to other stakeholders. When external actors, acting autonomously 
and in their own interests, can carry out policy mandates without significant 
government involvement or oversight (e.g., local natural resource 
management zones).  

Certainly the balance of informed opinion of REDD+ commentators favours an all-
encompassing interpretation of participation in REDD+, tending towards levels 6 & 7 
above. For instance, the REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards, which were 
developed by multiple stakeholders, under Principle 6 “All relevant rights holders 
and stakeholders participate fully and effectively in the REDD+ program”, interpret 
FEP as follows:   

‘Full and effective participation’ means meaningful influence of all relevant rights holder and 
stakeholder groups who want to be involved throughout the process, and includes consultation and 
free, prior and informed consent’.  
 

A further useful interpretation is provided by the Accra Caucus on Forests and 
Climate Change, a coalition of civil society organisations from across the world which 
has developed its own understanding based on experience of observing participation 
in REDD-readiness in different countries: ““Full” participation means that it covers all 
stages of the REDD+ process; “effective” means that the views, needs and rights of 
participants influence the REDD+ programme”. They further define some key steps 
in full and effective participation, which are included in the table below.  

The tools and frameworks that have been developed by the various institutions 
working to operationalise these concepts are not directly comparable, since they 
were created with different purposes and are applicable at different levels – some 
are more suited to discrete project interventions, others apply at a macro policy 
level.  Thus the mapping below showing the broad correspondence between the 
different concepts is necessarily approximate. 

FPI Con FPIC ELEMENTS REDD+SES Principle 6  Full and effective 
participation  

Company Strategy, 
Policy, or Principles on 
Community 
Engagement  

 

Element 8: Integrating 
the Right to FPIC with 
REDD+ Project Design 

 

  

 
Element 1: Mapping 
Rights, Rights Holders, 
and Land-Use 

 

(Principle 1 of the 
REDD+SES) 

 

Stakeholder 
Identification and 

Element 2: Identifying 
Appropriate Decision-

6.1 The REDD+ program 
identifies all rights 

Identifying relevant  
rights- and stake-holder 



  

Village Consultation Process Review for KFCP Page 89 
    

FPI Con FPIC ELEMENTS REDD+SES Principle 6  Full and effective 
participation  

Analysis  

 

Making Institutions 

 

holder and stakeholder 
groups and 
characterizes their 
rights and interests and 
their relevance to the 
REDD+ program. 

 

groups and giving them 
all the opportunity to 
participate appropriately 

 

Allowing rights and 
stakeholders to establish 
modalities of 
participation that are 
effective for them, 
including selection of 
their own 
representatives; 

 
Element 3: Identifying 
National Support 
Structures for Rights 
Advocacy 

  

Quality of Community 
Engagement and 
Information Disclosure  
Affected communities 
have been engaged in: (i) 
identifying potential 
impacts and risks; (ii) 
assessing the 
consequences; and (iii) 
providing input into the 
proposed mitigation 
measures. 
 
Timely disclosure of 
project information to all 
project-affected 
communities about the 
purpose, nature and scale 
of the project ...in a form 
that is understandable 
and meaningful.  

 

Element 4: Developing 
a Process for Seeking 
and Obtaining Consent 

 

6.3 Design, 
implementation, 
monitoring and 
evaluation of the 
REDD+ program builds 
on, respects, supports 
and protects rights 
holders’ and 
stakeholders’ 
traditional and other 
knowledge, skills and 
management systems 
including those of 
Indigenous Peoples and 
local communities. 

 

6.6 Rights holder and 
stakeholder 
representatives collect 
and disseminate all 
relevant information 
about the REDD+ 
program from and to 
the people they 
represent in an 
appropriate and timely 
way, respecting the 
time needed for 
inclusive decision 

Creating opportunities 

for identifying and 

incorporating traditional 

and indigenous 

knowledge and wisdom 

related to forest use and 

conservation; 

 

Establishing processes 

and structures that allow 

such groups, from 

national to local levels, 

to participate in program 

design, implementation 

and evaluation; 

 

Devoting sufficient time 

and resources to 

conducting the 

participation in a full and 

effective manner. 
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FPI Con FPIC ELEMENTS REDD+SES Principle 6  Full and effective 
participation  

making. 

Quality of Consultation  
a) Free  

Communities have not 
been intimidated or 
unduly incentivized  

to be supportive of the 
project; community 
members have been free 
to express concerns and 
issues; transparent two 
way process of 
communication  

Element 5: Developing 
the Content for 
Consent Agreements 

 

  

b) Prior  
Consultation is sufficiently 
early in the project 
planning process to allow 
time for comments  

to have a meaningful 
influence on the broad 
project options, 
mitigation of risks and 
sharing of development 
benefits.  

  

c) Informed Participation  

adequate disclosure of 
project information, using 
methods that allow 
communities to fully 
understand how the 
project will affect their 
lives; and specific 
decisions incorporate the 
views of the affected 
communities  

Element 6: Agreeing on 
a Communication Plan 

 

6.5 Rights holders and 
stakeholders have the 
information that they 
need about the REDD+ 
program, provided in a 
culturally appropriate 
and timely way, and 
the capacity to 
participate fully and 
effectively in program 
design, implementation 
and evaluation.  

  

 
Element 7: Developing 
a Capacity-Building 
Strategy 

 

 Raising awareness and 
building capacity of 
rights- and stake-
holders, including 
providing relevant and 
timely information 

5. Evidence of Good 
Faith Negotiations  
 

Element 9: Ensuring 
Alternative Information 
and Independent 
Advice 
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FPI Con FPIC ELEMENTS REDD+SES Principle 6  Full and effective 
participation  

6. Vulnerable Groups – 
Consultation and 
Mitigation  
Evidence that 
individuals/households or 
groups particularly 
vulnerable to adverse 
project impacts and risks 
have participated in 
effective prior, free and 
informed consultation  

 6.2   All relevant rights 
holder and stakeholder 
groups that want to be 
involved in REDD+ 
program design, 
implementation, 
monitoring and 
evaluation are fully 
involved through 
culturally appropriate 
and effective 
participation.  

Ensuring and enabling 
representatives to 
inform and be informed 
by the constituency they 
represent  

 

7. Feedback to affected 
communities  
results of consultation 
made available to the 
project-affected 
communities, and either:  
concerns/issues 
accommodated in the 
project design, mitigation 
measures; or  
rationale why these 
concerns/issues have not 
been accommodated.  

   

 Element 10: Monitoring 
What is Agreed in 
Implementation 

 

 
 

 Element 11: Developing 
a Grievance Process 

 

6.4 The REDD+ program 
identifies and uses 
processes for effective 
resolution of grievances 
and disputes relating to 
the design, 
implementation and 
evaluation of the 
REDD+ program, 
including disputes over 
rights to lands, 
territories and 
resources relating to 
the program. 

Establishing  
mechanisms for  
receiving feedback and 
resolving grievances and 
disputes arising from the 
implementation of 
REDD+; and 

 Element 12: Verifying 
Consent 

  

IFC Social and Free, Prior, and Informed REDD+ Social &  Is REDD-readiness 
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FPI Con FPIC ELEMENTS REDD+SES Principle 6  Full and effective 
participation  

Environment Review 
Procedures, Version 4.0, 
August 2009, Annex 3.5.1 

Consent in REDD+: 
Principles and Approaches 
for Policy and Project 
Development, RECOFTC 
and GIZ, February 2011. 

Environmental  

Standards, Version 2 

September 2012 
http://www.redd-
standards.org/ 

taking us in the right 

direction?  

Case studies from the 

Accra Caucus, November 
2011November 2011 
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ANNEX C: LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED  

(not including numerous internal KFCP working documents) 

    
CARE (2009), KFCP Socio-Economic Baseline Report (Activity 2.10) 
CARE (2009), Government Mapping Report (Activity 2.1) 
CARE (2009), Review of Village land-use Plans and the planning process (Activity 2.8)  
 
GRM (2010), KFCP Livelihoods Pilot Phase: Final Report  
 
IAFCP (2009), KALIMANTAN FORESTS AND CLIMATE PARTNERSHIP (KFCP) DESIGN 
DOCUMENT 
IAFCP (2011), Progress Report based on RPP 2011 
 
Indonesian REDD+ Task Force (2012), REDD+ National Strategy, June 2012 
 
ICRAF - World Agroforestry Centre (2009)  

 REPORT 1 Analysis of Local Livelihoods From Past to Present in the Central 
Kalimantan Ex‐Mega Rice Project Area  

 REPORT 2 Assessment of the Institutional Setting and Payment Distribution for REDD 
in the Province of Central Kalimantan 

 REPORT 3 Hot Spot of Emission and Confusion: Land Tenure Insecurity, Contested 
Policies and Competing Claims in the Central Kalimantan Ex-Mega Rice Project Area   

 REPORT 4 Analysis of tree‐based land use options compatible with maintenance of 
peatland (and forest) carbon stocks for REDD demonstration area in the Central 
Kalimantan Ex‐Mega Rice  Project   

 FINAL REPORT Sustainable livelihood options and carbon rights as basis for efficient 
and fair emission reduction in the Central Kalimantan Ex-Mega Rice Project 

 
IFC - International Finance Corporation (2011), ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL REVIEW 
PROCEDURES MANUAL  
IFC (2012), Performance Standards on Environmental and Social Sustainability 

RECOFTC – The Center for People & Forests (2010), FPIC Verification and Evaluation Toolkit 
for UN-REDD country programs Version 1.0 

RECOFTC and GIZ, (2011), Free, Prior, and Informed Consent in REDD+: Principles and 
Approaches for Policy and Project Development 

 
REDD+SES (2012), REDD+ Social & Environmental Standards Version 2 
 
Solvang, Ingvild (2012), KFCP- Rapid Gender Mainstreaming, Conflict and Grievance 
Mechanisms Assessment 
 
UNREDD (2011) Programme Guidelines on Free, Prior and Informed Consent, Draft for 
Comment 
 
UNREDD & FCPF (2012) Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement in REDD+ Readiness With a 
Focus on the Participation of Indigenous Peoples and Other Forest-Dependent Communities 
 
URS (2012) KFCP Regional Environmental and Social Assessment (RESA), including 

 Social Assessment Report 
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 Indigenous Peoples Plan 

 Access Restriction Process Framework 

 Public Consultation and Disclosure Plan 
 
Vickers, Ben (2011) Trip Report for CARE Australia Consultancy Mission to KFCP: FPIC and 
Consultation Process 
Week, David (2011) KFCP - A draft ideas paper based on documentation review 
Week, David (2012) KFCP – Review of Village Agreement and Training Needs (draft report) 
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ANNEX D: QUESTIONNAIRE AND INTERVIEW CHECKLISTS  

 

Checklist of issues for village 
interviews 

 

Understanding of KFCP  

 

1. Apa yang bapak/ibu ketahui 
tentang KFCP?   

 

What do you understand KFCP is 
about?  

 Spontaneous:…. Prompted:…. 

LIVELIHOODS/WORK 
PACKAGES 

  

REDUCING GHG   

CANAL AND TATAS 
BLOCKING 

  

FIRE CONTROL   

FOREST REPLANTING   

OTHER (state)   

Involvement in KFCP activities 

 

2. . Apakah Bpk/Ibu,  atau salah 
satu anggota dari rumah 
tangga ikut terlibat dalam 
kegiatan KFCP?  

Are you or anyone in your 
household involved in KFCP 
activities? 

 

3.  Jika tidak, mengapa?    
 If not, why not? 

  

  

  

4.  Darimana Anda tahu tentang 
kegiatan KFCP?  

How did you find out about the KFCP 
activities? 

 

 

 

5.  Puas kah Anda dengan 
keterlibatan dalam kegiatan 
KFCP?  

 Are you satisfied with your 
involvement? 

 

6.  Jika tidak, bagaimana 

2. If yes, which work package ? Ya…. Kegiatan apa? 

Livelihoods 

Seedling nurseries 

Tatas blocking 

Palisades 

Tree planting 

 

 

3. Reasons for not participating: 

 Not invited 

 Did not have time 

 other reason (state) 

 

 

 4.   Through KFCP village facilitator  

      Through TPK  

      Through an acquaintance 

      Through a meeting 

5. Yes/ NO 

 

 

6.OPEN response 
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menurut anda yang 
seharusnya dilakukan dalam 
pelaksanaan kegiatan?  

 If not, how would you wish it to be 
different? 

Knowledge of village agreement 

 

7. Apakah anda tahu tentang 
perjanjian desa antara KFCP 
dengan Desa?  

Do you know about the village 
agreement between KFCP and your 
desa 

 

8. Bagaimana menurut anda, 
Kenapa KFCP bekerja 
berdasarkan perjanjian 
Desa? Menggali maksud dan 
TUjuan perjanjian desa yang 
sudah dibuat 

Why do you think KFCP works 
through a village agreement? 

 

9. Apa anda mengerti isi dari 
perjanjian desa? 

 What do you understand the village 
agreement is about? 

 

7. 

tidak tahu/   sedikit/   cukup/    banyak 

 don’t know/         a little/     quite a lot/     full knowledge 

 

 

8.open response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9.Checklist of topics  (can be more than one): 

 Mutual commitments between village & KFCP 

 Rehabilitate the peat lands 

 Distribute benefits in the community 

 Enable the work packages 

 

Involvement in VA process 

 

10. Apakah bapak/ibu diundang 
untuk proses Perjanjian Desa?  

Were you invited to the Village 
Agreement consultation process ? 

 

11. Darimana Anda mengetahui 
tentang perjanjian desa? 

How did you become aware of the 
village agreement? 

 

12. Apakah Anda sudah 
membaca perjanjian desa 
sebelum disepakati? (pernah 
melihat/ mendengar/ membaca/ 
diskusi/musdes/ dokumen 

 

 

10. YES/ NO 

 

 

11.     Through KFCP village facilitator  

         Through TKPD  

         Through an acquaintance 

         Personally attended the meeting(s) / 

        Through representative who attended the 
meeting 

 

12. Yes/no 
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perjanjian desa) 

Did you see a copy of the village 
agreement before it was agreed? 

 

13. Apakah Anda mengerti isi 
perjanjian desa. Apa yang Anda 
pahami dari isi perjanjian desa? 

Did you understand it? 

 

14. Apakah Anda hadir dalam 
pertemuan-pertemuan sebelum 
perjanjian desa disepakati?  

Did you attend meetings about the 
village agreement? 

 

15. Jika ya, mengapa Anda 
hadir? Jika tidak, mengapa?  

If so why did you join? If not why not?  

 

16. Bagaimana dengan 
keterlibatan kelompok 
perempuan? 

How were women involved? 

 

17. Apakah perwakilan dari 
dusun terjauh terlibat dalam 
pertemuan-pertemuan tersebut?  

Did representatives from distant hamlets 
attend? 

 

18. Apakah pertemuan-
pertemuan tersebut memberikan 
peluang bagi Anda untuk 
menyampaikan pendapat?  

Were meetings held in a way that it was 
easy for you to participate? 

 

19. Apakah anda memahami 
apa yang dibicarakan dalam 
pertemuan-pertemuan tersebut? 

Did you understand what was being 
discussed? 

 

 

 

 

13. Yes/no 

 

 

 

14. Yes/no 

 

 

 

 

15.OPEN RESPONSE 

 

 

16.OPEN RESPONSE 

 

 

 

17.Yes/no 

 

 

 

18. Yes/no (explain) 

 

Prompt: what language was used?  

 

 

19.Yes/no 

 

 

 

 

20. a. YES / No 

       b. WHAT :…. 
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20. Apa usulan perbaikan yang 
Anda sampaikan pada 
pertanyaan tersebut?  

Did you make any suggestions for 
changes? If so, what? 

 

21. Siapa yang tidak bisa 
terlibat dalam pertemuan-
pertemuan tersebut?  

Who was not able to participate? 

 

22. Apakah anda puas / senang 
dengan keterlibatan pertemuan 
tersebut?  

Are you satisfied with your level of 
participation?  

 

23. Jika tidak, bagaimana 
seharusnya pertemuan tersebut 
dilaksanakan?  

If not, how would you wish it to be 
different? 

 

24. Jika dibandingkan dengan 
musdes apa perbedaan yang 
menonjol dibandingkan dengan 
pertemuan KFCP? 

How was this different from a normal 
musdes? 

 

21.OPEN response:                        Prompt: What about 
women; youth? 

 

 

 

22.Yes/No                 Prompt : Even if they did not 

participate, were they happy not to ?  

 

 

 

23. OPEN response:  

 

 

 

24.OPEN response:  

 

Negotiation 

 

25. Apakah ada pertemuan-
pertemuan oleh masyarakat 
tentang perjanjian desa selain 
yang dilakukan oleh KFCP? 

Did the village hold any internal 
discussions, independently from KFCP, to 
discuss the village agreement? 

 

26. Apakah waktu yang 
diberikan oleh KFCP cukup untuk 
masyarakat memahami isi 
perjanjian desa sebelum 
perjanjian desa di tanda tangani? 

Did the village have enough time to 

 

 

25.Yes/no 

 

 

 

 

26.Yes/no (explain) 
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understand and discuss the village 
agreement before signing it? 

 

27. Apakah setiap proses 
pengambilan keputusan dicatat 
dalam berita acara?  

Was the decision-making process 
minuted? 

 

27.Yes / no / don’t know / other 

Information on KFCP 

 

28. Informasi apa yang anda 
dapatkan dari KFCP? Bagimana 
informasi tersebut disampaikan  
kepada Anda? 

What information have you received 
from KFCP about the program? In what 
way was this information given?  

 

29. Apakah informasi yang anda 
terima membuat Anda 
memahami kegiatan-kegiatan 
KFCP? Jika tidak. Informasi apa 
yang anda perlukan? 

Do you feel you understand enough 
what is happening? If not, what more 
information do you need?  

 

30. Menurut Anda, cara apa 
yang mudah untuk memperoleh 
informasi kegiatan dari KFCP? 
Apakah cara tersebut sudah 
dilakukan KFCP? 

What is the best way for you to receive 
information from KFCP? 

 

28. [circle all that apply] 

leaflets,  

copy of village agreement, informal meetings,  

hamlets meetings, 

 all villagers meeting  

 other means(specify) 

 

29.YES/ NO(specify) 

 

 

 

 

30.open response 

Representation 

 

31. Bagaimana pemilihan 
keanggotaan TPK 
dilakukan?Apakah Anda terlibat 
dalam pemilihan tersebut? 

How was the TPK was selected? Did you 
participate? 

 

32. Apakah anggota yang 
terpilih sudah mewakili 
kepentingan Anda? Jika belum, 

 

31.a) Election /  don’t know /  other 

 

 

    b) Yes/No 

 

 

 

32.Yes/ NO (explanation) 
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apa yang menurut Anda masih 
kurang? 

Do you feel that the village 
representatives who negotiated the 
agreement and the work packages 
represent your interests well? If not, 
what was missing? 

 

33. Apakah Anda merasakan 
ada kecenderungan pilih kasih 
dari KFCP terhadap kelompok 
masyarakat tertentu? Seperti apa 
perlakuan pilih kasih tersebut?  

Do you feel that all people in the village 
are treated equally by KFCP? Explain any 
differences 

 

 

 

 

33.Yes/ NO (explanation) 

 

Voice  

 

34. Ketika Anda terlibat dalam 
pertemuan-pertemuan KFCP,  
apakah pertemuan-pertemuan 
tersebut memberi kesempatan 
Anda untuk menyampaikan 
harapan dan kekhawatiran? 

When you attend meetings, are you able 
to voice your concerns and be listened 
to?  

 

35. Bagaimana cara Anda untuk 
menyampaikan harapan dan 
kekhawatiran apabila Anda tidak 
hadir dalam pertemuan-
pertemuan tersebut?  

If you do not attend meetings what ways 
do you express your opinions about 
KFCP? 

 

36. Apakah yang  Anda 
cemaskan tentang KFCP? Kepada 
siapa Anda menyampaikan 
kecemasan tersebut? Apa 
tanggapan dari pihak  KFCP?  

Do you have any concerns about KFCP?  
To whom have you expressed these 
concerns? What was the response? 

 

37. Apakah Anda tahu cara 

 

 

34.Yes/ No 

 

 

 

 

 

35.Open response 

 

 

 

 

36.  a) Concern expressed/  not expressed  

 

b). To whom:  

c). Date:  

d). Response:  

Resolved satisfactorily / unsatisfactory answer / no 
answer at all 

 

37. Yes (specify how) /NO 
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menyampaikan keluhan atau 
ketidaksetujuan tentang 
kegiatan-kegiatan KFCP? 

 Do you know how to make complaints 
about the KFCP program? 

 

Impact 

 

38. Apa manfaat (positif) dan 
dampak (negatif) yang Anda 
rasakan dari kegiatan-kegiatan 
KFCP? 

Have you been affected by any activity 
promoted by KFCP? How ?  

 

 

39. Hal-hal baik apa yang Anda 
rasakan dari KFCP? 

What do you most appreciate about 
KFCP?  

 

40. Apa harapan anda tentang KFPC 
untuk kedepan? 

What are you hopes for KFCP in the 
future?  

Prompt : tatas blocking? 

 

38. YES / NO 

OPEN response 

 

 

 

39.OPEN response 

 

40. OPEN response 

Comparison with other projects 

41. Kami memahami bahwa ada 
banyak proyek pembangunan 
yang melibatkan Anda dengan 
pendekatan yang lebih kurang 
sama, menurut Anda apa yang 
berbeda dari KFCP?? 

We know that there are many 
development projects that come to the 
village, how does the consultation 
process of KFCP compare with the 
consultation process of other projects? 

42.    (circle one)          KFCP consultation is better 

                                More or less the same 

                             KFCP consultation is worse 

                         Unaware of other projects 
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Checklist of questions to village leaders  OPEN RESPONSES 

1. Apa saja pengalaman yang dialami 
dari keterlibatan Anda dengan KFCP sejak 
mulai hingga sekarang? 

 What has been your experience of KFCP from the 
beginning until now? 

  

  

  

  

2. Siapa penanggung jawab dari KFCP 
tentang proses konsultasi dengan 
masyarakat desa dan hal-hal yang 
dikonsultasikan?  

 Who is responsible for informing and consulting 
the villagers about KFCP? 

 

 

3. Apa hal-hal yang dibahas pada forum 
komunikasi antar desa (FKD)?  

What issues are discussed at the inter-village 
forum? 

  

  

4. Kami memahami bahwa ada banyak 
proyek pembangunan yang melibatkan 
Anda dengan pendekatan yang lebih 
kurang sama, menurut Anda apa yang 
berbeda dari KFCP?? 

 
We know that there are many development 
projects that come to the village, how does the 
consultation process of KFCP compare with the 
consultation process of other projects? 

  

  

 

1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. 

 

 

 

 

4. 
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Checklist for adat leaders (tokoh adat)  

1. Siapa saja tokoh adat yang terlibat dalam 
proses konsultasi KFCP?  

Were all adat leaders involved in KFCP 
consultation or were there any left out?  

 

 

2. Menurut Anda, bagaimana bentuk 
pengakuan dan penghormatan KFCP 
terhadap hak-hak masyarakat adat?  

Does the project respect the adat? What are the 

example? 

 

3. Apakah hak-hak adat atas tanah dan 
kekayaan alam diakui dan dihormati oleh 
KFCP? 

Are the ownership rights to land to natural 

resources are respected? 

 

4. Menurut Anda, apa saja hal-hal yang 
terkaitan dengan aturan-aturan adat yang 
diabaikan oleh KFCP demi mengejar 
target pekerjaan?  

Are there any adat customs that have not been 

recognised by KFCP so far? 

 

5. Bagaimana seharusnya dilakukan? 

 What are your suggestions for improvement? 

 

  

1 

 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

 

 

5 
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Checklist of questions to TP OPEN RESPONSES 

1. Apa  tanggung jawab dalam hal 
penginformasian dan konsultasi 
dengan masyarakat  diantara 
(kelompok-kelompok tugas dibawah 
ini): 

           TP         TPK         Fasilitator 
Desa /CE 

What is the division of responsibilities for 
informing and consulting the villagers 
between TP, TPK , and Village Facilitator?  

 

2. Dukungan apa yang diberikan KFCP 
agar TP dapat melakukan tugas 
tersebut? 

What support from KFCP has the TP had to 
be able to do its job? 

 

 

3. Apa bentuk dukungan KFCP yang lain 
agar TP dapat bekerja lebih efektif? 

Does the TP need any further support from 
KFCP to be more effective? 

 TP: 

 

 TPK: 

 

Fasilitator Desa /CE: 

 

 

 

 

 2. 

 

 

 

 3. 
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TKPD OPEN RESPONSES 

1. Menurut anda apa peran dan 
tugas TKPD?  

What is your understanding of your 
role? 

 

 

 

 

2. Bagaimana anda 
menginformasikan dan 
membahas perjanjian desa 
kepada masyarakat? 

How did you consult with the villagers 
about the VA? 

 

 

 

 

3. Apakah proses konsultasi dengan 
masyarakat desa tetap 
memuaskan meskipun TKPD 
sudah bubar?  

Has the consultation process in the village 
remained satisfactory after TKPD has 
finished its work? 
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Checklist of questions to TPK 

1. Apa peran TPK?     What is the role of the TPK 

 

2. Bagaimana cara TPK memilih warga penerima manfaat dari paket pekerjaan?    How did 

the TPK select the people to benefit from work packages? 
 

3. Bagaimana  Anda melibatkan kelompok masyarakat yang rentan?     How do you involve 

marginalised people? 

 

4. Bagaimana tanggung jawab TPK menginformasikan masyarakat desa dan mendengarkan 
pendapat mereka?     What is the TPK’s responsibility for informing and listening to the views of 

the village? 

 

5. Menurut Anda, proses keterlibatan masyarakat yang efektif itu seperti apa?    According to 

you what is full and effective participation? 

 

6. Bagaimana Anda memastikan bahwa proses konsultasi melibatkan perempuan?     How do 

you ensure that consultation process involves women? 

 

7. Bagaimana Anda mendapat masukan  dari warga desa tentang  kinerja (mutu pelayanan) 
TPK?  How do you get feedback from village and workforce about how well TPK is doing their job? 

Includes verification, payments, grievance etc. 

 

8. Apa kendala yang dihadapi?      What constraints are you facing? 

 

9. Apa saja yang harus di perkuat dari TPK agar dapat melayani masyarakat dengan lebih 
efektif? 

In what areas does the TPK think they can serve the village effectively? 

 

10. Apakah anda memiliki cukup informasi (paket kerja) untuk menyampaikan informasi 
ke masyarakat dengan baik?   Do you have enough information materials to do this properly? 

 

11. Pelatihan apa yang sudah diperoleh untuk melakukan pekerjaan ini?    What training 

do you get to support your work? 

 

12. Apa anda membutuhkan pelatihan-pelatihan agar dapat menyampaikan informaasi 
dengan baik  

Do you need more skills training to do this better? 

 

13. Apa anda mengerti prosedur-prosedur yang ada di KFCP dan mampu menjelaskan ke 
masyarakat? 

Do you understand all the different procedures of KFCP enough to be able to explain them to others? 
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14. Apa saran-saran untuk perbaikan program?           What are your inputs to improve the 

program? 
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Checklist of questions to staff 

1. Apa fungsi anda di KFCP? What is your function in KFCP? 

 

2. Apa tujuan keterlibataan anda dengan masyarakat? What is the purpose of your engagement 

with villagers? 

 

 

 

 

3. Apakah anda pernah trlibat dalam konsultasi desa? Have you been involved in any village 

consultations? 

If YES please complete questions 4 & 5. If NO, thank you, stop here 

4. a. Tolong pikirkan, proses konsultasi mana 
yang terbaik selama ini.  Kapan dan 
tentang apa? Thinking of the best one, when 

was it and what was it about? :  
 

DATE: 

 

SUBJECT: 

 

 

 

 

b. Kenapa itu baik menurut anda?  Why was 

it good? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. a. Tolong pikirkan, proses konsultasi yang 
terburuk selama ini.  Kapan dan tentang 
apa? Thinking of the worst one, when was it 

and what was it about? :  

 

DATE: 

 

SUBJECT: 

 

 

 

 

b. Kenapa itu buruk menurut anda?  Why was 

it bad? 
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ANNEX E: LIST OF KEY INFORMANTS (IN SEPARATE EXCEL WORKSHEET) 

Confidential under research ethics for protection of interviewee identities.  
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ANNEX F: VILLAGE/HAMLET SUMMARIES 

Katunjung village 

Village Portrait/Profile  

 

Katunjung is a village with 178  hh and overall population of  1066 with an village area of 71.5 ha.   

Katunjung has two further hamlets, Mangutup with a72 hh and overall population of 272, and Tuanan with  27 hh 
and  overall population of 109. 

 

Katunjung was first settled in 1930 by one family with 3 household in 1965 it was given official recognition as a 
village.  

 

Mangkutup – was an established settlement from 1830 and this year 2012 has become a village in its own right, 
separating from Katunjung. Tuanan is now a hamlet under the jurisdiction of Mangkutup. (see village profile 
Mangkutup) 

 

There have been underlying tensions between Katunjung and Mangkutup through out the years, possibly 
attributable to the fact that Mangkutup was established earlier, but Katunjun has received more resources due to 
its physical closeeness to Mantangai.  Katunjun received attention during both the Dutch and Japanese occupation 
and    

in 1960 a primary school was  erected and the village began to develop with the arrival of the wood industry. 

In 1980 – 1989  the village population increased with the arrivals of transmigrants who were attracted by the wood 
industry.  The incomes for villagers during this time was reliable and comfortable. During this time the river 
became murky from the logging activities and gold mining.  Illegal fishing using electricity started and fishing 
population fell.   

The reliance on logging activities has created a community, which has a lack of social cohesion. The general 
education level is low within the village and generally there is not an  awareness for the need of an education.  

 

In 1995 – 1996 electricity came to the village and a 1 km long x 1.5 metre wide path through the village. 

 

Katunjung is a hetreogenous community with different factions at play.  During the initial socialisation of KFCP, 
Katunjung was experiencing village head elections.  The village head in power at the time was not in favour of KFCP 
activities as he was worried about the status of their land and rights over the forest.  The head of BPD urged him to 
accept KFCP.  Subsequently a new village head was elected who supported KFCP.  

 The former head of the village found sympathetic support through YPD.  The role of YPD in the village has caused 
delays on the livelihood activities as plans agreed through the MUSDES have been over turned by new proposals 
being put forward for higher value rubber packets. 

The village government is responding by not welcoming YPD as they perceive them as a disruptive influence. 

 

The initial socialization for KFCP activities were implemented by the same people who work for BOS MAWAS, 
Wetlands and CARE- CKPP without giving enough information that the activities being socialized was a new 
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program called KFCP’. This led to confusion about the purpose of the project and concerns about rights to the 
forest as these had been withdrawn under the BOS program. 

 

There is a general sense of dissatisfaction within the village, TPK and TP grumble about lack of wages, villagers 
involved in work packets grumble about low pay. 

 

The recent mapping of the traditional rights and land use has been enthusiastically received by the village mantirs 
who has a clear vision for the role of KFCP within this fractured village. 

Pemahaman Terhadap KFCP  (Understanding of KFCP) 

 

Most of the villagers understand the work packages but not the overall purpose of KFCP. A particular exception to 
this was from one of the three mantir, (Muslim) who expressed a keen understanding of KFCP and through this 
understanding had changed his initial position of rejecting the project to supporting it. 

 

Quotes - at the beginning of KFCP activities started here I was very concerned that our land will be claimed, but 
after I attended the meetings in the  kecamatan and  in Kapuas, I understand that the intention of KFCP is good – 
for example to prevent the fire and to reforest, and in the future there’s a possibility of carbon tradiong. At this 
point KFCP has changed a lot but there are still many people who don’t understand the objective of KFCP work here 

 

 

The TPK and TP understand a little bit more and expressed an interest in knowing more about carbon trading.  
There seemed to be a leap towards some notion of carbon without being able to link to present activities. (Village 
elites, TPK, TP know KFCP mainly of seedlings, planting and rubber – livelihood activities and the cooperation 
project between Indonesia and Australia. But they didn’t know what KFCP stands for and also the objectives of 
KFCP activities related to climate change, emissions, REDD and carbon) 

 

There appeared to be a confused expectation of capacity needs (English speaking skills in order to engage with 
carbon traders) without recognising the need for more basic leadership, management and administration skills. 

 

At the moment, there are no posters or socialisation tools to inform the people about REDD, climate change and 
carbon – the terms they often heard from local NGOs) 

 

Various quotes regarding understanding of KFCP 

HH4, – Have no idea about KFCP but know that there are seedlings, tatas and rubber. 

HHH4,  – Have no idea about KFCP. “People talked about KFCP so I joined KFCP activities too 

KFCP put the priority on the activities work packages, but the main objectives of the activities are not understood 
well enough yet) 

FGD, seedling 3 people, KFCP has livelihood, seedling and planting. We have no idea of what we are doing now in 
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terms of REDD  or carbon and  climate change. There was a socialization on climate change, only once. 

YPD Cader. From the beginning I do not agree with KFCP activities. People who are involved in KFCP are mainly 
people who were involved in the former failed projects. There are many village goverrnment people involved in the 
activities and so they are unable to fullfill their  responsibilities within  Village Government.  

In Katunjung  the community demonstrated an understanding of  

 Forest Replanting, Seedlings 

 Livelihood Packages 

 Tatas blocking 

When prompted a limited understanding  on  Carbon and Climate Change but did not know how the above 
activities related to this. 

Keterlibatan Dalam Paket Pekerjaan  (Involvement in work packages) 

 

95% involvement in seedlings, tree planting focused towards men and klotok owners. Tatas blocking only 
involves owners and does not include those living by the tatas who are affected by their land being flooded. 

 

Some understand work packets as extra or alternative incomes and others have an expectation to be provided 
with enough work to be their main income. 

 

There are no complaints about lack of information about the work packets, but there are many complaints 
about the number of staged and late payments.   

 

There was a general feeling of dissatisfaction about the rubber package that does not provide help with tools, 
fertilisers and labour costs to plant 1 hectare of rubber. 

Quotes - HH4, I was involved in seedling and rubber. I know about the activities from TPK. They informed us by 
letter of invitation and speaker, but I don;t stay much in the village as I am often working on my field. I usually find 
out from neighbor and if there are many people joining the activities – it is very likely that I join too. But I am busy 
and mostly it is my wife who does the work. And the important thing for me is that I have a work doing the 
seedling. 

HH4, involved in seedling. KFCP ever mentioned about using people’s CES to drop the people to the jungle but at 
this time they only use particular people’s boats, we were not involved even if we have boats! 

FGD, seedling, in our village there are many work packages. We were involved in seedling phase 1 and 2 then early 
stage of the 25ha planting and then the plan of the 400ha. According to the plan, there will also be rubber and 
tatas. But tatas is for personal. We know about the activities from musdes. 
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Pengetahuan Terhadap Perjanjian Desa  (Knowledge of village agreements) 

Most villagers were aware that there had been a village agreement but not what was in it. If they had seen it most 
had not read it.  The one clause that they all know is that KFCP will not take their land. 

Quote -The consultation process was that the consent should be based on consultation, the main thing has been 
consulted but the villagers understanding’s not there yet 

HH4, I know a little/ heard about the VA from people’s informal discussions in the village. I don;t understand the 
content of VA. The VA is needed to bind KFCP to the village 

HH4, doesn’t know about VA. Maybe because I dont spend much time in the village as I usually go to the forest to 
find Rotan AHAS, 3 to 4 days in the forest. I never heard from the villagers about it either. 

FGD, seedlings, know about the VA but never read it. There was a discussion about VA on each RT but now people 
rarely talk about VA. Maybe there is a photocopy, only available at the TPK 

 

 

Keterlibatan Dalam Proses Perjanjian Desa (Involvement in the VA process) 

  

Initially village meetings were announced on the morning of the meeting by loudspeaker but many people had 
left the village for their ladang.  This was remedied by sending out letters but one woman had her invitation torn 
up by a member of the TP who told her that there was no role for women in the meetings.  A CE facilitator tried 
to persuade her to come despite this, but her feelings were hurt and she stayed away. 

 

The Gender and Social Safeguards (GSS) staff member’s work has been appreciated by the women, who feel 
separate meetings for women provides them with the space that they feel freer to question and share their 
thoughts. 

 

The no 4’s don’t know about the VA, mostly because they are working away or do not understand what is being 
discussed during the meetings. 

 

Mostly Village Leaders did the talking, even though the meetings were open to everybody. 

 

Most 4s and women do not have the confidence to talk.  (Would be better socialised in small facilitated working 
groups) 

 

Quotes: 

HH 4, HH4, the announcement was made through the mic and spekers in the village to discuss VA but i have 
never read it even seen it. I was present at the meeting to discuss VA. The one that I understand is about 
seedling. Women were present in the meeting but didn’t talk much and followed the decision made. The 
hamlets were also invited but I am not sure if they will come 

HH4, don’t know 
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FGD, seedling, once I joined the discussion but already fogotten what was discussed. 

HH4,  we were not confident enough to talk in Musdes. We can’t talk like the other smarter people, so usually 
they would do the talking most of the time 

Negosiasi (Negotiation) 

 

During the village negotiation process there were two requests 

1. Notarized signature 

2. Inclusion of 1 hectare of rubber 

Quotes - At this moment we were filing a claim to KFCP for the meeting on october 29 2012 to propose the 
rubber plantation. We asked for 1 household to be given 1 ha of rubber plantation and if not we would have to 
say no to KFCP. And now in reality what we got is only the seeds and we are demanding our rights. 

Quotes - We also asked to have notarial deed for the VA and there is none. 

Neither of these was included in the VA, but possibly are  still in the villager’s head. (Team unable to locate the 
minutes of the MUSDES that shows how this was negotiated away.  Negotiation may have been one sided as 
KFCP holds the cards) 

 

Informasi tentang KFCP (Information on KFCP) 

  

1. Just being told is easy to forget. Some take away materials like booklets would allow slow revision and 
learning in own time. 

2. Small group meetings would be best 

3. Stand up with “mike” is alienating/intimidating 

4. Group leaders of work packets have big role (maybe better to have them in the role of agents of change 
rather than just transferring technical knowledge. 

5. Information is focused on technical. And written in a way that is too complicated needs to be simple. 

6. Information board is transparent but not helpful for everybody. 

7. Language in meetings is too complex 

8. Livelihood and CE are not local words.  

9. There was a strong desire to be able to see the finalised VA. 

 

Quotes- HH 4, Information of KFCP was obtained from musdes. I need more information about REDD or carbon 
that people often mentioned but I dont understand. Some KFCP people discussed these in musdes but I think it is 
better for the information to be given through small meetings. 

HH4, the information of the activities was obtained from the small talks with the neighbors or by asking to CE but 
I have no idea what CE is. 

FGD, seedling, information about KFCP was obtained from Musdes or TPK or asked to CE. We understand about 
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seedling but we don’t understand what carbon is. 

 

Keterwakilan  (Representation) 

 

Most of the villagers think they have been well represented (including 4’s) by those they chose through election, 
although there was little candidate choice. 

  

Pendapat (Voice) 

 

1. Women are now getting more involved 

2. MUSDES structure is not empowering for those without confidence or status 

3. Complicated language/content – more comfortable to speak in Dayak. 

4. The upward/downward chain from village to hamlet is perceived to be weak with less opportunity for 
those from the hamlet to have their voice heard 

  

Dampak  (Impact) 

Some villagers have noticed that the fires were not so bad this year and linked it to the tatas blocking. 

 

Some people’s lands near the blocked tatas where they plant rubber have been flooded. 

Quote - The tatas consultation process to the tatas owner is done without discussing with people who live and 
affected along the tatas. If a tatas is blocked, water stays and can flood other people’s land. And if I have a land 
on the tatas line and affected I will sue them. The process should be done by also talking to other people who live 
on the tatas line or will be affected by it if it’s blocked. 

 

All like the extra cash income of work packages and diversified income - Quotes 

HH4 Impacts: extra income from seedling and planting, gaining more experience, experience exchange and 
hoping that KFCP will continue working here 

HH4 extra income, and if other people joined one activity – I will join because I don’t want my quota to be taken 
by the others, so better I join. And there was favoritism done by TPK, they always use the same boat of the 
same people. 

FGD, seedlings, the KFCP activities give us extra income and we’re happy about it. 

 

Villagers are keen on the rubber livelihood program but disappointed that unlike the seedlings program they are 
not given labour and other support. 

 

Some people feel their life experience has been opened up and widened as they travel out of their villages for 
meetings. 
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Social tensions because of power and money, (which happen in every project). 

Quote – KFCP causes tension amongst the villagers, once we all got on but now even amongst neighbours we get 
angry and do not talk to each other anymore) 

Quote - Information given to Australia is that 80% of the plants are growing well, but in fact I went with a team 
from Australia to see the area and I’d say only 20% grows well. 

 

Perbandingan proses yang dilakukan antara Perjanjian KFCP dengan PNPM  (Comparison between KFCP Village 
Agreement Process and PNPM Process) 

 

More or less the same, but PNPM have RT level meetings before MUSDES 

 

PNPM reporting is less transparent, as it is not reported back to the villagers but goes directly to the Kabupaten 
(District). 

 

Some of the no 4’s reported that they did not know anything about PNPM 

 

Payment system of PNPM is different as they are paid as soon as the work is completed 

Quote- The PNPM process is better because at the beginning the KPMD was formed there was training then 
soliciting proposals, priorities and then continued by TPK formation. Here TPK is formed at the beginning then 
activities follow. 

 

 Tim Pengawas (TP)  

Requesting unrealistic support such as training in English to prepare them for carbon trading, when they have not 
yet mastered basic administrative skills. 

 

Their request for more pay, needs to be seen in the context of village life and their over all role – which is to 
serve the community.  They say they can not tend their rubber (how much would it cost to pay the labour cost 
for someone else to tend their rubber?)  Need to review their job description to see how many hours of work 
they are expected to do. 

 

They appear to be more self serving then serving others and this is beginning to be reflected by some villagers 
who say they work as part of the TPK or to closely, rather than monitoring the work of the TPK.   

Quote - (the tasks of TPK, TP and village government are not clear. TP should do monitoring but in fact the village 
government together with TP and TPK work together for got incentives from this activity/ this activity is not 
transparent) 

 Tim Pengelola Kegiatan (TPK) 

Complained of overwork and neglect of their rubber and want to be paid more. 

Quotes – TPK, our duty is to manage all packages that come to the village and therefore these took alot of our 
time. We have proposed the insentive raise and to make it like minimum wage to KFCP and according to KFCP we 
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will get the answer by oct 19 2012 but until now oct 23 we havent had any. The proposal was proposed because 
most of our time was taken by this role and we have no more time for tapping the rubber. 

TPK: we facilitate KFCP’s activities. We informed the local people about the activities and manage the work-
packages. We also arrange seeds procurement, budget planing, payment to the local people. 

We only understand about the work packages and haven’t understood well about the KFCP’s objectives related to 
climate changes, greenhouse gases, REDD and carbon also their relations to the activities being done now. But we 
have heard about KFCP’s objectives from a socialization or during training but the information is hard to be 
understood and many people don’t understand. 

TPK, for the packages from KFCP we understand but the objectives are the ones that we haven’t fully understood. 
For exaple the peatland depth measurement or hydrologi and why they are done. 

TPK, we are also involved as TKPD to do consultation about the VA but until now we havent read the VA yet and 
as far as we can remember there was a meeting with the villagers in each RT to discuss VA. 

 TPK, in every KFCP activity we always invite everybody in the village through letter of invitation or by mic and 
through the speaker – including women. We came direct to people’s houses to inform about the invitation or the 
meeting result. But for the people who work outside the village for example hunters, or rattan collector, they 
usually cannot come. We also do it through the women’s representatives for Musdes. 

  

 TPK, we give chance to every member of musdes to give their voice. 

  

 TPK, we always inform about the work-packages to the villagers and they also complain to TPK if they have 
something to complain about. If it can be solved in the village (for example the price for seeds, payment and 
budget planning’s disbursement), the villagers also give their complaints through CE’s mailbox. 

TPK, we got training so there is improvement on our knowledge. It is better if we have more trainings on 
adminitration and financial report system and also it is better if we can do comparative study outside the village 
for example to Jambi. 

TPK, KFCP is more transparent compared to the other projects. 

TPKD   (see reference involvement in VA process page 2 point 5)  

Overall impression is that they were not sufficiently supported to carry out a efficient consultation process.  
Some of the members of the team had little to no understanding of KFCP’s aims and activities and the others had 
a limited understanding.  

 Setting up the village consultation team was a very good idea but it lacked the overall support, training, 
mentoring follow up etc. to provide the villagers with an informed 

Quote - The consultation process was that the consent should be based on consultation, the main thing has been 
consulted but the villagers understanding’s not there yet 

Adat (Custom and Tradition) 

At the start of KFCP they were not included in the socialization. 

Now they are and were supported by KFCP to carry out a customary land mapping. 

 

There is nothing happening that is in violation of their traditional rights. 



  

Village Consultation Process Review for KFCP Page 118 
    

Quotes -, at the beginning of KFCP activities started here I was very concerned that our land will be claimed, but 
after I attended the meetings in kecamatan and even in Kapuas, I understood that the intention of KFCP is good – 
for example to prevent fires and to reforest, and in the future there’s a possibility of carbon trading. At this point 
KFCP has changed a lot but tehre are still money people who don’t understand the objectives of KFCP work here. 

We, the mantir, have ever been summoned by the police for signing the objection agreement of KFCP but we 
never signed that. Before I understood the objectives of the activities, I was against KFCP. 

 

According to me KFCP activities here don’t violate the adat. They support us and KFCP helped in costumary land 
mapping. 
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Tumbang Mangkutup and Tuanan hamlets 

Hamlet Portrait/Profile  

 

Mangkutup – was established as a settlement in 1830 and this year 2012 separated as a hamlet under Katunjung to 
become a village under its own administration.  

Mangutup has 72 hh and overall population of 272, Tuanan is a hamlet within the jurisdiction of Mangkutup with 29 
hh and  overall population of 109. Tuanan hamlet  has  two settlements, Tuanan and Pasir where BOS MAWAS have 
their research camp. Tuanan people are mainly Muslim Dayaks. The livelihood of the people are very dependent on 
the natural resources such as fish from the river, rubber, gemor and gold mining on the upper Kapuas river. 
Recently some people have started edible swiftlets nest house and are still  waiting for harvest. Sand mining 
activities at the Pasir settlement have closed down because as the expenses to transfer sand from Tuanan to Kapuas 
prevented profits . 

The education level in Tuanan mainly up to elementary school as there is only 1private school, built by BOS MAWAS 
with one classroom and one teacher. The teacher  doesn’t come to school very often as alledgedly BOS MAWAS 
pays the wage late so teacher has to leave Tuanan to work. With this condition, the students at the school are 
always passed from one level to another without proper assesments.  

From the year 1841 the villagers of Mangkutup have been earning their living from well established rubber 
plantations and patung and a minorty from fishing. Rice is grown for self consumption. Fruit trees were established 
in the 1840’s by a forward thinking village leader who believed in planting for future generations. 

In 2007 the village experiences a total crop failure from flooding and pests (rats, birds)  this mainly affected the rice 
production but also rubber as collection was hampered. 

This village is very homgeneous its population descendants from the first settlers with very few immigrants.  The 
village head is an older man, but the real power base appears to be his son. His son says that he is the appointed 
spokesman for the village. 

His son could be described as a benign dictator, there are some clear advantages to this and disadvantages.  

 

The Advantages can be described as – 

He is very intelligent and likes to keep well informed. 

He is motivated – The information board in Mangkutup is the best we saw, trippled in size with photographs of 
actiivites and clear information.  

 

Disadvantages 

He does not provide the space for others to participate, he thinks and talks for everyone. 

Initially, he was not happy with us visiting the villagers directly but eventually gave his permission. 

He likes to do things his own way, when still under the jurisdiction of Katunjung, he flouts agreements made during 
the MUSDES to create his own plans.   

This has led to a problem with Tuanan who are now a hamlet of Mangkutup as they felt safe with the decision 
making agreed during the MUSDES and feel Suriato is a law unto himself that will not listen to them. 

Tuanan are now requesting/insisting that they continue to deal directly with Katunjung and not through 
Mangkutup. 
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This issue potentially could become unmanageable and would suggest that the working group becomes involved as 
a mediator.  KFCP also needs to develop a strategy for managing this change. 

Quotes from Tuanan sub TPK 

 

When Mangkutub becomes a village,  there will be another member added to the SUB TPK Tuanan. During  village 
meetings to decide the work-packages Tuanan should be involved and the Tuanan work-packages should be 
separated from Mangkutub for these reasons; 

1. During the KFCP activities, Mangkutub always wants to arrange the activity implementation in Tuanan 
2. Mangkutub during implementation of activities –is  not in accordance with the result of village meeting 
3. On the seedling activity Mangkutub, the budget planning was changed and the seedling payment system is 

wages to the group member 
4. Mangkutub is not transparent( also in other former projects than KFCP’s). KFCP said that there will be 

payment for seeds P3 as mentioned by Ramos, but in fact the seeds are never taken and paid and are just let 
growing wild at the back yard of the house. 

 

Pemahaman Terhadap KFCP  (Understanding of KFCP) 

 

The people’s understanding about KFCP is mainly of seedling, planting and hamlet’s mapping activities. The seedling 
is done to provide plants to plant at the burnt land. 

Keterlibatan Dalam Paket Pekerjaan  (Involvement in work packages) 

 

When interviewing households from Category 4 households in Mangkutup they were involved in Seedlings, 
replanting and livelihood packets and very satisfied, although said they would like less payment stages. 

KFCP activities in Tuanan are seedling phase 1 and 2, planting phase 1 and tatas blocking phase 1. The people in 
Tuanan are orientated  is to join  work/projects as long as they get paid. 

During the seedling phase 1 all of the people in Tuanan were involved. But because the payment for seedling phase 1 
was late and delayed, so on seedling phase 2 there were 5 households who are not wanting to be involved anymore 
because the low seed price. 

 

In the process of the villager’s involvement for the seedling activities, the villagers are satisfied because everyone 
was informed about the plans for seedling activities through TPK, which was done door to door. The women are very 
active in seedling activities, even though the ones who are registered for the activity are their husbands. The men 
and women are divided into different tasks. The men finds soils and the seeds in the forest and the women put the 
soil and seeds in the polybads also move the seeds to the nursery. The seedlng watering is done by men and women 
alternately. Though, the villagers care about the terms of payment which is done in 5 times and that the planting 
location is very far. 
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Pengetahuan Terhadap Perjanjian Desa  (Knowledge of village agreements) 

Most of the villagers don’t know about the VA because when there was a village meeting in Katunjung and the 
signing of VA, the representatives of Mangkutup and Tuanan who attended the process were the member of SUB 
TPK, TP and the group leader of seedling phase 1 and 2. 

Keterlibatan Dalam Proses Perjanjian Desa (Involvement in the VA process) 

Negosiasi (Negotiation) 

 

In village meeting in Katunjung related to livelihood, fire management, seedling and tatas – the representatives of 
Mangkutup and Tuanan were TPK, TP, tatas owners and seedling group leader. Though they were given chance to 
express their opinions and ideas in the meeting, the Tuanan representatives were tend to be pasive because for them 
the most important thing is that there are activities that would give them income. 

 

Informasi tentang KFCP (Information on KFCP) 

  

In Mangkutup Pak Suriato is the main conveyor of information. A lot of information of KFCP activities in Tuanan are 
distributed by Samsi the KFCP radio operator, also TP and TPK because they live in the hamlet. For Pasir settlement 
the information on seedling, tatas blocking, payment schedue, schedule of technical team visit, invitation of village 
meeting, to correspond with TP and TPK are done mainly by Pak Samsi as there was no CE in the hamlet. CE was only 
available in Katunjung and came occasionaly. CE settled in the hamlet on October 2012. 

 

 

Keterwakilan  (Representation) 

 

In Mangkutup the 3 house to house interviews carried out were stisfied with their representation. There was no 
election for TP and TPK. They were appointed by the village leader based on CE’s recommendation. For the seedling 
group 2 in Pemukiman Pasi, the TPK hasn’t represented public interest ye. The TPK didn’t socialise the information to 
the villages and only distributed to the group leaders. Nevertheless, the villagers think that there was no 
discrimination done by TP or TPK in seedling activities. 

Pendapat (Voice) 

Technical team meeting during the stay in the hamlet was only done once, so the seedling group and TPK propose to 
do it 1-2 a month to do coordination and see the progress of seedling activity of group 1 and Tuanan and group 2 in 
Pemukiman Pasir also this meeting will be used as a media to deliver the information of KFCP’s activities. 

 

Meetings so far are mainly done in the evenings so only men came. The meeting has ever been done during the day 
and was attended by men and women but the women didn’t voice their opinions. Whereas in women only meeting, 
they were very active in giving their voices.  

 

The complaints given are mainly related to the seedling activity payments. This has been delivered to the 
reforestation team and they have been answered. The payments are going to be done 5 times and will not be 
change. Inputs and complaints from the villagers so far are delivered through CE and technical team. And nowadays 
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there is a mailbox at TP’s house. 

Dampak  (Impact) 

Positif (positive):  

  The additional income from the seedling every household got is Rp 975,800 (574 seeds x Rp 1,700) also from 
seed transfer & planting 

  by doing Tatas blocking and planting, water stays and wet the land and prevents the fire 

 Boundary and area of Tuanan are stated on the mapping 

 

Negatif (negative) : 

  before, the transport budget if attending meeting in Mangkutub is Rp. 200,000/ces – nowadays it is only Rp. 
50,000/ces – so the villagers don’t want to attend the meeting anymore and better tap their rubber trees 

 . 

 before if there was a meeting then there will be HOK (Subtitute of working day) of Rp 50,000 -75,000 and now 
there is no HOK anymore, so again they think it is better to work than attending meeting 

 There was a discrimination in livelihood activity, where the livelihood group from Tuanan wasn’t involved in the 
comparative study of Beje in dadahup 

 

The people of ranking 4 don’t see any significant good changes in the hamlet before and after KFCP’s coming. But 
they are hoping that there will be a significant improvement in their economy when the livelihood activities (rubber 
and beje) started. 

 

The seedling group hopes that the seedling and planting activity continued and that there will be transparency 
related to VA, work-packages and the activities of rubber and beje that are coming. 

Perbandingan proses yang dilakukan antara Perjanjian KFCP dengan PNPM  (Comparison between KFCP Village 
Agreement Process and PNPM Process) 

 

(Comparison of process done by KFCP and PNPM) 

PNPM doesn’t come to Tuanan, all activities of PNPM are centralized in Katunjung. 

Perbandingan proses yang dilakukan antara perjanjian KFCP dengan BOS MAWAS 

(Comparison of process done by KFCP and BOS MAWAS) 

KFCP opens opportunity for work evenly for the villagers and in BOS MAWAS work is only for certain people. KFCP 
does consultation with the villagers and BOS MAWAS doesn’t 

 Tim Pengawas (TP)  

  

In Mangkutup the TP was married to one of the TPK which operationally is not acceptable. There were no complaints 
about this, just the Team’s observation. 

In doing his job as SUB TPK, Nadi works together with TP because there’s only 1 TP in Pemukiman Pasir and 1 sub 
TPK in Tuanan. So the function of TP is also to hold the meetings with villagers about KFCP activities and together 
with TPK to announce the meeting result from Katunjung. 
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There was no meeting ever held between the villagers from Pemukiman Pasir and Tuanan for there is no budget for 
this meeting. There was no budget for operational and transport for sub TPK and TP too. In 2 years, KFCP only gave 
stationery and incentive once. 

 

So far, TP in Tuanan was never been involved in verifications. It is hoped that in the future KFCP could give budget 
support for meetings, operational and meeting place in Tuanan. The proposal of TP to KFCP if Mangkutub becomes 
a village is that packages for Tuanan will be separated. If not separated, Tuanan would take a decision to not being 
involved in any work-packages from KFCP. 

 Tim Pengelola Kegiatan (TPK) 

 

Sub TPK in Tuanan understand and has the ability in explaining the KFCP activities includes the work-packages, 
though SUB TPK. However SUB TPK cannot explain the activities that are not informed through it (for instance; the 
tatas blocking phase 1 and fire management) because the SUB TPK doesnt understand. SUB TPK had TPK and 
seedling training.  

.  

Because SUB TPK never had operational budget for meeting therefore information is given to the villages door to 
door and only in Tuanan. 

 

In 2011, though sub TPK didn’t have operational budget, they managed to informed the villagers up to Tanjung Raya 
and spent 3 litres of petrol 2 ways. 

So far, the verification activity doesn’t involve TP and sub TPK Tuanan and is only done by TP and TPK Katunjung. The 
Ritensi budget on the seedling phase 1 for Tuanan has never been given until this time. 

Tim Konsultasi Perjanjian Desa (TKPD) 

The sosialization and draft consultation meeting of the VA in Tuanan which was facilitated by sub TPK and TP was 
only attended by 10 people from the 29 households. As a result there were many villagers who didn’t know that 
there was a meeting for village agreement in Tuanan which was held at the TP member’s house. 
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Kalumpang village 

Village Portrait/Profile  

Kalumpang is an attractive, tidy village with a tree lined concrete path running through it and well built houses with 
pretty flower filled front gardens on both sides.  

There are two traditional bone houses and the kaharingan animistic beliefs are still flourishing, although there are 
mixed religions, Christian and Muslim. 

The village has experienced a total of 9 village heads spanning from 1823 until the present day. This steady period 
of leadership may account for the overall feel of a mature and well -established village.  

The village is made up of 262 households with a total population of 1024 spread over 3 RT (neighborhoods) 
spanning 2km from one end to the other and an total area of 210 hectares.  

There is a primary school and kindergarten with secondary schooling available 2km away at Mantangai Hulu. There 
are villagers with undergraduate degrees. 

 

There are 251 ha of land with certificated ownership, 800 ha of shifting agricultural land  (rice, bananas, fruit, 
cassava, various vegetables), 600 ha of rubber plantation. The main livelihoods of the community are rubber, 
fishing, collecting forest rattan to make mats. 

Pemahaman Terhadap KFCP  (Understanding of KFCP) 

There was a much higher level of understanding about the overall purpose of KFCP in this village, than we found in 
Mantangai Hulu, Katunjung and Tumbang Muroi. 

The Village Head demonstrated a good understanding of KFCP’s purpose  and the institutional development of 
village TPK, TP’s and farmer guides. 

The TPK, TP and farmer guides demonstrated an understanding on  

 Reducing GHG 

 Forest Replanting 

 Livelihood Packages 

When prompted on Canal blocking and Fire Control 

Within the FGD for the Seedlings group there was a mixed understandings with the leader of the groups having a 
better understanding then members whose knowledge was limited to the work packages. 

Keterlibatan Dalam Paket Pekerjaan  (Involvement in work packages) 

192 heads of  households out of a total of 289 are currently involved in work packages.  Reasons given for those 
not involved in the work packages, were– away from the village at the time of the start activities, or that the 
land suitable for rubber planting was too far from the village for the individual to plant or care for. 

 



  

Village Consultation Process Review for KFCP Page 125 
    

 

Pengetahuan Terhadap Perjanjian Desa  (Knowledge of village agreements) 

 The Village Head, TPK, and leaders of village farmer groups had a good understanding.  The TP had a better 
understanding of the VA during the consultation process but did not understand the final result. 

 Members of the farmer groups had either a patial understanding or none at all.   

 The main points that they understood were 

 Mutual commitment between village and KFCP ( own words “have a mutual understanding” 
especially clause on no claims on their land) 

 Rehabilitate the peatlands 

 Distribute benefits in the community 

 Enable the work packages 

 During a door to door interview with  Angel and Lilik, there was a female teacher who told them the surplus 
from the village workpackets was to be used by the village for digging wells to help supply water for fire fighting 
and others for household supply. 

 

Keterlibatan Dalam Proses Perjanjian Desa (Involvement in the VA process) 

 The TKPD had a good understanding of the need to consult the villagers on the costs and benefits of KFCP’s  
activities and consulted the villagers through each RT and according to the different interest groups. 

 Those not joining the process were said to be out of the village at the time. (No evidence of  communication 
mechanism to inform them on their return or ways of integrating them into exisiting activities.) 

 House to house interviews revealed that those who lived on the outskirts of the village were not invited. 
Widows and the elderly were not invited. 

From the 7 people (made up of 3 women and 4 men) interviewed during the  FGD for the  mixed seedlings group 
from RT 3 who lived close to the village head, they were all fully involved in the VA meetings and satisfied with 
the process, although some said “there were too many meetings” 

Some of the women mentioned that although they were involved they did not understand all that was discussed 
during the musdes and did not have the confidence to ask questions. 

Negosiasi (Negotiation) 

From those we interviewed, KADES, TPK, TP, Farmer groups and xxxx no of hh (check daily diary) those who 
attended the VA meetings felt there was suffiecient time to put suggestions forward and have them addressed 
before signing the VA, which they saw as being a lengthy process. 

 

Informasi tentang KFCP (Information on KFCP) 

 The current approaches taken by KFCP were felt suitable by those interviewed, through meetings, CE facilitation, 
technical inputs and posters communicating information on the seedling payment stages. 

 However, although the TPK use the VA as reference tool for their work, those who were not from the village elite 
had not read the VA and there is still a big misunderstanding on the status of land within the KFCP area, including 
the belief that when rubber trees reach maturity they will belong to KFCP. 

 There are no posters in any of the villages regarding KFCP’s overall aim. 

  

 It was suggested that a recorded CD could be a good way to get information across. 

 Small simple guide books  
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Keterwakilan  (Representation) 

 The villagers including women and the marginalised felt they had been well represented. 

 

Pendapat (Voice) 

 The village meetings provided a good opportunity for people to have their voices heard, although women 
were still reluctant to join in they felt that their issues had been raised and heard by their represntatives. 

Dampak  (Impact) 

Quote from poor farmer “ Saya ikut pertemuan dan ketika pendapat saya di dengar, itu membuat orang miskin 
seperti saya merasa di pandang” 

Quote from head of farmer group “ since KFCP has been here are knowledge and skills have really increased. We 
know now how to work together and  we also know how to involve everybody including women and to think 
about and involve the poor.”  

The TP do not understand their role very well and tension can break out between the TP and TPK. 

Complaints about too many meetings, whilst one man thought it was great that they had meetings to discuss 
issues of importance for the village. 

Village tensions regarding selling land to an oil palm concession. There are villagers who believe KFCP is stopping 
them selling their land. 

Perbandingan proses yang dilakukan antara Perjanjian KFCP dengan PNPM  (Comparison between KFCP Village 
Agreement Process and PNPM Process) 

 KFCP involves all villagers, PNPM only involves the village government. 

 PNMP only has one musdes to announce plans and does not consult through RTs. 

 PNPM has a womens saving group 

 KFCP pays expenses for attneding meetings, PNPM does not 

 PNPM activities in the village  
1. A village jetty 
2. A village concrete road 
3. Bridge 
4. Posyandu (village health centre) 
5. Wages for a kindergarden teacher 
6. Kindergarden building 
7. Koran teacher for under 5’s 

 Tim Pengawas (TP)  

 The TP are not clear about their roles and responsibility 

 Tim Pengelola Kegiatan (TPK) 

 The TPK scored an 8/10 by our team, they used the VA as their guide and reference for all work that they 
undertake. 

 They understand their roles and responsibility well and what they say is the “roh kegiatan” or the essence of 
each activity to the overall aim of KFCP. 

 What they still need help in, is to create a communication strategy to communicate this to others in the village. 

 The villagers feel they are well represented by the TPK. 
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TPKD   (see reference involvement in VA process page 2 point 5) 

Adat  

 Kaharingan Mantir – requested clear information on the bounderaries of KFCP  acttivity area , so that the 
community are clear about where they can have their ladangs. 

 He reported that the Mantirs had been paid different amounts to attent the traditional ceremony in Katunjung 
but they all received different amounts.  It needs to be explained that those coming from further away had 
higher perdiems to meet costs. 

 He said that all trees planted by KFCP had been destroyed by fire, but when we cross checked it was only in Sei 
Ahas 120 hectares.  The trees planted in Kalumpang were fine 

 He said planting trees was a waste of time because they  returned on their own as seen by the amount of 
seedlings the community collected. 

 He said that the trees planted were not suitable, but when cross checked we learnt that KFCP had identified a 
list of 60 suitable trees and the villagers could choose from that list which trees they preferred. 

       Many of the issues he brought up are vocalised by local ngos. 

  

 Mantir Christian  

 Reported that there had been no violations of traditional rights by KFCP.  The livelihood mapping had not clashed 
with any customary land rights. 
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Tumbang Muroi village 

 

Understanding of KFCP 

The village head has a good understanding of KFCP and was able to explain the program’s 
purpose in a simple and clear way.  “KFCP is here to rehabilitate the damaged forest and to 
prevent further damage of the forest through providing alternative livelihoods for the 
villagers.”  He understood about climate change and the link to damaged peat and forests 
and the potential for carbon trading in the future. 

 

The TPK and TP appear to have some understanding of KFCP’s program but a skewed 
understanding about carbon trading appears to have affected their overall understanding of 
KFCP.  

 

The villagers involved in the seedlings and livelihood programs understand that KFCP 
provides work for them and that the seedlings that they have grown will be replanted in 
large areas damaged by fire.  They do not demonstrate much understanding that KFCP’s 
overall program is about rehabilitating the peat and protecting the forest. They do not 
appear to be overly concerned about protecting their environment.  What is important to 
them is that they continue to have the right to gain a living from the forest. 

 

In the hamlet of Taburu there were villagers who were aware of the KFCP seedlings and 
livelihood programs through the facilitator but not directly about KFCP but had chosen not 
to join KFCP. 

 

The village people expressed a great fear that KFCP would either take away their land or that 
when the rubber seedlings KFCP provides reach maturity KFCP will take ownership of the 
plantations.  Although many villages had heard about the village agreement and especially 
regarding the clause that KFCP would not take their land, they still could not believe that 
KFCP would pay for seedlings and rubber without gaining something in return. We were 
asked many times if we could explain KFCP’s purpose.  The community is very suspicious of 
KFCP’s intentions, despite many explanations and the VA. 

 

In Dayak tradition land is claimed by planting and growing a crop, this traditional 
understanding helps to understand their very strong belief that KFCP will eventually take 
their land.  A simple communication methodology needs to be developed that explains 
climate change.  The village head of Tumbang Muroi was able to explain it in a simple and 
effective way, even if his explanation did not include words such as carbon dioxide and 
greenhouse effect. 

 

Involvement in Work Packages 

The work packages were very well socialised from village to even the remotest hamlet. 
Those who did not join the work packages were either away from the village at the time or 
had made a choice not to join as they made more money from other activities such as gold 
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mining, illegal logging and fishing.  There is an opportunity here to try and work through the 
women of the families by actively encouraging them to join as a way to influence change. 

 

In Lapetan there were 9 widows in an RT who could only join the seedlings work package if 
they had children old enough to go into the forest and search for seedlings, those who had 
no children were not able undertake the work as they could not leave their children to go 
into the forest nor would they be able to plant the their rubber.  One widow had accepted 
the seedlings packet but had caused a dispute with Lapetan hamlet as she had sold her 
packet to another family member. 

 

Those who were involved with the work packages were very happy to have the opportunity 
to work and hoped that KFCP would continue, but there was very little understanding of the 
overall connection of their activities to the overall aim of KFCP. 

 

Knowledge of Village Agreements 

The main clause that is remembered from the Village Agreement is regarding KFCP not 
taking their land and the provision of work packages; there was no demonstrated 
understanding that KCP had expectations from the village to manage their forest resources 
in a sustainable manner. 

 

Members of the TPK perceived the VA as a contract to start work packages. The VA had been 
given to the TPK and TP and members of the village government, but no one had read it as it 
was too long and hard to understand. 

 

Involvement in Village Agreements 

The meetings for the Village Agreement were well attended; even those from the smallest 
and remotest Tabaru hamlet had a representative attend the meetings.  During the initial 
meetings Lapetan had a quota of up to 3 kelotoks or 15 people to attend but this was cut 
back to members of the sub TPK and TP only and six other villagers including women. 

Women were invited and came to the meetings, but as one woman said, “ I listened but I did 
not say anything”, they expressed a lack of understanding and did not have the confidence 
to ask questions. 

 

Negotiation 

At the village level informal meetings were held to discuss the VA, in the hamlets many 
informal discussions amongst each other. 

 Tumbang Muroi put forward as part of their negotiation process that they would like a 
hectare of rubber with labour, manure and other planting costs included, but this proposal 
was not directly acknowledged. 

 

Information on KFCP 

A number of books were given to the Petani Pemandu (village farmer extension 
workers/cadres) in Taburu hamlet, he could neither read nor write.  A special approach 
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(pictures, CD to listen to etc)  needs to be developed to inform those who cannot read or 
write. There is no school in Tabaru. 

In the village of Tumbang Muroi approximately 80% of the population are only educated to 
primary level. What about those with no education? 

The CE facilitator is very good at informing, but there was a request that simple materials 
with pictures could be left behind to help them remember what they have been told. 

There were suggestions from the TPK that it was not enough to just sign the VA and forget 
about it, but to have the main points of the agreement published and displayed as posters in 
public places. 

Within the MUSDES there is a need to be sensitive to those who cannot read and so it would 
be a good idea to end the meeting by reading out the result of the meeting. (Berita acara) 

The TPK mentioned that when Arta came he explained KFCP’s purpose in a clear way that he 
could easily understand. 

 

Main points 

 KFCP communication methodology not yet sensitive to those who cannot read. 

 In Tumbang Muroi information is transparent and displayed in many places, in 
addition to information about packages, main points from the VA and the purpose 
of KFCP could also be displayed. 

 VA needs to be translated into bahasa Dayak. 

 

Representation 

At the village level of Tumbang Muroi those we interviewed felt that they were well 
represented by the TPK, but results regarding representation were different between the 
different hamlets. 

 

In Tabaru, from 3 respondents interviewed only 1 knew there was a TPK, who was a 
seedlings group leader. The other 2 who were not aware of the TPK were also not involved 
in KFCP work packages. Out of the 8 head of households, 4 households are involved in 
seedling packages.  One respondent was not interested in joining in KFCP activities. 

 

Voice  

Those who are confident are able to participate fully. Although the meetings provided the 
opportunity to partake women and less confident men particularly those who can not read, 
listened only and did not speak. 

 

Impact 

 Provide the opportunity for increased income, which has resulted in villagers being 
able to buy klotoks, kompor (simple kerosene cooker) and fishing nets. 

 There is a perception that awareness of fire management is better and less fires get 
out of hand 
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 MUSDES, participation and transparency are becoming the norm 

 There is an increase in knowledge, skills, and opening up new experiences and 
horizons. Trips to Kapuas and beyond. 

 Tabaru is slower to experience such positive impacts as the overall education level is 
much lower and they are slower to take up the opportunities KFCP offers. 

 

Comparison between KFCP approach and PNPM 

 PNPM only the village leaders are involved. 

 There is a lack of transparency in PNPM. 

 No village facilitator 

 No reporting back to the village once work is completed 

 There is one MUSDES where the village government announce to the village what 
will be built. 

 

TP 

The TP at Tumbang Muroi has a good understanding of KFCP, regarding the rehabilitation of 
the peatlands.  He attends much training and is very diligent and responsible, he notes 
everything down and understands the process. 

 

In the hamlets they also demonstrated an understanding about KFCP and their role. In Teluk 
Kajang the TP were influential people and the hamlet was well informed about what was 
going on.  

 

In Lapetan there was also a good understanding. 

 

TPK 

In Tumbang Muroi the team only met the treasurer as the chair and secretary had gone to 
Kapuas to collect the money for payment of the seedling group. 

She understood that KFCP’s purpose is to provide work for the community through 
collecting and preparing seedlings, which would be replanted in areas that have been 
critically damaged. 

She did not seem to remember much about prices of the seedlings and her account book 
was help by the chairman, who seemed to hold the power. 

 

TKPD 

Each RT of the village was visited by the TKPD who came with a form/questionaire to find 
out about the villagers concerns regarding KFCP’s activities. The results came out as 
villager’s wishes or proposals rather than concerns, for rubber etc. 
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The TKPD appeared to have little understanding about the consultation process and did not 
know how to link the different topics from RPJMDES, to thematic maps, the VA and the 
overall purpose of KFCP. 

 

Adat 

1. KFCP has not committed any violations of traditional customs.  A traditional 
ceremony was held in Kantunjung to appease the spirits. 

2. The mapping of customary land is very much appreciated 

3. The mantir was given his position in 2009 as a result of the Governor’s Regulation 
regarding mantirs rights to give out land certificate. Prior to this there was no mantir 
in the village. 

4. He did not appear to have much traditional knowledge.  

5. In Teluk Kajang (hamlet) the head of the hamlet said there were sacred places, 
which needed to be respected. 
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ANNEX G: SEQUENCE OF KFCP CONSULTATION PROCESSES LEADING TO 
VILLAGE AGREEMENTS 

Consultation timeline 

This timeline, compiled from the staff interviews, review of documentation and village 
interviews, captures the majority of the critical moments in the process of village 
engagement with KFCP48.  

Dates Activity Notes Status of documentation 

Repeatedly Socialisation of 
KFCP 

Socialisation repeated in 
subsequent events 

No records have been centrally 
collated  

Aug – Oct 
2010 

Identify suitable 
local and 
traditional village 
institutions 

Communities analysis prior to 
decision to create TPK 

On file in Kapuas 

Oct-Nov 
2010 

Thematic 
mapping to feed 
into Village 
Planning  

Meanwhile technical teams were 
doing “expert maps” 

Incorporated in RPJMDES plan 

Oct-Nov 
2010 

Village planning  
  

Sept 2010 - 
Mar 2011 

Formation & 
training of TP & 
TPK   

 
Mostly on file, with some 
missing records 

Feb 2011 Design of draft 
village agreement  

 
No record of community 
consultation. Believed to have 
been done by Payments Team/ 
Consultant 

March 
2011 

Socialisation and 
consultation on 
draft VA 

 
Meetings records for all 7 
villages on file 

 
Assessment of 
interest groups in 
7 villages 

 
No records 

    

 
Hutan desa 
consultation 

To establish villagers’ interest in 
a community forest 

 

 
Review of TPK 

  

 
Village planning 
annual review 

  

April 
2011 

TKPD formation 
and training  

 
On file. In Mantangai Hulu this 
occurred in September 2011 

                                                           
48 KFCP Knowledge Management Officer, based on a compilation of available records, has 

prepared an excellent comprehensive report of the sequence of consultation activities but 

this was not available in English at the time of the Review. See “Facilitation and 

Consultation: Engaging Communities in KFCP for Formulating and Managing Village 

Agreements”, December 2012 
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June-
Aug 
2011 

 

Village 
consultation 
through TKPD 

 
No records 

 
Harmonisation of 
village plans with 
KFCP plan 

Overlap areas: fire and 
livelihoods – Sei Ahas & 
Katunjung 

 

 
 

Pilot 
implementation 
of work packages 

  

Oct – 
Dec 
2011 

Consultation & 
negotiation on 
Village 
agreements 

  

Nov 
2011 

Inter village 
forum 

  

Dec 
2011- 
Jan 
2012 

 

Signing of village 
agreement in all 7 
villages 

  

 

2012 
Work package 
negotiations: 
planning; budget; 
communication 

 
Part 3 of VA 

 
 

Work package 
verifications 

 
Payment team records 

 
Adat forum 
engagement 

  

Initiated 
June 
2012 

Management 
team travelling 
visits  

 
Field trip notes 

 

 

  



  

Village Consultation Process Review for KFCP Page 135 
    

ANNEX H: PARTICIPATION IN KFCP CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES  

Much of the information in the following tables is based on attendance at meetings and 
registration lists for participation in work packages. Cumulative totals measure the total volume 
of participation in KFCP (counts the number of times household or individual participation takes 
place, counting the same household/individual several times if it participates more than once. 
‘Unique’ participation reduces the cumulative total of all household participation, to only count a 
household or individual once, even when that person/household participates in multiple 
activities or meetings.   

In some cases, a small number of households ‘dropped out’ of activities before work was 
complete for various reasons. Thus, there was a difference between the numbers of households 
registering for activities and the numbers receiving final payment. This was particularly the case 
for reforestation activities involving planting in the deep peat, in which household members may 
have been sick or had other priorities at crucial times during activity implementation. It is 
estimated that for planting, the dropout rate was between 10-12 per cent whereas for seedling 
production the ‘dropout’ rate was only around 5 per cent, and for most other activities the 
dropout rate was negligible. In analysing the data, an average dropout rate of 8 per cent has 
been used to establish the reach of KFCP activities to households.  

Table 1 – ‘Unique’ participation in KFCP activities: households receiving benefits under at least one work 
package, by year 

‘Unique’ household-level participation KFCP 
activities (work packages) that provide financial 
benefits and livelihoods improvement, by year 

Households 
registered by 

male 
household 
members 

Households 
registered by 

female 
household 
members 

Grand total 
of ‘unique’ 
households 
registered  

Approximate 
number of 
households 
in the KFCP 

site 

‘Unique’ participation 
of households in the 

KFCP in work packages 
(accounting for an 8 % 

dropout rate from 
initial registration for 

work packages) 

Est. 

Number 
% 

Work Packages 2010 (residents in the KFCP area) 78 5 83 2000 N/A N/A 

Work Packages 2011 (residents in the KFCP area) 709 216 925 2100 861 41 % 

Work Packages 2012 (residents in the KFCP area) 1487 320 1807 2275 1662 73 % 

Work packages 2010-2012 (residents in the KFCP 
area)* 

1388 435 1823 2275 1677 74 % 

* Between 2010-2012 a further 118 ‘unique’ households received benefits, however, it was unclear if the person 
registering resided in the area (such as tatas owners who may reside elsewhere but have agreed for activities 
related to their tatas located in the KFCP site to take place; or family members who helped out with activities but 
may have migrated).** N/A – percentage not estimated as very few activities took place in 2010. *** There is a 5 
per cent margin of error in the numbers presented in this table. 

Table 2 – Total number of households registered for work packages (to receive payments and associated 
technical assistance and support) and other KFCP activities, by type 

Work package Total HH registered 

Nursery seedling production - Phase 1 (2010-11) 968 

Nursery seedling production - Phase 2 (2012) 1190 

Planting (2010) 105 

Planting (2011-12) 577 

Planting (2012-13) 919 

Training of trainers - Farmer Field Schools (2010) 34 

Training of trainers - Farmer Field Schools (2011) 261 
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Work package Total HH registered 

Farmer cadres/mobilisers – on going 60 

Palisades – Stage 1 (2012) 65 

Palisades –  Stage 2 (2012) 202 

Palisades –  Stage 3 (2012) 197 

Tatas blocking pilot (2011) 19 

Tatas blocking - packet with revised design (2011-12) 40 

Livelihoods package (phase one currently in progress - 2013) Approximately 1597* 

* Numbers will be verified during implementation and finalised after the phase is completed. 

Figure 1: Number of households participating in KFCP REDD+ field activities, by gender of the person 
registering on behalf of the household 

 

Note:  The figure does not include data for trials on tatas blocking or members of the TPK/TP receiving payments 
under the Basic Package. Gender is determined according to the household member registering for packages, 
although other household members may participate in these activities and these numbers likely under-
represents women’s participation. There is a 5 per cent margin of error in the numbers presented in this figure. 

Figure 2. No. of activities: KFCP facilitated decision-making, consultation, and communications forums 
and trainings, by year 
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Notes: MusDes = formal whole-of-village consultation, deliberation, and decision-making meetings. Socialisation 
= community briefings/communications/explanation meetings to explain key concepts. 

Table 3 – ‘Unique’ participation of individuals in KFCP facilitated decision-making, consultation, and 
communications forums and trainings 

  

1. Participants in at least one MusDes 
(2010-2012) 

2. Participants in at least one 
meeting/training/workshop/ 

socialisation activity, not distinguished 
by type (2010-2012) 

3. Participants in at least 
one meeting, 

training/workshop, or 
socialisation activity, 

distinguished by type and 
counted for each type 

Type of participant (per 
attendance lists) 

Male  Female  Total  

Total as % 
of adults 
living in 

the KFCP 
site 

Male  Female  Total  

Total as % 
of adults 
living in 

the KFCP 
site 

Male  Female  Total  

Permanent residents 
within the KFCP area 

987 645 1632 
36 per 
cent 

1791 1405 3196 
71 per 
cent 

2574 1896 4470 

Temporary residents 
(visiting family members 
etc.) 

N/A N/A 146 N/A N/A N/A 580 N/A N/A N/A 515 

Others (NGOs, 
Government 
representatives, staff, 
and observers) 

N/A N/A 220 N/A N/A N/A 909 N/A N/A N/A 945 

Total     1998       4685       5930 

Note: N/A – not available or not relevant. There is a 5 per cent margin of error in the numbers presented in this 
table. 

 

Figure 3. Percentage of women and men participating (unique participation) in meetings, forums, and 
trainings 

 
Note: There is a 5 per cent margin of error in the numbers presented in this figure. 
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Figure 4: Cumulative participation numbers:  KFCP facilitated meetings and communications forums, by 
year 

 

Note: There is a 5 per cent margin of error in the numbers presented in this figure. 

 

Table 4 – Range of participation levels in KFCP engagement activities 
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ANNEX I: SUMMARY OF PEER REVIEW COMMENTS    

The following is a summary of comments from the eight peer reviewers on the ’Village 
Consultation Process Review for KFCP‘ report commissioned by IAFCP in collaboration with 
CARE Australia. The reviewers, who were all external to IAFCP, were given the opportunity 
to make revisions to the report and to address comments. 

 

A. General comments on the review  

1. The peer reviewers generally agreed that the report was well written and structured and 
easy to understand. They noted that quotes were useful illustrative elements, the list of 
documents at Annex C represented a good sample of best available literature, and the 
questionnaire was comprehensive and unbiased. The reviewers agreed there were 
important findings in the report relating to applying FPIC in REDD+ frameworks.  

For example, reviewers stated: 

(Comment 1) “The report’s endeavour to address a major criticism of the KFCP’s use of FPI-Con instead 
of FPIC by comparing the methods used to the ‘higher standard’ is a major strength and potentially 
adds significant value to the KFCP as a pilot program. As the GOI has committed to FPIC in its REDD+ 
National Strategy, the KFCP’s value as a pilot requires reconsideration of FPI-Con as the standard. An 
analysis of the differences between FPI-Con and FPIC and hence the implications for the project of 
increasing the standard to FPIC is one step in that process. That is, this research goes some way to 
filling a value for money imperative for the pilot.”  

(Comment 2) “The difficult issues of the status and controversy over REDD+ and consultation and 
consent in respect of Indigenous People and development are met head on. The report proposes a 
practical way forward to adhere to FPIC in the consultation process and addresses and explains the 
criticisms levelled at the program.” 

(Comment 3) “KFCP has been an ambitious undertaking from the start and its evolution has been 
significant. I feel this report captures that process and presents the strides that have been made to 
address challenges in village consultation in particular.”  

 

B. Conceptual framework 

 

2. Most reviewers found the two tables comparing the three consultation approaches 
useful in the conceptual framework for the review. For example: 

(Comment 1) “Given there is no single internationally agreed definition of FPIC, FPI-Con or FEP, I found 
this table to be very useful and informative to see how they relate to each other and in particular to 
provide a structure for the analysis of complex interconnected issues around the village consultation in 
KFCP. It also gave structure to understand the strengths and challenges of KFCP to date and I feel that, 
in fact, it could have been referred to more throughout the report.” 

 

(Comment 2) “I think Table 1 does a good job of reflecting the differences between the three 
approaches in broad terms, and it accords with my understanding of the key differences... Though only 
referenced in the text, the supporting Annex B is a highly useful comparison tool.” 

 

3. One peer reviewer made points on the Table 1, which the peer review assessment 
committee considered important for consideration by the panel of evaluators. The 
second point below however, would need to be caveated in that this is the UNREDD 
program guideline and qualitatively different to standards agreed by multiple countries 
as is the case for REDD+ SES standards49: 

                                                           
49

 This has been addressed in the revised report by the assessment team. 
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(Comment 1) “1.1 Contrary to Table 1, an appropriate grievance mechanism is a requirement of FEP. 
Principle 6 of REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (which you confirm has significant legitimacy 
and credibility with respect to the principles of FEP) requires: 

6.6 Mechanisms are in place to receive and resolve grievances and disputes effectively 
relating to the design, implementation and evaluation of the REDD+ program. 

6.7 Rights holders and stakeholders have access to legal advice and understand relevant legal 
processes, and legal and financial implications related to the REDD+ program. 

1.2 Contrary to Table 1, inclusion of vulnerable groups is a feature of FPIC. Inclusion of vulnerable 
groups is specified within the UNREDD programme guideline for FPIC (2013) with special provisions to 
be considered in the division framework to ensure their inclusion. The proposed process to seek FPIC 
including: 

‘How decisions will be taken by the community in accordance with their traditions and 
customs, and whether special measures have to be adopted to ensure the participation of 
women and other vulnerable groups within the community.’” 
 

4. Reviewers found one of the conceptual diagrams presented in the report to be confusing 
and suggested it be removed from the final version of the report. The panel of panel of 
evaluators addressed this in their modifications in response to peer review comments.  

 

C. Arguments 

4. The peer reviewers generally agreed that most arguments were well reasoned, 
supported by evidence and convincingly explained. The positions taken were supported 
by the reported findings in Section 3. Some reviewers identified a few smaller points 
where statements were not referenced, but the peer review assessment committee 
considered these were not sufficient in number to warrant reworking the report. For 
example: 

 (Comment 1) “I felt that the arguments and evidence appear to be based on genuine attention to detail 
and willingness to look for the strengths and remaining weaknesses in KFCP. It also sets up clearly what 
is of KFCP’s doing and what were ‘external criticisms of KFCP’. Whilst some issues (such as some in 
Mantangai Hulu, and the criticisms of KFCP that originate from a wider scepticism of REDD+) were not 
of KFCP’s making, it has clearly been critical for KFCP to recognise and acknowledge these issues and to 
act accordingly – although they were not caused by KFCP they have had an impact on the success and 
the appearance of success, and the report captures these complex issues.”  

 

5. The reviewers found the report was most useful as a tool for the program to take 
actions to apply a particular model of FPIC if it chose to act on the recommendations. 
However, some reviewers did not find the evidence and arguments presented sufficient 
to support the overarching argument in favour of FPIC as the model that should be 
generally applied for KFCP or REDD+ versus other models of consultation. This was 
because the analysis did not encompass a comparison of different models and 
definitions of FPIC (or how it might be applied by other programs), or an analysis of 
different definitions and conceptual interpretations of each of the three consultation 
approaches or their complexities. Some reviewers argued there was an inherent bias in 
favour of FPIC in the way the report was structured and the evidence was presented.  

 

That is not to say that FPIC is not the most appropriate approach for REDD+. It might be, 
but the assessment and the research was not designed to examine this; this would 
involve a larger review and a different analytical exercise. The assessment was set up to 
examine KFCP against a particular definition and tools for FPIC, FPI-Con (and FEP where 
relevant) which were acceptable to, and used by critics, and for this purpose the report 
is useful. The peer reviewers recommended making this clear statement up front in the 
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executive summary and introduction about the choice of this tool, its limits (as a single 
interpretation of FPIC) and the relevance of the assessment (as a tool for KFCP to make 
modifications rather than a comparative analysis of the three consultation approaches 
and their strengths and limitations). Examples of comments in this regard are as follows: 

(Comment 1) “We do however see some shortcomings in this research which perhaps undermine the 
paper’s utility to some extent. The researchers don’t adequately explain what analysis underpins their 
choice of FPIC and FEP approaches. More specifically, while they state that together these definitions 
form contested space, they in no way allow for this in their analysis. This creates the impression that 
the paper endorses a specific model of FPIC and it is not clear why or what the consequences of this 
model would be for the project relative to other FPIC models.  

A central tenet of FPIC (as implicit in the paper) is that the model must suit the conditions on the 
ground. The brief mention of the RECOFTC/GIZ models credentials with regard to REDD should be 
accompanied by some analysis as to why it is a better variant of FPIC than the alternatives for the KFCP. 
That is, why does it afford Kalimantan forest-dependent people better outcomes than the alternatives? 
The absence of this analysis diminishes the paper’s utility considerably in our opinion.  

By failing to explain what analysis underpins the choice of models for discussion in the paper, the 
authors beg a number of questions on the paper’s utility (i.e. is the RECOFTC/GIZ FPIC framework the 
one GOI is considering? If not, how do they differ? What is the status of the Accra Caucus on Forests 
and Climate Change; do we or does anyone else think they have the best definition of FEP?) In addition, 
we would have preferred to see an analysis of the problems with FPI-Con and FPIC. The paper fails to 
explain why FPIC is a good standard for KFCP. Instead the paper assumes FPI-Con is bad and FPIC is 
good. The principle reason here seems to be external criticism of FPI-Con but there is no assessment of 
the efficacy of these criticisms and whether they warrant a change of policy.’ 

(Comment 2) “Early on it is indicated that the review is of KFCP's community engagement against the 
principles of FPIC, FPI-Con and FEP. In essence, it’s really about FPIC, since the other two are removed 
from the deeper analysis early on … on p 28 the report says that FPIC is used as a tool to understand 
the extent to which KFCP has succeeded in engaging communities effectively – which is quite different 
from the initial statement on the aim of the exercise presented in the report.” 

(Comment 3) “The conceptual framework used to review consultation was appropriate to the context 
and content of the project although confining analysis very strictly to the achievement of FPI -Con 
meant that the conclusions were not always logical in respect of the evidence presented.”  

(Comment 4) “Adopting fulfilment of FPI-Con as the sole criteria for assessment of the findings, and 
adoption of FPIC as the solution, is somewhat restrictive in that the quality of consultation (rather than 
quantity or adherence to a specific framework) is not fully addressed and sometimes 'common sense' 
conclusions on how some of the omissions in the implementation of consultation affected the 
consultation processes and project relationships are left out or avoided.” 

 

D. Conclusion and Recommendations 

6. Some points which could be further emphasised in the conclusion according to 
reviewers are:  
a) The importance of the quality of communications, language and sufficient support 

for communications strategies and skills in communications versus the volume of 
consultation 

b) The extent to which the issue of advocacy can affect consultations going forward 
c) The important issue, for donors and critics, of community participation in design; 

and  
d) The importance of communities using grievance mechanisms so that a lack of 

uptake of grievance mechanisms does not lead to more difficult consultation.  

 

The panel of assessors who conducted the review considered and accommodated this 
feedback in updates to the report. 
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7. Most reviewers agreed with the recommendations, although some sought clarification 
as outlined below. It was generally considered that the recommendations and adoption 
of the suggested FPIC framework would not be feasible for projects of less than one year 
duration, with one reviewer considering that it was only feasible on a five-year 
timeframe. Reviewers with practical field experience in development and REDD+ noted 
the high transaction costs that deep consultation and FPIC entail and that this should be 
noted by donors and planned for. They also noted that an appropriate balance must be 
found between consultation, practical action (benefits at the onset of a program), 
transaction costs, and undertaking actions to merely meet the demands of REDD+ 
critics. 
 

8. The peer review assessment panel also presented the panel of assessors who conducted 
the review with the comments from peer reviewers below and left it up to the assessors 
to consider taking on these comments from reviewers.  However, IAFCP had already 
generally accepted and acted on the initial report recommendations. 

(Comment 1) “Recommendation 2 should also emphasise exchange of information with communities, 
not just include specific wording in future agreements. The specific wording of Recommendation 2 
should also be thought through carefully as ’negotiation of consent’ may be misinterpreted to convey a 
negative message rather than a highly productive shift to ensure FPIC among the beneficiary 
community. Tying FPIC and explicit consent to renewal of the VA work agreements may backfire and 
the team should consider how to manage such instances. On Recommendation 4, I would make explicit 
how exactly this will be done in practical terms …, – i.e. how will socialising KFCP's future vision ensure 
villagers understand the ultimate aim of the process?” 

 

(Comment 2) “Recommendation 5 has three interlinked problems that need to be teased apart, 
namely: internal dynamics within KFCP, capacity to manage conflict and pre-existing tensions. The 
actual recommendation only addresses one of the three and, thus, needs to be thought through 
carefully in order to cover all three issues as presented.”  

 

(Comment 3) “‘Consent to what?’ is one of the central challenges that needs to be addressed, and this 
is well captured in the recommendations. Viewing consent as a living creature, not a crystallisation in 
time, is an important part of the process and is appropriately supported on the evidence. 

Recommendation 3 on FPIC should highlight that the public relations benefit of a move [sic] is a 
primary driver for an overt statement of adoption. As effective implementation of [recommendations] 
1 and 2 appear likely to achieve the goal with respect to improving the VAs, this makes 
[recommendation] 3 largely redundant. The external perception justification is clearly a key reason for 
the recommendation and should be included at 4.3 and more clearly elaborated throughout the 
paper.” 

(Comment 4) “To some extent the recommendations are an inevitable conclusion to the conceptual 
framework adopted for the review, the arguments presented, and as a response to external criticism of 
the project. There is a logical flow towards the recommendations, but the focus on what consultation 
process (FEP, FPIC or FPI-Con) [should be used] seems to be at the expense of how the consultation is 
being done (quality) at the project level.” 

 



  

 

 


