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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

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

Focus group discussion, Katimpun village, Kapuas. 

This Socio-economic Impact Study  

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

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

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

KFCP project area and local communities 

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

Page ii      KFCP Socio-Economic Impact Study 
   



Why KFCP and REDD+?  

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

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

KFCP’s approach 

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

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

KFCP’s village level activities 

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

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

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

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

• Fire management and monitoring activities. 

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

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

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

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

KFCP’s impacts  

1.  Economic and welfare impacts 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Lessons learned for future REDD+ community-based interventions 

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

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

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

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

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

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

CARE   An international NGO focused on development, with local affiliates 

Ces   A motorised canoe 

CGIAR   Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research 

CIFOR   Centre for International Forestry Research, a CGIAR institution 

CKPP   Central Kalimantan Peatlands Project 

COP   Conference of Parties of the UNFCCC 

Damang   Higher-level adat leaders (often at the sub-district level) who supervise mantir  

Desa   Village—the fifth administrative level in Indonesia 

DFAT   Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (Government of Australia) 

Dusun   Hamlet, the head of which reports to the Kades 

EMRP   Ex-Mega Rice Project (see MRP) 

FGD   Focus Group Discussion 

FKAD Forum Komunikasi Antara Desa—Inter-Village Communications Forum (for KFCP 
villages) 

FPIC   Free, Prior and Informed Consent 

FPI-Con   Free, Prior and Informed Consultation 

Gelam Melaleuca cajuputi, the source of tree-tea oil (‘cajuput’ oil, or minyak kayu putih); 
its timber is used in carvings, cabinet work, boat building, fencing as well as for 
firewood 

Gemor Either of two species of Nothaphoebe that produce a bark used as the natural 
repellent in mosquito coils 

Genset  A small generator, with output around 1200 watt 

GHG   Greenhouse gas 

GOA   Government of Australia 

GOI  Government of Indonesia  

Ha   Hectare 

HH   Household(s) 

IAFCP   Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership, under which KFCP is a sub-program 
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Ibu   Mother/Mrs; generally used to denote a woman over the age of about 25 

ICRAF   International Centre for Research on Agroforestry, a CGIAR institution 

Jelutung   Swamp (rawa) jelutung: Dyera lowii, a timber tree; sap used in chewing gum 

Jukung   Human-powered canoe 

Kabupaten  Regency (translated as District) – the 3rd administrative level in Indonesia 

Kades   Kepala desa—Head of the village  

Kaharingan  The original Dayak religion, said to resemble Hinduism 

Kaur   Kepala urusan—village level administrative official 

KB   Keluarga Berencana—Family planning 

Kecamatan  Sub-district—the fourth administrative level in Indonesia 

Keramba   A fish pen traditionally constructed entirely of wood and or bamboo  

KFCP   Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership 

Klotok   Motorboat 

Kolam   Closed fishpond (i.e., not open to the river at any time) 

KPHL Kawasan Pengelolaan Hutan Lindung—Forest Management Unit for Protected 
Forest,  a district field (as opposed to policy) unit of the Ministry of Forestry 

Lebaran   The two days of celebration at the end of the fasting month of Ramadan 

LULC   Land use (and) land cover 

Mantir Village/hamlet-level Dayak customary leader (often delineated by traditional 
spiritual leadership or religious leadership)—refer also to adat 

MRP   Mega-Rice Project (launched 1996, with the intent of converting 1 m ha of peatland
   forest into rice paddy fields)  

Musdes   Musyawarah desa—village deliberative decision-making meeting; village meeting 

Musrenbang  Musyawarah perencanaan dan pembangunan—village development meeting 

NGO   Non-government organisation 

NTFP   Non-timber forest products 

Pak   Mr/Sir 

Pemdes   Pemerintah desa, village government 

Petani pemandu  Local agricultural extension advisor or ‘farmer guide’ 

PLG   Pengembangan Lahan Gambut—development of peatlands (see MRP) 

PNPM Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat—National Program for Community 
Empowerment (in Indonesia) 

PODES   Potensi Desa (village potential), data of the Statistics Bureau BPS 

PSF   Peat swamp forest(s) 

Puskesmas Pusat Kesehatan Masyarakat—Community Health Centre, a sub-district 
government health clinic 

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

Rp   Rupiah, the Indonesian national currency; identified as IDR on currency exchanges 

RPJM-Des Rencana Pembangunan Jangka Menengah Desa—Five-year Village Development 
Plan 

RPK   Regu Pengendali Kebakaran, fire control team 

RT   Rumah Tetangga (neighbourhood), whose head reports to the Kades 
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Satgas REDD+  Satuan Tugas REDD+ (Indonesian REDD+ Taskforce) 

SEIS   Socio-Economic Impact Study (i.e. this study) 

SWR   Social Wealth Ranking—a participatory mapping KFCP initiative within communities 

SUSENAS  Survei Socio Ekonomi Nasional (the National Socio-Economic Survey) 

Tatas A hand-dug canal ±1 m wide used for easy access to, and transport of products 
from, (former) forest land and/or cultivated fields/plantations; registered under one 
person’s name, and either owned by that individual or by the group (2-5 people) 
who constructed it 

Tatumbu  Syzygium havilandii 

TP Tim Pengawas–(village) Monitoring Team, the preferred institution for villagers for 
self-management of activities, and created with KFCP support 

TPK Tim Pengelola Kegiatan–(village) Activities Management Team, the preferred 
institution for villagers for self-management of activities, and created with KFCP 
support 

UNFCCC   United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

Unggul   Superior (mostly as regards rubber in KFCP, specifically PB260 and IRR varieties) 

VA   KFCP’s Village Agreement(s) 

WAC   World Agroforestry Centre, see ICRAF 

Warung   A small shop, side stall, or ‘kiosk’, generally selling a few food and non-food items 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 

REDD+ (Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation) aims to reduce the human pressures 
on forests that result in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and in so doing seeks to address the drivers of 
deforestation and subsequently avoid emissions (IPCC 2007). REDD+ also endorses conservation of 
biodiversity, sustainable management of forests, enhancement of forest carbon stocks, including 
reforestation, and delivery of co-benefits (poverty alleviation, livelihoods, and inter alia governance reform) to 
forest communities.  

The Bali Action Plan for REDD+ in 2007 encouraged Parties ‘to explore a range of actions, identify options and 
undertake efforts, including demonstration activities,1 to address the drivers of deforestation relevant to their 
national circumstances, with a view to reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and thus 
enhancing forest carbon stocks due to sustainable management of forests’ (UNREDD+ 2013a). A key focus is 
on practical demonstration activities to trial ways to show how REDD+ can be part of the solution addressing 
climate change. 

In 2009 at the G20 summit, Indonesian President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono made a voluntary commitment 
to the world to reduce emissions in Indonesia by as much as 26% from a business-as-usual scenario, or up to 
41% with international support by 2020 (Yudhoyono 2009). After several years of readiness work conducted by 
the Indonesian REDD+ Taskforce (Satgas REDD+) the President has subsequently established the REDD+ 
Agency for Indonesia (Presidential Decree No. 63/2013) for, inter alia, approving REDD+ initiatives and 
associated benefits distribution. 

The Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership (KFCP) was established by Australia and Indonesia under the 
Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership (IAFCP) to work together to develop and trial various aspects of 
REDD+ in Central Kalimantan province in Indonesia. As this report documents, KFCP made headway on the 
ground with its village-level activities—accomplishments all the more profound when recognising that 
progress was achieved in an environment of considerable uncertainty on how REDD+ would be operationalised 
at the international and local levels.  

The overall purpose of this study was to assess, analyse, and document the socio-economic impacts of the 
demonstration activity in the area where KFCP operated, along with some of the institutional and behavioural 
change impacts of the program. The study draws mainly on primary data (qualitative fieldwork and a 
household survey), and refers to secondary quantitative data, project reports, and other information as 
necessary.  

More specifically this study, which included villages, hamlets, and dispersed neighbourhoods in the KFCP 
program area as well as two control villages, examines:  

1. The economic impact of the cash benefits provided through activities implemented under the self-
management of villages and involving collective Payments for Environmental Services (PES);  

2. The economic impact of the alternative livelihoods in relation to household well-being as well as to 
the REDD+ goals of reducing GHG emissions; 

3. The effect of the investment KFCP made in its training and capacity-building work with existing and 
newly-formed community institutions and for village development; and  

4. The emerging evidence on change in knowledge, behaviour, and mindset of the communities’ 
inhabitants. 

The remainder of the introduction overviews the background to the program and the research methods used. 
Section 2 discusses the welfare and economic impacts of the program. Section 3 discusses the training and 

1 The notion of ‘demonstration activities’ came about in order to establish build a basic stock of practical experiences related to REDD+. 
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capacity building, governance and institutional impacts. Section 4 discusses the social-relational and 
knowledge impacts. Section 5 provides some of the lessons learned through the Socio-Economic Impact Study 
(SEIS) and concluding points. 

Throughout the report, particularly in Sections 3 and 4, the voices and opinions of interviewees in the area 
where KFCP operated have been included in illustrative boxes. 

 

1.1 KFCP Background 

Following a design phase in 2009, KFCP ran for over four years in Central Kalimantan until June 2014.2 
Alongside contributing to peat and fire science for understanding greenhouse gas emissions, one of the 
objectives of KFCP was to work with local, predominantly Ngaju Dayak communities, to trial methods to 
rehabilitate degraded peatlands in the Ex-Mega Rice Project (EMRP) area in Central Kalimantan to avoid 
emissions and promote REDD+ readiness. The program was conceived as a learning project.  

1.1.1 Implementation area 
KFCP operated in Block E and Block A of the EMRP from 2010. While envisaged to be 1 million hectares, the 
GOI Central Kalimantan Master Plan identifies that the EMRP covers 1.4 million ha (Euroconsult Mott 
MacDonald and Deltares 2008). The activities carried out under KFCP took place in an area of approximately 
120 000 ha of tropical peatlands in and around a single peat dome in the province (Figure 1 and Figure 2). 
About 70 000 ha of this peatland is found in the north of the site (part of Block E of the EMRP) and contains 
mostly intact but logged-over forest that is a prime habitat for the endangered orangutan. In the southern part 
of the dome, the KFCP work area was 50 000 ha (part of Block A of the EMRP), where much of the forest had 
been cleared and the remainder was very degraded (Page et al. 2009).  

Emissions from peatland degradation contribute significant GHG emissions globally. About 30% of global peat 
can be found in the tropics, with about two-thirds of this area situated in Indonesia. Indonesia contains 
approximately 22.5 million ha of peatland or 12% of Indonesia’s land area. Due to the aerobic decomposition 
of peatlands that have dried out and the propensity of such peatlands to burn easily when stripped of forest 
cover, the United Nations estimates that Indonesia ranks third in global GHG emissions, behind the USA and 
China (World Bank 2007; UNFCCC 2010).3 

 

Figure 1: The location of the KFCP project site. 

 

 

 

 

 

2 KFCP officially ended in 2013, however targeted elements of the work were extended by a year to June 2014. 
3 The report states: ‘Deforestation, peatland degradation, and forest fires have put Indonesia among the top three largest emitters of 
greenhouse gases in the world. Emissions resulting from deforestation and forest fires are five times those from non-forestry emissions.’  
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Figure 2: The KFCP project site 
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Fourteen community settlements are located in the area where KFCP operated (Figure 2). These settlements 
initially formed seven village administrative units (desa) spread over two sub-districts (kecamatan) within the 
Kapuas district (kabupaten).7 Under the bilateral partnership arrangements, KFCP was authorised to operate in 
the area (within an area governed by the Government of Indonesia (GOI) under Protection Forest status) as a 
development project.  

The site is inhabited by approximately 10 000 people, 91% of whom are ethnically Ngaju Dayak strung out 
across nine larger villages and four village hamlets along both banks of the Kapuas river, which forms the 
nominal western boundary of the project area.8 Traditionally, residents used land near their settlements for 
food and cash crops (primarily rubber), while the forested hinterland yielded timber, non-timber forest 
products (NTFPs), as well as fish, animals, and reptiles, some for consumption, some for sale. However, adat 
(custom and tradition) law set stringent bounds on timber harvest, forbidding the harvest of trees <30 cm 
diameter, and closing the forest at specific times and places.9 This widespread influence of adat dissipated 
during the three decades of the Suharto presidency (Page et al. 2009).10,11 The network of canals constructed 
within the EMRP area abetted logging of all types. 

This study’s respondents spoke of the relative affluence during these preceding four decades of reliance on 
timber, when most of the communities’ households prospered, if not by participating in logging themselves, 
then by providing food and services to those engaged in it. Fish, at that time, were abundant and 
unsustainable methods were used to catch them—including dynamite and electrocution, the latter still 
practised now—though with a mere fraction of the yield of those earlier years. It is evident from speaking with 
knowledgeable fishermen that the breeding stock has depleted significantly. With both timber and fish over-
harvested, some households have turned to another financially lucrative, albeit environmentally damaging 
activity—dredging the river for gold, running the slurry through raft-based sluices, then using mercury to 
separate and collect the fine powder found in the river’s sediments. 

The EMRP vastly diminished the area of intact, productive peat swamp forest available to local communities, 
particularly those in and around Block A. Consequently, by 2009 when KFCP conducted its socio-economic 
baseline survey, sources of household income and subsistence were distinctly different between the heavily-
deforested Block A and Block E where the remaining, intact peat swamp forest was more extensive. Villages in 
the northern part of the area in Block E consequently depended far more on forest and riverine resources, 
whereas those in the southern part of the area in Block A were more dependent on agriculture and off-farm 
wage labour (Week et al. 2014). KFCP sought to spread its activities across all seven villages in the site, but 
given the nature of the environment, more activities were conducted in the deforested/degraded areas of 
southern Block A to trial rehabilitation methods.  

1.1.2 Program activities involving communities 

Aside from the scientific monitoring work, KFCP was designed to deliver socio-economic benefits, institutional 
strengthening, and capacity building to communities and partners. This was carried out through pilot initiatives 
that incentivised communities to undertake alternative practices and provide services that ultimately 
contribute to reduced GHG under REDD+ (Week et al. 2014). The program began drawing to a close in April 
2014, when field staff in project area villages were withdrawn.  

 

7 Initially, seven villages were the administrative units in the site. However, following village splitting in 2013, this became nine villages 
(two hamlets were given village status).  
8 In practice, village lands extend to encompass land on the west side of the Kapuas River, and there are livelihoods activities in this area. 
9 Head of a local NGO, Kuala Kapuas, pers. comm. with authors, December 2013.   
10 There has been a push by the provincial government for its full restoration, supported by KFCP in ways explained in Section 3.1 on 
training and capacity building. 
11 Provincial Government Regulation (Perda) No. 16, 2008 officially serves as notice of intent to strengthen kedamangan (the traditional 
Dayak leadership system) and adat (custom and tradition), including the control of marriages, conflict resolution within a family, and the 
provision of formal ‘decision letters’ (surat keterangan tanah, SKT) registering rights to land. See 
<http://portal.mahkamahkonstitusi.go.id/eLaw/mg58ufsc89hrsg/Kalteng_16_2008.pdf> for the legislation itself. 
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The Village Agreement 

The central mechanism used to govern the relationship between KFCP and the villages was the Village 
Agreement (VA). A key principle of engagement was that as many activities as possible conducted under the 
program would be self-managed by communities (Week et al. 2014). Thus, KFCP defined its funding 
mechanism (through VAs) to cover implementation costs incurred by villagers and that all benefits would 
accrue to villagers. Transaction costs (the costs of making payments to villages) were also covered by the 
program. The grant schemes upon which the VA model was based were primarily for community 
development, but for KFCP the purpose was adapted, or broadened, to encompass REDD+ incentive payments 
(ibid).  

Week et al. (2014) explain that the VA outlined the overarching principles of cooperation, rights and 
responsibilities for partnership arrangements with villages. The VA had two purposes: first, to trial payments 
for environmental services (PES) for use in REDD; second, to develop an overall framework, not only for PES, 
but also for the social and economic village development resulting from the trial implementation of REDD+ 
readiness and rehabilitation activities in the peatlands. These development activities went beyond payments, 
to support governance, women’s empowerment, risk management through safeguards—including protection 
of land rights and equity—new knowledge and technical capacity building, small business development, spatial 
planning, local economic and institutional development, and other aspects of social change (ibid).  

KFCP entered into formal agreements with seven villages during December 2011 and January 2012, following 
more than nine months of consultation, discussion and negotiations with villages (ibid). Following village-
splitting in July 2013, VAs were renegotiated with nine villages in mid-2013. Seven of the nine decided to 
participate in the renegotiated VAs including the two new villages of Lapetan and Tumbang Mangkutup.  

Local perceptions were affected by prior negative experiences with other actors and hence much suspicion 
was initially directed at KFCP with regard to its intentions, specifically the suspicion that KFCP would find a way 
to expropriate village lands. To address these concerns KFCP included a stipulation in the preamble of the VA: 
‘KFCP will never try to change the legal status of land in the village…[and] KFCP will respect and acknowledge 
customary laws including those governing natural resources. After the agreement expires, land and the 
outcomes of activities are fully managed by the Village.’ It was this declaration that subsequently helped build 
trust between KFCP and the communities and smoothed working relationships.  

KFCP’s commitment to participatory processes was consistent. Initially Community Engagement Facilitators 
were based in each village, and then in each hamlet from July 2012. Additionally, the VAs clarified in writing 
their understanding of cooperation between KFCP and the villages, based on the principle that communities 
were integral participants in planning, implementation, and distribution of benefits to the local community.  

Activities under the Village Agreement: work packages 

Village level activities that trialled the implementation of REDD+ in KFCP are known as ‘work packages’, not to 
be confused with payments for labour, as they incorporated all aspects of activities from planning, budgeting, 
to materials, village inputs, and implementation costs. These packages cover such activities as nursery seedling 
production, reforestation in the degraded peatland, building tabat (blocks for small hand-built canals) for 
peatland rehabilitation, and livelihoods improvement. Participation in the PES-like work packages (e.g. 
seedling production) was the main way that villagers working with KFCP financially benefited in the short-term 
(Diprose 2013). In contrast, the KFCP alternative livelihoods packages (rubber, fishponds, and agroforestry) 
implemented in 2013–14 were designed to provide longer-term sources of income. Prior to the signing of VAs, 
some activities implemented in the initial years of KFCP were not carried out under work package 
arrangements, such as farmer field schools for livelihoods improvement (ibid); however, data on such activities 
has been included in the analysis. 

The VAs also specified a 5% ’contingency fund’ for each work package to cover unexpected cost overruns. In 
the event there were no overruns, villages were authorised to keep the money, and this is the sum referred to 
as the ‘retention fund’ elsewhere in this document. The VA also specified that the money retained should be 
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used for priorities prescribed in each village’s Five-Year Village Development Plan (RPJM-Des), such as 
improving village infrastructure. 

The PES concept (deferred payments or performance-based payments, as these are also termed) is at the core 
of REDD+. While PES was trialled in multiple activities, the work packages included within the VAs reached far 
beyond such simple specifications, and included, among other aspects: 

• Capacity building for the village government, activities implementation and monitoring teams, and other 
community groups.  

• Capacity development for livelihoods, including farmer field schools.  
• Strengthening village institutions (including the newly-formed activity management and monitoring teams) 

and developing village regulations on environmental services for carbon sequestration. 
• Village spatial planning. 
• Fire management and monitoring of vegetation and hydrology. 

Throughout this document a ‘package’ refers to a specific activity that is more PES in nature (e.g. the building 
of palisades or seed collection and cultivation). By contrast the authors use the term ‘packet’ to refer solely to 
one or more components of the livelihoods activities KFCP implemented which were more focused on 
delivering REDD+ co-benefits. 

The implementation of activities under these work packages and the distribution of development benefits 
within the village were managed by the village Activities Management Team (Tim Pengelola Kegiatan - TPK) 
selected by villages, and monitored by the village Monitoring Team (Tim Pengawas - TP). Both of these teams 
were selected by, and comprised of, villagers. The teams received assistance and capacity building provided by 
KFCP staff. The key principle behind this approach was that villages manage the implementation of activities so 
they gain knowledge of how to conduct activities in a transparent manner and in ways that either avoid 
emissions or add to forest cover (Diprose 2013). KFCP also built in equity considerations in its project planning 
for which the outcome was very fair, as detailed in Section 2. 

Musdes (musyawarah desa—village deliberation and consultation meetings) are the primary decision-making 
platforms in the village. In the first round of VAs, musdes were held prior to commencing with work packages 
and also at the end of each verification process as activities under work packages were carried out. In the 
second round of VAs, a series of musdes were held to develop the Annual Plan of activities, as well as at 
various points in the year. 

In addition to the work packages, some activities, such as transportation services, for both personnel and 
cargo, were contracted out to winning bidders in the tender process.12 Given the remoteness of the site, the 
hire of riverboats—the major form of transportation in the area—to move personnel and supplies from KFCP’s 
Kuala Kapuas regional office to and between communities was a significant outlay for the program. The 
income and business this has generated for the boat operators and fuel suppliers was substantial over the 
program period. However, it but cannot be separately accounted and there may be some impact of the 
cessation of KFCP’s activities for these service providers.13 

KFCP integrated several internal and external reviews of its practices, as such creating what can best be 
described as an iterative process of delivery. Since KFCP was always intended to be a REDD+ demonstration 
project, this ‘learning by doing’ cannot be faulted, especially since the iterative process was preceded by 
extended preliminary and preparatory work. KFCP adopted, in full or in part, the bulk of suggestions made. 

1.1.3 Project implementation approaches: timeline 

The following provides a broad-brush overview of the timing of some of the village level activities conducted 
under the program. 

12 All procurements followed the rules and regulations required by DFAT-Australian Aid.  
13 IAFCP Senior Contracts and Procurement Manager, pers. comm. with authors, February 2014. 
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• March 2009: Reconnaissance visit to the villages, including a review of the Participatory Rural 
Appraisal results from previous projects (BOS-Mawas, CARE, CKPP) 

• March–May 2009: Socio-economic baseline survey 
• March–June 2009: Review of government systems and policies 
• March–July 2010: Modules developed, with District and Provincial authorities, on village institutions 

and strengthening 
• July–October 2010: Institutional strengthening in seven villages, with District government 
• August–November 2010: Thematic mapping process in villages 
• December 2010–January 2011: Village planning processes 
• March 2011: First discussions concerning the VAs 
• April 2011–April 2014: Synchronisation of KFCP with villages’ RPJM-Des 
• July 2011: Early trial of nursery packet prior to VA signing 
• August 2011: Commencement of a testing and application of a subset of safeguards indicators 
• December 2011–January 2012: VAs signed in the seven villages; refinements to safeguards indicators 
• December 2011–January 2012: Participatory welfare ranking by villages with the support of KFCP 
• January 2012–January 2013: Trialling a variety of income-generating packets of activities 
• April 2012: Commencement of the testing and application of 'Minimum Standards for Social 

Governance,' a set of principles, criteria, and indicators on Social Governance that should be followed 
by the TPKs/TPs during the implementation of the VAs  

• June 2012: The TPs assumed full responsibility for work previously performed by the KFCP Community 
Engagement team 

• August 2012: Commencement of the testing and application of 'Full Standards for Social Governance,' 
a 'Verification Process' that is synonymous with Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation of VA 
Implementation, since the process was implemented by the TPs 

• Late December 2012–May 2013: Livelihoods Packet I implementation 
• July–August 2013: Extension of VAs in seven villages (Petak Puti, Lapetan, Tumbang Muroi, Tumbang 

Mangkutup, Katunjung, Sei Ahas, and Katimpun) 
• October 2013–April 2014: Livelihoods Packet II implementation 
• August 2013–April 2014: Village Spatial Planning 
• January 2014: Household survey 
• April 2014: Field activities end 
• June 2014: KFCP ends. 
 

1.2 Research methods 

1.2.1 Structure of the research 

The research was structured to draw on several sources of information:  

• Qualitative research conducted by the SEIS team  
• Data from KFCP’s Household Survey (n = 250, fielded in early January, 2014)  
• Existing IAFCP research  
• Data from GOI sources 
• Data from KFCP’s extensive database, particularly demographic, payments, and Social Wealth Ranking 

(SWR) data 
• Comparisons of some of the data above with the 2009 CARE/KFCP Baseline Survey (n = 600 in KFCP’s work 

area; in the control villages, n = 400). 
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1.2.2 Qualitative methods and instruments 

Village selection for qualitative research 

The following settlements are located in the area where KFCP operated: 

• Petak Puti (village, main village hamlet) 
• Kanjarau (hamlet of Petak Puti) 
• Lapetan (former hamlet of Tumbang Muroi; a separate village since July 2013) 
• Tumbang Muroi (village; main village hamlet) 
• Taburu (hamlet of Tumbang Muroi) 
• Teluk Kajang (hamlet of Tumbang Muroi) 
• Tanjung Kalanis (hamlet of Tumbang Muroi) 
• Tumbang Mangkutup (former hamlet of Katunjung; a separate village since July 2013) 
• Katunjung (village) 
• Sei Ahas (village) 14 
• Katimpun (village) 
• Kalumpang (village) 
• Mantangai Hulu (village). 

The team selected the following communities for its qualitative research in the KFCP area (h = hamlet): 

• Block E: Petak Puti, Tumbang Muroi, Tanjung Kalanis (h), Tuanan (h), Tumbang Mankutup 
• Block A: Katunjung, Katimpun, Mantangai Hulu. 

Control villages (outside the site): 

• Block E: Tanjung Kupang (h) in Lawang Kajang village 
• Block A: Pulau Kaladan (village). 

The communities selected for the study were based on a number of criteria. First, the team sought to balance 
settlement selection in Block E and Block A. Second, the team selected one of the two villages, Mantangai Hulu 
(excluding Kalumpang) that decided not to participate in the second round of VAs.15 Given that CIFOR was also 
conducting research in KFCP’s area (in its own global study of REDD+ pilot project sites) concurrently with the 
SEIS team field research, the team felt it to be an undue burden on communities to risk imposing repetitive 
questions in the same area. CIFOR had included four communities in its study. The team selected around these 
insofar as possible, though ultimately, due to fewer alternatives in Block A, decided to survey one of these: 
Katimpun. The fourth criterion was to obtain heterogeneity of opinion and indicators from both the main 
community in each desa,16 as well as from their minor hamlets. 

For its control communities, the team considered the implementation villages of the previous project to have 
worked in the KFCP area—the 2006–2008 Central Kalimantan Peatlands Project (CKPP). CKPP was more 
focused on Block A than on Block E. 17  Funded by the Dutch government, CKPP’s website 
(http://ckpp.wetlands.org/) states it closed ‘canals’, implemented livelihoods initiatives and replanted forests. 
For the purpose of parity—i.e. attempting to discern how KFCP has affected its communities—the team 
selected two areas outside the CKPP work area: Pulau Kaladan as its Block A control, and Tanjung Kupang 

14 While not included in the qualitative study, the team called at Sei Ahas to explain why it was not included in its work. This was so that, in 
the event the village government heard of the team visiting other communities, they would not wonder why it had been excluded. This 
brief courtesy call morphed into key informant interviews with the Village Secretary and the former Village Head. 
15 As Mantangai Hulu had decided not to proceed in the study and there were potential tensions in the village around this and other 
issues. The qualitative surveyors entered Mantangai Hulu on foot during its initial two-day preliminary visit so as to proceed cautiously and 
in low-profile. Its findings during this visit included that the team is welcome to return for an extended period, and there is no risk of 
inflaming social discord by its presence. 
16 Loosely translatable as ‘village,’ but a desa in Central Kalimantan is often a large area of land occupied by a number of communities, 
wherein the ‘village head’ [Kades] is the official representative of the government. 
17 In KFCP’s work area, CKPP had worked in Mantangai Hulu, Kalumpang, Katimpun, and Katunjung. 
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hamlet within the village of Lawang Kajang in Block E, which had also been enumerated in KFCP’s 2009 
baseline survey. 

Implementation of field research and timeline 

The SEIS team undertook a pre-field five-day orientation visit in early December 2013, starting in Kuala Kapuas. 
The team leader and qualitative researcher returned in mid-January 2014 for an extended session of fieldwork, 
spending 21 days on-site, including provincial key-informant interviews and two days in each of the 
communities the team selected in KFCP’s project area and a day in Pulau Kaladan, the southern control village. 

A staff member from the University of Palangka Raya (UNPAR) and a government representative from the 
Kapuas District Planning Agency (Bappeda) joined the field research team for the initial three days. For the 
final six days of fieldwork, from Sei Ahas southward, the field team was joined by an IAFCP staff researcher. 

Qualitative interviews 

The qualitative research was conducted in December 2013 and January 2014. The team administered 20 focus 
group discussions (FGDs) and 54 key informant interviews, across the KFCP work area (Annex A). Individual 
interviewees from different leaders and grassroots stakeholder groups in the community included randomly 
and purposively selected respondents. 18  Invitations to FGDs were managed by KFCP’s local staff, in 
consultation with community leaders and other key players. Village key informants were selected as described 
in Annex B. Several external key informants were also interviewed, including CIFOR REDD+ specialists, 
personnel from affiliated or affected NGOs, anthropologists, government functionaries, and others. To be 
selected the person had to have intimate knowledge of KFCP and/or REDD+ in general. 

The SEIS team drew up three sets of qualitative interview guidelines: one for FGDs (pertaining to both the 
exclusively male Village Council, as well as to women); one for key informants to be administered at the level 
of individuals/individual households; and one for the TPK/TP, focusing on KFCP’s capacity building. All 
qualitative research was electronically recorded when agreed by villagers, and then transcribed. Annex B 
provides further information on the data collection.  

Where respondents are quoted in this report their identities have been changed to render identification of 
individuals unlikely.  

1.2.3 Quantitative methods and instruments 

Primary data 

The primary data were collected by a household survey conducted in January 2014 with 250 households 
spread across seven villages in KFCP’s site in both Block A and Block E, but excluding Kalumpang and 
Mantangai Hulu for reasons outlined in Section 4. The questionnaires were administered by KFCP’s Kapuas-
based team. Given the relatively small sample size, the results of the household survey can be expected to 
evaluate the socio-economic impact of the KFCP program at a broader level i.e. by comparing between Block A 
and Block E rather than comparing among villages. The data collected included: 
• Basic information such as household size, relation to household head, household location, household 

expenditures, and household income; 
• Information and data on changes in household welfare since the implementation of the KFCP program, in 

terms of household economic condition and household assets; 
• Information and data on the pattern of household (HH) cash expenditures received from KFCP work 

package payments, excluding the livelihood packet; 

18 The SEIS team planned to speak with a cross-section of each selected community based on a random slice through household social 
wealth rankings (SWRs, i.e. people with different socio-economic status) from participatory data established by villagers and the program 
in 2011–2012. For valid reasons of difficult implementation in finding and interviewing all randomly selected interviewees, the latter slice 
was amended (see Annex A).  
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• Information and data on KFCP impact on livelihoods packets on household economies, and household 
perceptions of the relationship between an increase in household income and forest protection; 

• Information on the impact of KFCP, including on village level decision making; new knowledge; economic 
opportunities; access to land; protection and utilisation of natural resources, forest, and peatland (and 
sustainability); knowledge about peatland and its hydrology, including the relationship between canals and 
forest fires; knowledge of peatland carbon emissions and climate change; social relations and partnerships 
between communities; and, changing attitudes toward using fire for land clearing. 

The sampling strategy was based on the KFCP-village count of households entitled to participate in the Phase II 
livelihoods packets (1748 in seven villages, excluding two villages that chose not to enter the Phase); 250 
households (14% of the census) offers a 5.75% margin of error and a 95% level of confidence. Hamlets (dusun) 
and remote neighbourhoods (dukuh) were specifically included for adequate representation. Households for 
interview were selected at random. In sum, Block E provided 58.4% of respondents, while in Block A 
respondents accounted for 41.6%. The sample size for each village was proportional to its population size. 

Secondary data 

This study utilises data from secondary sources, including PODES (‘village potential’) data, data from local 
government agencies (Dinas), Statistical Agency (BPS) of Kapuas District, and several datasets from KFCP’s 
database (baseline, social welfare ranking, participation, and payments data).  

Quantitative data analysis 

a. Data Preparation 

Before conducting data analysis, data quality was checked for the KFCP household survey, where it was 
necessary to check for missing values for variables and cross-check interrelated variables to evaluate possible 
errors in data entry, processing and analysis.  

A more difficult problem was the evaluation of the quality of secondary data from sources outside the 
program, since there is an absence of information concerning how data were acquired and if standardised 
guidance was proffered. In the absence of such information, the evaluation of secondary data quality was 
based on triangulation and on professional judgment. An example of the latter is the National Family Planning 
Agency (BKKBN) dataset, discussed in Section 1.2.4. 

b. Methods of Analysis  

The findings consist primarily of descriptive analyses, with statistical tests performed when necessary. With 
respect to the KFCP’s tracking databases which included information in the social welfare rankings (SWR) of 
many households in the village, a large number of households remained unclassified while concomitantly 
some information about these households was available. A multiple regression model was constructed to 
predict and classify these (see Annex C).  

To evaluate the community perceptions on the impact of the KFCP program on socio-economic conditions, a 
diffusion index was used to analyse KFCP household survey data. Four related diffusion indices were 
developed: Welfare, Economic Change, Knowledge, and Social Impact. The indices are powerful enough to 
summarise the general impact of the KFCP program since most answers to the survey’s questions for the 
relevant indicators were limited to just three categories: i) increasing or improvement, ii) no changes or 
remained unchanged, and iii) declining or worsening. An overview of how the diffusion index is calculated is 
available in Annex C. 

The indices have values between 0 and 200, where: 
  0 < Diffusion Index < 100   implies worsening conditions (negative effect) 
  Diffusion Index = 100   implies no changes in conditions (no effect) 
  100 < Diffusion Index <=200  implies improving conditions (positive effect) 
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1.2.4 Considerations for the analysis 

Numbers of households: Demographics data are constantly changing, firstly because people are moving in and 
out of the villages, and secondly, because different regional government agencies and village governments 
record village household data differently and not always in line with census definitions. This renders it difficult 
to cross-reference datasets from different sources and to be sure of household numbers at a given point in 
time. For example, KFCP needed to frequently validate household data in village meetings, both for 
transparency and to ensure consensus with villagers (as it was households registered for activities). Due to the 
inconsistencies in datasets, KFCP compiled data both on households (as defined by each village) and families 
(sub-households in households comprising multiple families). Both types were necessary for programming and 
both were derived from and verified with villagers (through participatory mapping during the SWR and follow 
up cross-check exercises) and the village government. The creation of two new villages (Lapetan and Tumbang 
Mangkutup in July 2013) added an additional layer of complexity in differentiating who lives where, and how 
payments may have been distributed among the villagers, before and after the split.  

External datasets: Among the secondary quantitative data acquired from outside KFCP were the BKKBN 
poverty datasets for 2008 and 2012. BKKBN is Indonesia’s family planning agency and usually has a functionary 
(kader) in each village. This person nominally visits households, and compiles, using a half-dozen economic 
criteria and a similar number of non-economic ones (often based on welfare determinants relevant for Java 
but not for necessarily other islands, e.g. floor and roof types), a poverty ranking, in which ‘pre-welfare’ (pra-
sejahtera) comprises the poorest of the poor, and ‘welfare’ the poor. In the past, the SEIS team leader has 
worked with BKKBN data at the lowest administrative level,19 and found them reliable when disaggregated, 
and the non-economic data discarded. However, disaggregation can occur only if the original paper data are in-
hand, for the electronic dataset contains only the compiled ranking index. Such analysis of paper-based 
secondary data was beyond the scope of this study and any caveats are outlined when this data is discussed.  

KFCP Household Survey data: The data on the volume of expenditure acquired from the KFCP survey (see 
Section 2) cannot be considered completely accurate due to the way enumerators collected this expenditure 
data (they did not necessarily have the appropriate training for collecting this kind of data). The analysis is 
therefore based on both cardinal expenditure values derived from the survey (but readers are cautioned 
against accepting these without deeper investigation) especially in Section 2.3.1, and relative values 
(percentiles) derived from the survey. The team considers relative values to be more useful with the 
assumption that under/overestimates are carried forward across all categories. The survey conducted by KFCP 
could ideally have been implemented in villages outside the site for comparison, but time and resource 
constraints as the program was winding down prevented this. 

Qualitative research in control villages: Ideally the SEIS team would have undertaken deeper research in the 
control villages (Section 4.6), and with the benefit of hindsight, conducted these last to compare with findings 
on KFCP villages. However, the geography of the region and logistical difficulties prevented this. This presents 
an opportunity for further research. Nonetheless, several key contrasts are made regarding KFCP impact when 
measured against achievements in control communities, but it should be borne in mind that ‘control’ must be 
used loosely, since other projects have long been operating in Kapuas District (Section 4.6). 

Triangulation: The SEIS team used the quantitative data to understand and describe how KFCP impacted on 
the communities in which it worked within the context of the wider sub-district and district advances in rural 
development. Importantly, the quantitative data were used as reference checks, to confirm or refute 
qualitative information; the latter was rarely necessary as findings were consistent across both types of data 
and this report is thereby able to provide a consistent narrative. While each dataset or method may have had 
its weaknesses as is often the case, overall the mixed-methods employed enable a more robust research 
approach and seek to overcome the weaknesses of each.  

19 This refers to the lowest of seven administrative levels, rumah warga (RW). 
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2 ECONOMIC AND WELFARE IMPACTS 

2.1 Regional development indicators 

Before assessing the impact of KFCP program on both the economic and social conditions of the communities 
in the targeted area, the team examined the broad attributes of the district and sub-districts where the KFCP is 
located. The KFCP site included part of two sub-districts, Mantangai and Timpah, located in Kapuas District. 
The analysis is based on conditions before and after the KFCP program. Scoping studies for the program 
commenced in 2009, preparatory and participatory planning work in 2010, and larger income-generating 
activities were mainly conducted from 2011 onwards The primary aspect the team assessed was the changing 
economic conditions of the region reflected as changes in commodities such as food crop production, estate 
plantations, livestock populations, and fisheries production (Table 1).  

The main food crop in Kapuas is rice. Total rice production (as paddy) rose by 31% between 2008 and 2012. 
There was no wet (irrigated) paddy contribution in either Mantangai or Timpah, as only dry land paddy is 
cultivated in these two sub-districts. During this four-year period, dry paddy production dropped by one-
quarter in Mantangai but doubled in Timpah. 

For estate plantation production, the three main products in Kapuas District are coffee, rubber, and coconut. 
Among these three products, rubber clearly dominates; in the period 2008–12, rubber production (as dry 
rubber) in Kapuas increased four-fold. Concomitantly rubber production in Mantangai and Timpah also 
increased but at a less rapid rate than for the district as a whole, just three-fold. Note that these increases in 
production in the sub-districts are not related to KFCP, since the rubber livelihoods packet has not yet started 
to yield. Note too that year-on-year increases in production may have more to do with climate and edaphic 
factors than proof of increases in plantation size. 

Table 1: Changes in agricultural production in Kapuas district, 2008–12 

Commodity 
District Kapuas Sub-district Mantangai Sub-district Timpah 

2008 2012 % change 2008 2012 % change 2008 2012 % change 

Paddy production (tons)  
Irrigated paddy 236 604 329 742 39.4 0 0  0 0  

Dryland paddy 45 862 41 243 -10.1 38 117 28 017 -26.5 520 1 116 114.6 

Total paddy 282 466 370 985 31.3  

Plantation production (tons)  

Coffee 64 135 110.9 12 32 166.7 3 0.1 -96.7 

Rubber 16 605 84 701 410.1 3561 15 110 324.3 1 578 6 388 304.8 

Coconut 10 391   605   24   

Livestock populations  

Cattle 9 057 3 855 -57.4 1 243 985 -20.8 87 62 -28.7 

Goats 11 016 3 176 -71.2 7 155 1 365 -80.9 -- --  

Pigs 15 987 4 751 -70.3 1909 284 -85.1 1 893 387 -79.6 

Free-range chickens (ayam 
kampung) 

848 861 405 967 -52.2 71 175 37 000 -48.0 17 878 19 756 10.5 

Ducks 87 930 51 000 -42.0 4 483 994 -77.8 353 927 162.6 

Freshwater fish (tons) 3 167 12 259 287.1 549 884 61.0 580 726 25.2 

Source: BPS Kabupaten Kapuas 

However, other data show that rubber plantations in Kabupaten Kapuas during the period 2003–2011 steadily 
increased from approximately 24 023 ha to 30 560 ha (source: Dinas Perkebunan dan Kehutanan Kabupaten 
Kapuas). Of this total in 2011, Timpah and Mantasngai sub-districts contributed 3316 (11%) and 6369 ha (21%) 
respectively. Rubber plantations in Mantangai rose by nearly 400 ha between 2008 and 2011, while in Timpah 

Page 12      KFCP Socio-Economic Impact Study 
   



 

they increased by 160 ha during the same period. These statistics are reflected in the change from rice 
cultivation to estate plantations (rubber) as the main source of income for the majority of households living in 
the KFCP site from 2008–2011 according to the Village Potential (PODES) datasets (BPS 2008; BPS 2011). In 
KFCP target villages, these changes were observed in all villages except for Petak Puti. 

 

2.2 General overview: socio-economic status of villages in the area where KFCP 
operated 

The villages are relatively remote inasmuch as there is no road between Mantangai Hulu in the south and 
Petak Puti in the north.20 Transport between these two points is only by river, and a once-weekly public ferry 
runs from Kuala Kapuas to Petak Puti for a fare of Rp 150 000 (less for disembarkation in villages in between). 
Fuel is expensive relative to incomes as there are no parastatal (Pertamina) filling stations along the river 
except in Mantangai, and commensurately so is passage for both people and freight, but boats of various types 
(almost all motorised) ply the river. Social services, however, are reasonably well represented; all but one of 
the 14 settlements (and that a hamlet) have a primary school, seven of the nine villages have a mother-child 
clinic, seven of the nine have village health centres, and there are five middle schools and one high school 
within the project area. As with many places in Indonesia, the quality and frequency of services provided may 
sometimes not be as desired, but there is no reason to conclude that local government is deliberately 
relegating the river’s communities in favour of others. 

Electricity has been slow to arrive. Parastatal (PLN) electrical power first became more widely available in KFCP 
villages in 2012; according to 2009 baseline data (CARE 2009), only 3 villages in the southern part of the site 
had intermittent access to parastatal power prior to this. Since 2012, electricity has been available 24/7 in the 
two most southern villages in the site (Mantangai Hulu and Kalumpang) and for a few hours each evening in 
the other villages. These other communities rely on small household generators (partly purchased with 
incomes generated through KFCP; see Section 2.5.1), with some houses in several communities owning solar 
cells. Telkomsel provides mobile phone service along the river, although in several communities the network 
can be accessed only using a combination of the addition of a television antenna to a Chinese-made mobile 
phone. Table 2 summarises available infrastructure. 

Similar to the findings from the 2009 baseline study, sanitation remains problematic, since defecation 
continues to rely on traditional toilets, perched on rafts floating on the river; but with a large flow and strong 
current, together with voracious wild catfish, wastes are generally rapidly removed. The principal issue is that 
sewage is not separated from other uses of the river: bathing, laundry, and dishwashing for riverside dwellers, 
whereas houses further inland often use water from shallow wells. 

Nonetheless, a health worker who has been present in the area for 15 years reports that the incidence of 
diarrhoea has dropped dramatically, especially since bottled water arrived at around the turn of the century. 
The qualitative research found that people eat quite well, a varied diet that, together with the cultural 
knowledge of the importance of breast-feeding infants for at least six months, has ensured that acute 
malnutrition rates are low. Malaria, however, remains common, and is especially vectored by those engaged in 
gold mining in Block E and further upriver; anti-malarial drugs are readily available. If there are low birth-
weight infants, usually these are born to mothers who have suffered a malaria episode during pregnancy, or to 
teenage women (it is not considered unusual for girls as young as 14 to be married). Cultural traditions remain 
strong, with many people preferring to visit the local healer first, then a medical doctor if the local healer’s 
treatment does not cure the malady. 

While the ultimate goal of REDD+ is global, that is the mitigation of GHG emissions, locally villagers are 
concerned about peatland degradation because of its impact on fish stocks (see Box 11 for the explanation) as 

20 A road connecting these two communities along the east bank of the river is scheduled to open in 2015. 
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well as the adverse health effects of smoke inhalation.21 They are keenly aware of the risk that fire poses to 
their livelihoods, since fire indiscriminately consumes not only the natural forest but also their rubber 
plantations and agroforestry plots. This awareness differs sharply from the 2009 baseline profile (CARE 2009) 
of the communities and other studies (Page et al. 2009), when fire was more frequently used for a number of 
purposes, including opening swidden plots and fishing areas, establishing land claims, and engaging in socio-
political resistance to government or commercial interests. While swidden fires continue to be set to provide 
nutrients to subsequent cultivated plants, the SEIS team repeatedly heard that they are now very carefully 
guarded. Notably, these local concerns interlace exceptionally well with the national/local co-benefits intent of 
REDD+; KFCP can claim some of the credit for this change in attitude, as discussed further in this report. 

Table 2: Facilities in KFCP communities, as of December 2013 

Community 
(h = hamlet) 

Electricity: G = 
generator,1 S = 

solar, PLN = grid 

Puskesdes (clinic) 
/ Polindes (nurses 

only at clinics) 

Posyandu 
(mother-

child clinic) 

Kinder-
garden 

Primary 
school 

Middle 
school 

High 
school 

Petak Puti G,S Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Kanjarau (h of Petak Puti) G, S No Sometimes No Yes No No 

Lapetan G, S Yes No No Yes2 No No 

Tumbang Muroi  G, S No Sometimes No Yes No No 

Taburu (h of Tumbung 
Muroi) 

G No No No No No No 

Teluk Kajang (h, of T. Muroi) G No No No Yes (private) No No 

Tanjung Kalanis (h of T. 
Muroi) 

G, S No No No Yes3 No No 

Tuanan (h of T. Mangkutup) G No No No Yes (private)4 No No 

Tumbang Mangkutup G No No No Yes No No 

Katunjung G, S 
Yes (but no 
building) 

Yes No Yes Yes No 

Sei Ahas G, S Yes Yes No Yes Yes No 

Katimpun G, S Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Kalumpang PLN Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Mantangai Hulu PLN Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes5 Yes 
Notes: 1 – a small generator with output ~1200 Watt; 2, 3 – but teacher often absent; 4 – teacher once a week, a volunteer from the 
adjacent research camp; 5 – in adjacent Mantangai Tengah. Source: KFCP Livelihood and Community Coordinators 

 

2.3 Demographic trends, poverty rates, educational attainment, income sources 
and expenditure 

Comparing population data from the 2009 baseline (CARE 2009) with 2014 population data (based on 
households disaggregated in line with village processes and discussed in village meetings with KFCP), two 
aspects stand out: 
1. Population grew by 3.08% compounded annually as the figure rose from 9007 to 10 485, with a 

male:female ratio of 1.13:1 in Block A and 1.05:1 in Block E (cf. 1.01 for all Indonesia) (BPS 2010). Of the 
total population in the KFCP site, 59% reside in Block A, while the rest (41%) live in Block E. 

21 Not all awareness of the risks posed by fire is due to KFCP socialisation, for CKPP also had this as one of its program activities in its area 
of operation in Block A. However, the health effects are well known through personal experience, bringing on eye-watering headaches, 
difficulty in breathing, and upper-respiratory infections Source: Village administrator, Katimpun, pers. comm. with authors, January 2014. 
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2. Concomitantly, total households increased during these five years from 2401 to 2578 according to March 
2014 official village government figures, an annual compound growth rate of 1.43%; 13% of all households 
are female-headed, ranging from 9.4% in Tumbang Muroi to 16.6% in Tumbang Mangkutup.22 

Poverty rates as defined by BPS are relatively low.23 At the end of 2012, across the Kapuas district, the poverty 
rate was 6.1%. Adjusted for inflation since BPS set the poverty line in 2012, the SEIS team calculates from data 
in the household survey that the 2014 poverty rate is just 1.0% in Block A and 6.2% in Block E. This contrasts 
with the September 2013 Indonesia-wide rural poverty rate of 14.42% and for Block E is commensurate with 
the rural poverty rate for Central Kalimantan of 6.45% (BPS 2007). The SEIS team confirms that poverty as 
defined by expenditures is relatively low within the KFCP work area as is food insecurity. Further, if comparing 
with more densely populated and urbanised areas such as those on Java islands, geographic isolation has 
limited the opportunities for income diversification and access to education beyond primary school, with the 
population as a whole remaining undereducated. Isolation also renders people more at risk from accidents and 
or complications during pregnancy owing to the absence of emergency care that would be routine in less 
remote areas of the country. 

From data obtained from the Directorate of Women’s Empowerment and Family Planning (Bagian 
Pemberdayaan Perempuan dan Keluarga Berencana) within the Women’s Empowerment Agency in Kapuas 
District (Badan Pemberdayaan Perempuan, Kabupaten Kapuas), the team can confirm that low educational 
attainment prevails; 71% of HH heads in Block A did not graduate from primary school compared to 43% in 
Block E. Only 17% of HH heads in Block A completed middle school, but 40% did so in Block E, while those 
finishing senior secondary school or university amounted to 12% and 17% in Block A and Block E respectively. 

From KFCP’s SWR exercise conducted in early 2012, the data shows more Block A households (74%) owned 
their own boats than Block E households (61%). Ownership of land was also assessed during the SWR, with 
83% and 82% in Block A and E (not dissimilar to the findings from the 2009 baseline), respectively, reporting 
that they owned land other than their house plot.  

KFCP’s 2014 Household Survey allows the determination of the primary household income source by village 
(Table 3). Rubber is vital throughout the work area, but is twice as important in Block A as in Block E. This has 
not changed markedly from the 2009 baseline, although it is slightly more important in Block E. Conversely, 
while the sale of fish is not as important in Block A, it is exceedingly important to Block E villagers given the 
intact forest surrounds, again in line with 2009 baseline findings. Note that both timber extraction and gold 
sluicing are illegal activities if conducted without licences. 

 

 

 

 

 

22 Note that for its livelihoods packet, KFCP and the villages agreed upon a larger households listing than the official Census figures; instead 
in line with village estimation of households and village meetings to ascertain any unlisted households given migration and changing 
demographics. This was a legitimate request deriving from the villages themselves and one based on the traditional mix of families in 
Dayak culture. This is elaborated further in Section 2.7 on the livelihoods packets. 
23 BPS publishes income-based poverty statistics rather than the multidimensional poverty index (MPI) that has entered the debate on 
poverty since it was first promulgated in 2010. The MPI is composed of 10 weighted indicators: in health, nutrition and child mortality; in 
education, years of schooling and school attendance; and in living standards, type of cooking fuel, sanitation, water, electricity, floor type, 
and household assets. For Indonesia, Alkire et al. (2013) using a data source dating from 2007, assert that the national MPI = 0.095 and is 
lower (0.082) for Central Kalimantan. Central Kalimantan was situated at number 10 in ascending order of the MPI (i.e. of increasing 
poverty) among Indonesia’s 33 provinces at the time (higher MPI = deeper poverty). For illustration purposes, Java’s provinces alone, West 
and East Java, as well as Banten are all ranked poorer on MPI than is Central Kalimantan.  
 

KFCP Socio-Economic Impact Study  Page 15 
  

                                                                 



 

Table 3: Primary source of household incomes, 2014 Household Survey 

 
Block Aa Block E 

 
  Katimpun 

Sei 
Ahas 

Katunjung 
Tumbang 
Muroi 

Tumbang 
Mangkutup 

Lapetan 
Petak 
Puti 

Across 
KFCP’s 
area 

Rubber plantation 37.8 48.7 46.4 20 13.3 25 15.1 29.2 

Fisheries 0 0 3.6 38 46.7 7.1 15.1 14.8 

Food crops 10.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.6 

Other non-food crops 2.7 2.6 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 

Timber 0 7.7 7.1 10 0 3.6 7.5 6.0 

NTFP extraction 5.4 0 10.7 0 0 0 0 2.0 

Gold/sand mining 10.8 7.7 7.1 10 6.7 25 35.8 16.4 

Warung (side stalls) 5.4 0 7.1 4 6.7 3.6 1.9 3.6 

Other non-agricultural 0 2.6 0 4 0 0 1.9 1.6 

Government employee 0 2.6 7.1 0 13.3 0 9.4 4.0 

Labour 13.5 17.9 0 2 6.7 0 1.9 6.0 

Other (remittances, etc.) 5.4 10.3 10.7 10 6.7 17.9 11.3 10.4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
aOf Katunjung’s administrative area, 16% lies in Block E–small enough to be ignored for the purposes of this report. 

These data are depicted visually for clearer comparison in Figure 3.24 The chart clearly illustrates the 
differences between Blocks. Rubber and labour (presumed to be for the most part in oil palm plantations) 
have more importance in Block A than Block E, where fisheries, rubber and gold sluicing dominate.  

When comparing with the 2009 baseline survey, the change in households’ livelihoods strategies has been 
nothing short of profound. The data suggest a significant drop in logging since the 2009 baseline when across 
all of KFCP’s work area, 38.9% of households sold timber, and 69.6% sold NTFPs; today, this number has fallen 
to 14.4% and 4.4% respectively, representing households in the 2014 Household Survey who at least 
sometimes sell timber and NTFPs. While it is unclear if this logging is legal, qualitative interviewees maintained 
that illegal logging shows a small presence across both Blocks (see, e.g., Box 11 and Box 45).  

Conversely, 24.4% of households across KFCP’s work area are sometimes engaged in gold sluicing (34.2% from 
Block E, 10.6% from Block A);25 which represents an increase from the baseline figures. In 2009 in Block E, 11% 
of households reported gold sluicing as its primary livelihood activity (and 11% noted it was a secondary 
livelihood activity); whereas in Block A, 6% and 4% reported gold mining as a primary or secondary livelihoods 
activities respectively. Remittances from household members who work outside of the project area are 
received by 12% of households. 

 

 

 

 

24 The team removed the ‘government employee’ and ‘warung’ (stalls trading in all manner of sundries and services) categories because 
these are very specific to a limited number of households, and inclusion would interfere with understanding variations in primary 
livelihood sources along the length of the river.  
25 It is possible that sufficient income is generated from gold in Block E so as to dissuade women from gathering rattan (other NTFPs such 
as gemor are gathered by men). In any case, women are more restricted close to their homes in Block E than in Block A (Solvang 2013). 
The net result is that eight times as many households from Block A seek NTFPs as compared with Block E (9.6% vs. 1.4%). As regards 
timber, 11.5% and 16.4% of households in Block A and Block E, respectively, are still engaged in this sector. 
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Figure 3: Primary household income sources in 2014 by village 

 
The 2014 Household Survey asked respondents to quantify their average monthly income. It is important 
to caveat when reviewing such data that it is notoriously difficult to accurately quantify incomes, especially 
if it is stochastic as would be the case for gold sluicing and fisheries, or periodic (seasonal) as is the case for 
several other sources. Nevertheless, important spatial trends across KFCP work area (not temporal trends) 
can be revealed through comparing relative magnitudes of income sources, as depicted in Figure 4. 
Because this chart portrays relative magnitudes, the team have returned warung and salary income to the 
dataset. 
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Figure 4: Variation in relative magnitude of all household income sources in 2014 by village 

 

Figure 4 poses a dilemma for policy makers, for it clearly shows how important gold is to household welfare. If 
there is a crackdown on gold sluicing, it is not clear how households will respond, particularly those in Block E. 
Reversion to logging would be detrimental to the effectiveness of REDD+. The chart also shows that it should 
be feasible to supplement Block E income with more from rubber, which KFCP supported (see Section 2.5). A 
continued focus on rubber plantations provides the potential for income generation from rubber tapping and 
local value-added products based on NTFPs, particularly rattan. Equally important is ensuring that fisheries, 
particularly in Block E, are located at a safe distance from gold sluices to avoid fish being contaminated with 
mercury from sluicing.  

2.3.1 Food and non-food expenditures 

The 2014 Household Survey also queried food consumption expenditures for the week preceding the 
interview. Figure 5 shows food expenditures in the two Blocks (including imputed value from own-production) 
disaggregated on the basis of per-capita expenditures in wealth quintiles from ‘poorest’ to ‘wealthiest’. The 
team reiterate, as summarised in the introduction, that the magnitude of expenditures cannot be assumed to 
be correct, but include the analysis herein because the relative measures (percentiles) reveal differences 
between Blocks as well as commonalities with other groups across Indonesia. 

Comparing between Blocks shows that on average across all quintiles, Block E respondents spent a little less 
per capita on food than did Block A respondents in the week prior to the interviews (Block E, Rp 115 000; Block 
A, Rp 127 000); yet this is marginal and amounts to the equivalent of approximately one kilogram of rice. 
However, the food expenditure behaviour of the inhabitants of the two Blocks shows some differences, as 
Figure 5 illustrates. This may be a consequence of differences in food prices along the Kapuas River; for 
example, rice is cultivated in the southern part of Block A, but hardly at all in Block E, and because of high 
transportation costs, rice is more expensive per unit weight in Block E. On the other hand, fisheries are a more 
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important element of household livelihoods in Block E than Block A: fish are more readily available in Block E 
and therefore less expensive than in Block A.  

Comparing among food commodities in Figure 5, it is evident, as is the case across Indonesia that when 
incomes rise a little, men like to purchase more tobacco products. Much more is spent on this category 
(together with coffee, tea, sugar, and condiments) by the wealthiest quintile than by the poorest: in Block A 
and Block E respectively, the per-capita spending on this category by the wealthiest (Q5) amounts to 76% and 
70% of the entire per-capita food budget of the poorest (Q1). 

Figure 5: One-week recall per capita food expenditures by wealth quintile 

 
Note: use cardinal data with caution. 

Figure 6 shows the proportional per-capita expenditure on food by each quintile in the two blocks. There is a 
minor anomaly here, since in theory proportional spending on staples such as rice and noodles should fall as 
wealth increases, with more money directed to higher value foods such as meat and eggs.26 This pattern holds 
across both Blocks; in Block E, as is expected, the poorest households focus proportionately 2.75 times their 
weekly food expenditure on rice than do the wealthiest households; at 1.6 times, this ratio is much lower in 
Block A. 

 

 

 

 

 

26 The SEIS team leader was the United Nations World Food Programme’s vulnerability and food security assessment officer in Indonesia 
and East Timor from 1998–2002, then again in 2008 in response to the food price spiral at the time, with special focus on urban and peri-
urban areas. 
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Figure 6: One-week recall proportional per capita food expenditures by wealth quintile 

  

 

Source: 2014 Household  
Survey 

The 2014 Household Survey also collected monthly and annual non-food household expenditures; the SEIS 
team amortised the annual expenditures by dividing them by twelve. The resultant monthly per-capita non-
food expenditures are shown in Figure 7. Some aspects of these results are inexplicable without further 
research, such as the reason behind Block E’s housing costs being so much greater than Block A’s. However, it 
is important to bear in mind that electricity only reached Block E a year prior to this study compared with Block 
A, and speculatively Block E inhabitants may continue to rely on fuel for cooking and light or taken advantage 
of remuneration from KFCP work packages to purchase the durable goods (higher in Block E than Block A) that 
require electricity. Also clearly apparent from the data is the importance placed on ceremonies and 
celebrations and the dominance in spending on these by the wealthiest quintile, as would be expected. 
Overall, ceremonies and celebrations are the third-most important non-food expenditure item in both Blocks. 
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Figure 7: Monthly per-capita non-food expenditures by wealth quintile 

 
a Housing includes rental costs if applicable, maintenance, electricity and water, cooking fuel, and mobile phone usage costs. Non-durable 
goods include education, health services, fuel, and transport costs; durable goods include electrical and electronic appliances. Note: use 
cardinal data with caution. 

Table 4 shows the relative household monthly food expenditures as a percentage of total expenditures (the 
team do not provide the cardinal values for reasons discussed in the introduction). Household behaviour is as 
expected, with poorer households spending increasing proportions of their income on food. For a point of 
reference, BPS calculates the percentage of food vs. non-food at 47.7% nationally in September 2012 (the 
latest data) across 75 000 households interviewed during the national socio-economic survey, the SUSENAS 
(BPS 2012), and only the wealthiest quintile in Block E is in line with this average.27 

 

Table 4: Monthly per capita relative food expenditures by Block and wealth quintiles 

Wealth quintiles % food of total 

  Block E  Block A 

Q1 (poorest) 77 85 

Q2 74 82 

Q3 64 76 

Q4 63 74 

Q5 (wealthiest) 47 57 

Average 65 75 
   

27 Source: National Socio-Economic Survey, Consumption Module, 1999, 2002, and 2005 (2003, 2004 and 2006 only include 10 000 
households while in 2007, 2008 and 2009 include 68 800 households). The data in 2011–2012 were from first and third quarter of National 
Socio-Economic Survey data (March and September) and include 75 000 households. 
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2.4 Village development indicators 

As all KFCP villages except Mantangai Hulu are distant from a market, warung and klotok (motorboat) shops 
may be the main place where people buy their daily needs. In this regard, trends in the number of warung 
(side stalls) can be considered as a proxy indicator for overall local economic development in the KFCP site. 
There has been a rise in the number of warung in most villages in the KFCP site during the period 2008–2011 
(BPS 2008; BPS 2011). In Block A, in total the number of warung in the KFCP site increased from 35 to 85 
during the period. The biggest increase was observed in Katunjung, increasing from 10 in 2008 to 30 warung in 
2011—unsurprising considering the income benefits KFCP brought to this village, as described in Section 2.5. In 
Kalumpang the number of warung rose by 15, with smaller increases recorded in Mantangai Hulu, Sei Ahas, 
and Katimpun (6, 8, and 1 warung, respectively). In KFCP’s Block E site, the increase in the total number of 
warung was far more modest, rising from 6 to 14. This increase was mainly in Tumbang Muroi (6 in 2008 to 12 
in 2011). Note that data are only available for the period 2008–11, and it is surely the case that in 2013 the 
total differs from the 2011 figure. 

 

2.5 Household income from KFCP’s work packages 

KFCP has provided supplementary income for households living in its work area through a number of activities 
in the form of work packages. The 2014 Household Survey indicates that in total, 77% of respondents 
themselves, or someone else in their household, had participated in one or more work packages which is in 
line with the participation data collected by KFCP (Diprose 2013).28 Participation was considerably greater in 
Block A (88%) than in Block E (69%). This is in part due to the variation between Block A and E in the number of 
activities offered by KFCP: the peat forest is heavily degraded in Block A and thus significantly more activities 
were carried out there, creating a greater frequency of opportunities for villagers to participate. Hence, KFCP 
payment data show that among work package beneficiaries, the 58% living in Block A near degraded areas 
receiving around 73% of total payments disbursed by KFCP for all work package activities (including the basic 
package, planting, nursery seedling, tatas blocking, palisades and livelihoods). By contrast, the 42% of 
households residing in Block E received 27% of total payments. These figures are derived from KFCP’s 
payments database (and pertains only to compensation for time, labour and materials that households 
provided, not the other costs covered by the program under the packages) and are further explored by village 
in Table 5. 

28 We do not report participation rates from the KFCP databases because some villages show participation >100% when compared against 
the 2010–March 2014 household tally (i.e. there remain some number of sub-households that KFCP continues to work to identify within 
the database to coalesce them with their base household unit). 
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Table 5: Payments received per household from KFCP work packages  

All payment figures in Rp per household 
Average 
payment 

per month 
over 25 
months  

Variance in average 
payment 

 

Village 
% of total 
payments 

Average 
payment 

Standard 
deviation 

Low High  
Median 

payment 

Block E 25.2 3 640 405 5 115 583 145 616 17 137 44 293 359 2 279 413 

Petak Puti 6.0 2 119 748 3 717 217 84 790 17 137 30 729 433 1 462 570 

Lapetan 5.2 4 696 139 4 151 923 187 846 24 223 26 543 919 3 826 789 

Tumbang Muroi 7.2 3 622 112 4 251 050 144 884 18 744 30 828 838 2 279 463 

Tumbang Mangkutup 6.9 6 750 636 8 334 395 270 025 79 000 44 293 359 4 392 414 

Block A 74.8 6 540 943 10 721 494 261 638 7 450 232 767 986 3 490 537 

Katunjung 26.9 13 413 965 19 380 962 536 559 139 000 232 767 986 12 018 585 

Sei Ahas 8.0 3 171 037 3 969 359 126 841 7 450 31 078 568 2 276 783 

Katimpun 16.8 7 861 142 8 692 298 314 446 46 188 56 935 349 5 151 182 

Kalumpang 15.7 6 121 089 7 508 785 244 844 20 000 57 301 197 4 788 515 

Mantangai Hulu 7.4 3 354 689 5 585 734 134 188 23 500 45 337 839 1 470 000 

Block E + Block A 100 5 446 721 9 132 822 217 869 7 450 232 767 986 2 773 284 

Source: Payments data from the KFCP database 

Total payments per household measures how the disbursements were distributed among households. On 
average each participating household received an additional income per month from KFCP work packages 
during these 25 months of just under Rp 218 000—a sum that corresponds with the information derived from 
the qualitative component of this survey (i.e. that people used the cash mostly for purchasing their daily food 
and non-food needs).29 This finding is recapitulated by the median household income derived from the work 
packages—in all villages, half the households received less than the mean. Comparing Block A with Block E 
shows that on average a participating household in Block A received nearly twice that of a Block E household 
(a finding confirmed by the median values as well). A similar gap in total disbursements per household can also 
be seen when comparing villages—average disbursements received per household are six times greater in 
Katunjung than in Petak Puti, reflecting the concentration of KFCP activities in Katunjung due to its location 
and proximity to reforestation and potential canal blocking sites. 

Within villages and between wealth groups, KFCP strove to achieve equity for both the work packages 
(discussed in Section 2.6) as well as the livelihoods packets (Section 3.3). 

2.5.1 Changes in household welfare and asset ownership 

The general condition of household economies in the KFCP site has improved, as reported by respondents in 
the 2014 Household Survey. Almost all households (95.6% overall, 98.1% and 93.8% in Block A and Block E, 
respectively) report that their economic condition at the time of the survey was better than four years ago, 
around the time the baseline was conducted. The improvement in household welfare conditions is reflected in 
their asset ownership compared to four years prior. 

29 See also the ‘not a windfall’ statement in Section 2.5.2. 
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In general, households spent some of their income from KFCP work packages on their daily food and non-food 
needs (96% reported doing so). Notably, capital assets were also purchased by 71% of the 192 respondents 
participating in the work packages (Table 7),30 while 34% were able to put funds into savings, including gold 
(purchasing gold is a local form of saving, as was also found in the 2009 baseline). In terms of the volume of 
spending, more than half of the money households received was spent on daily consumption needs, with a 
little less than 10% being saved. However, 35% went into assets purchases; both capital investments directed 
at future household welfare and to a lesser extent, household assets. More specifically, how the cash from 
work packages was spent and the specific types of expenditures for those who made capital investments are 
broken down in Table 6 and Table 7 respectively (source: 2014 Household Survey, n=250). 

Table 6: Household division of work package receipts 

Use of money % of households Average amount of money spent as % of total 
payments received  

Block A Block E Totalb Block A Block E Grand Total 

Daily consumption needs 98.9 94.1 96.4 50.8 59.1 55.2 

Household assets 27.5 11.9 19.3 7.6 5.2 6.3 

Savings 34.1 25.7 29.7 10.2 8.7 9.4 

Gold 9.9 0.0 4.7 3.2 0.0 1.5 

Capital investments 79.1 64.4 71.4 28.2 27.0 27.6 

Total sample n=91 n=101 n=192 100.0 100.0 100.0 

a House purchase/construction, home repairs, generators, TV set, motorbike, laptop, wardrobe, etc. 
b Percentages refer to households that participated in the work packages (192), not to the total sample (250).  
Source: 2014 KFCP Household Survey 
 
 

Table 7: Household capital investments 

Type of capital investment  % of households Average amount of funds spent as % of 
total capital investment 

Block A Block E Total Block A Block E Total 

Purchase land 15.3 7.7 11.7 12.6 7.0 9.9 

Investment in agricultural businesses 48.6 49.2 48.9 32.6 36.5 34.5 

Investment in other enterprises/ small businesses 15.3 27.7 21.2 10.9 20.9 15.7 

Purchase ces (small motorised canoe) 19.4 20.0 19.7 16.5 19.6 18.0 

Purchase string trimmer/brush cutter 2.8 1.5 2.2 2.3 0.4 1.4 

Other       

 Fuel to support livelihood activities 26.4 21.5 24.1 25.1 15.5 20.6 

Total sample n=72 n=65 n=137 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: 2014 KFCP Household Survey 

 

30 A total of 192 respondents participated in one or more work packages (76.8% of the sample); of the households who did participate in 
the work packages, 71.4% made capital investments—or in terms of the total sample 54.8% of all respondents were able to invest in their 
current and future livelihoods from KFCP work package payments. 
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It is interesting to note that twice as many households invested in land in Block A than in Block E (which 
according to the 2009 baseline was more likely to hold at least one land plot), while nearly twice as many 
households in Block E than in Block A invested in non-agricultural businesses. 

2.5.2 Local economic development impacts 

KFCP’s disbursements to individuals in the project area were made in several ways. Direct payments were 
made by the TPK to participants engaged in the reforestation endeavour, the blocking of tatas, and the 
preparatory activities for blocking canals (25-m long palisades were constructed) which did not proceed 
further. In addition, participants were reimbursed the cost of fuel and food for travelling from hamlets to the 
central village to attend project meetings. Various other individuals, including village government officials, 
some mantir, TPK/TP members, and Farmer Guides received one-time or continuing payments for their efforts 
in organising and managing activities implementation, monitoring and verification. For example the 
TPK/TPwere paid 3% of packet implementation costs for these services. These initiatives and direct payments 
are discussed in Section 4.4, but the team start with the singular aspect of KFCP that differentiates it from all 
preceding projects. This was that every household in every community that signed the second Village 
Agreement was entitled to participate in an alternative livelihoods packet (Section 2.7). Many villagers 
reported this was not the case in other initiatives. 

The SEIS team emphasises that across households the economic significance of the various work packages 
varied from minor to substantial. In most cases where ‘minor,’ it is fair to judge that the effect was most likely 
temporary. But where there has been a substantial influx of cash into a community—e.g.in Katunjung village—
this indeed has had a lasting impact on people’s lives and well-being. It is not a simple matter to provide an 
overarching outcome for the work packages, for the team heard repeatedly throughout the project area that 
respondents used the cash income only for meeting household living expenses (food and non-food). Following 
discussions with various villagers the team understands those expenses amounted to approximately Rp 1 
million per month. Most people, nonetheless, were able to purchase or invest in household and productive 
assets (see Box 6, and Section 2.5.1), while a few have had the spirit and the understanding to turn their 
personal windfall into income-producing ventures, as Box 1 exemplifies. 
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Box 1: Boosting the spirit of entrepreneurship 

A resident of Teluk Kajang, a hamlet of Tumbang Muroi, indeed feels 
fortunate to have had the opportunity to participate in KFCP activities—
particularly its reforestation component. Tumbang Muroi overall, and 
especially Teluk Kajang, have been the largest providers of forest species 
seedlings. Not only did she and her husband participate in nursery 
activities, they also provided transport downriver for the seedlings to 
Katunjung (Block A). The results have been life changing. 

First, she built a small house/workshop so that she and her husband can 
move out of her parents’ house, where five families lived together 
(approximately Rp 10 million); 
• She bought additional land in the hamlet for planting rubber (6 ha for 

Rp 9 million), and purchased 2000 local and 1000 
improved rubber seedlings; 

• She invested in a plot in Kapuas town (20 m x 25 m for Rp 
12.8 million) where she had hoped (if KFCP had been 
extended) to build a house so that her children could live 
less expensively while they attend middle and high 
schools; 

• She has capitalised a dried fish business, including the 
hiring of two employees (Rp 10 million); 

• She purchased a motorboat [klotok] so that she can 
circulate to buy fish from others on the river for her business (Rp 6 million); 

• She provides Rp 800 000/month for her child to attend middle school in Kapuas; 
• She has been able to open a savings account for the first time. 

Another enterprising villager was noted in Tanjung Kalanis. Vegetables are in short supply (and consumed in 
low quantities) during the rainy season, since flooding is common. Almost all vegetables are brought in to the 
villages in Block E by boat, on floating markets, where all items are pricey. The villager has turned his idle 
forest seedlings nursery platform into a vegetable garden. 

While respondents were often quick to discuss the Importance of cash and livelihoods, the SEIS team found 
other significant impacts in terms of the social and environmental changes that have arisen and emerged, as 
explained further in Table 16, and in Section 4.2 and Section 4.3. In the short term, there has been a flowering 
of human potential in terms of skills and knowledge in addition to the income from work packages that an 
average household was able to capture during the project’s lifetime (Section 2.5). 

As forecast in KFCP’s 2012 Regional Environmental Social Assessment Report (Purnama, et.al. 2012), ‘the 
additional incomes to be received from KFCP contracted works over a period of 2 years would represent a 
welcome addition to households in the area, but would not be considered a windfall’. In the medium to longer 
terms, people are cognisant of the potential of their KFCP-created rubber plantations to change their lives for 
the better (refer to Section 2.7.1). The SEIS team found this awareness of potential economic significance has 
emerged as the leading factor in convincing individuals and communities that they should, indeed must, 
protect the forest from uncontrolled fire. 

The adverse impacts of KFCP are indeed few, but have possible repercussions for future community 
cooperation with government programs. The central argument from a handful of interviewees was that ‘KFCP 
paid more’ than government programs (as exemplified in Box 2). This also constitutes an example of 
communities empowered to negotiate on their own behalf, as per REDD+ objectives. The difference in cost can 
be explained by the built in additional costs for widespread community participation processes: KFCP 
benchmarked the cost of seedling production against commercial rates. The government administrator 
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interviewed argued that they had offered a rate of Rp 1000 per seedling to villagers that was rejected, which 
was less than the rate of Rp 2000 offered by KFCP. However, the KFCP rate is not actually excessively high; per-
seedling prices vary between Rp 1300 and Rp 1800, depending on how villages allocate the forest seeds 
activity among its components. Some villages decided to pay participants more for nursery activities and less 
for seedlings, while others chose the opposite. To promote quality, KFCP offered an additional incentive of Rp 
200 for top-quality seedlings, bringing the total for some species to Rp 2000. The SEIS team believes this is a 
short-term issue as additional costs were covered while villagers learned processes, and that communities will 
readjust to the new norm when they see it as in their best interests; indeed, some already have a firm grasp on 
reality (Box 3).  

Other than the example of potential adverse impacts in Box 2, the team neither witnessed nor heard of any 
evidence of price inflation brought about by KFCP’s payment rates. Given that the reduction in the 
government subsidy for premium-grade gasoline has significantly raised transport costs, it would be incorrect 
to ascribe the rise to KFCP’s disbursements. Similarly, costs of food and non-food items on the itinerant klotok 
shops are commensurate with non-KFCP villages, and neither the klotok traders nor the villagers the SEIS team 
spoke with admitted to or raised a complaint regarding excessive pricing. Indeed, price competition exists in 
the southern part of the project area, for there is a water taxi calling at all villages from Katunjung south to 
take people to and from the Wednesday weekly market in Mantangai. 

Box 2: Potential adverse impacts on future programs 

Government administrator, Kecamatan Mantangai 
‘The only negative impact of KFCP that I’ve seen is in Lapetan village, when I and PNPM facilitated a village 
development planning meeting [Musrenbang], and the villagers asked for money, just like they used to receive 
from KFCP. They said that KFCP paid them when they were invited to attend meetings outside of their home 
communities—they could receive up to Rp 200 000 [for time lost in livelihoods to attend meetings over half a 
day and travel from distant hamlets], excluding transport and per diems … I told them that this is a 
government program, there is no payment based on daily labour rates, we only cover your transport and 
accommodation, that’s it … However, this only happened in Lapetan; in Tumbang Mangkutup and Tanjung 
Kalanis, the Musrenbang were fine.’ 
Member of one Village Council 
‘The Kapuas District Unit for the Management of Protected Forest [Kawasan Pengelolaan Hutan Lindung, 
KPHL] came to the village and offered the national standard price for forest seedlings of Rp 1000/seedling for a 
total procurement of 300 000 seedlings with participants expected to provide the polybags themselves. That’s 
far from the KFCP’s current price of Rp 2 000/seedling, and the village council rejected the offer. The Council 
requested KPHL to coordinate with the TPK for further action. However, there were some people who were 
ready to accept despite the low price, since they needed the money offered, and this has generated some 
friction within the village.’ 

Box 3: Correct perceptions of reality 

The two communities that benefitted most from the work packages were Katunjung and Tumbang Muroi. In 
the latter, village authorities recognised that once KFCP ended, it would not be possible for the government to 
emulate the expenditures patterns of KFCP. 
FGD with the Community and Religious Councils, Tumbang Muroi 
‘The villages in KFCP’s area are very lucky, because billions of Rupiah are transferred directly from Jakarta to 
the accounts of the TPKs in the villages, not via a bureaucracy. The Regent [Bupati] said that frankly District 
government is not capable of providing a billion Rupiah to each village. Meanwhile, only the APBD [district 
government budget] program in the District gives money to villages, and it’s nowhere near a billion.’  
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2.5.3 Components that benefited a limited number of households 

KFCP offered the option for all households to participate, and this is indeed what occurred in smaller 
communities as regards the forest seed collection and nursery activity. In larger communities, such as 
Katunjung for the construction of palisades, the communities self-organised work teams, and efforts were 
extended to include all households. In Mantangai Hulu, the largest of the villages with over 500 households, 
each RT commissioned a work team consisting of 15 members on a rotating basis to participate in the 
reforestation activity. Unfortunately, not every household participated before KFCP operations ceased owing 
to the impasse over extending the Village Agreement. 

Tatas and palisades 

Katunjung village (which included the hamlet of Tumbang Mangkutup with its neighbourhood of Tuanan 
before they split off to form their own village in 2013) and Mantangai Hulu, were the only communities in 
which KFCP piloted tatas blocking. 12 separate teams, consisting of 12 to 35 people, also constructed a total of 
12 palisades as a preparatory activity for the planned but not implemented canal blocking, and also built the 
timber frameworks and the rattan mesh for the project. KFCP purchased each completed palisade for Rp 22 
million, with another Rp 2.8 million paid to the women weaving the rattan mesh.  

In Block E, in addition, four tatas were blocked in Katunjung and four in Tumbang Mangkutup (Box 4), 
requiring 99 blocking units which KFCP again purchased, each having an assessed return-on-labour of Rp 3 
million. In total, but including the cost of all materials, KFCP spent AUD 200 448 on these activities, resulting in 
a significant cash flow into many of the villages’ households. In Mantangai Hulu, 17 tatas were blocked, but 
only during Phase I of the work in which just three blocks were placed in each tatas, for a total expenditure of 
AUD 49 509. Figure 8 shows the location of the Mantangai Hulu tatas, which—because of the elongated shape 
of the village extend far to the north, partially along Block E’s eastern boundary meaning that any work on 
tatas in the area will incur significant transportation costs. 

Box 4: Tatas blocking in Tumbang Mangkutup 

Village blocking coordinator 
One man, an energetic 81-year old, opened his tatas 
in 1977 to extract his timber, for which—in its 
heyday—he had earned Rp 50 million for 500 logs. For 
the six years preceding his allowing KFCP to block his 
tatas as a demonstration, it lay idle since all useful 
timber had been extracted. ‘There were some people 
who were not bold enough to block their tatas, like 
people from Tuanan and Katunjung, they were 
unwilling because they wondered why the Dutch (a 
synonym for white foreigners) were providing support 
for this … I was the first to agree to block, KFCP 
promised I would own the blocks after three years. I 
understood that this is a demonstration, through which the community and KFCP would mutually learn. KFCP 
compensated me with Rp 40 million for my tatas, exclusive of the costs involved in the work and materials, 
another Rp 10 million.’  
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Figure 8: Map created by the head of the Mantangai Hulu TPK 

 
Note: The map shows the location of the village’s 17 blocked tatas in Block E, along the Mantangai River and far from the housing units, 
located at the bottom of the map. 

Forest seeds collection, nursery activities, reforestation 

The construction of palisades was not the only economic injection into Katunjung. While forest seed collection 
and subsequent nursery care were common across all villages, Katunjung—because of its proximity to the 
main canal dividing Block A from Block E, and to protect Block E—was the terminus for twice as much 
reforestation compared to the other reforestation sites in Block A. A total of AUD 299 350 was expended on 
this activity in Katunjung only, plus the sum paid for seed collection and nursery care of AUD 115 667. In total 
more than 1900 ha were aforested with a mix of species.31   

Each package participant was responsible for the transportation of the seedlings. However, not all of them 

31 Balangeran, Tatumbu (both with high survival rates); Keranji, Pakan (both with edible fruits, both having medium survival rates); Pulai, 
Pantung (both with low survival rates). 
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owned a klotok (motorboat). Thus, only some participants were recorded by TPKs as transporters, the others 
paying the klotok owners to transport the seedlings. The process and cost-sharing arrangements were agreed 
in a musdes. The per-seedling price KFCP paid the originating villages then included the transportation price, 
which is one of the two reasons why the prices for forest seedlings varied by village, the other being the 
decision reached in a musdes as to the reimbursement for each nursery. 

The pre-split village of Katunjung benefitted by a cash 
influx of around AUD 667 329 for tatas work, seedling 
production, reforestation, livelihood packages, and 
preparatory activities for canal blocking, more than 
twice as much as any of the other seven original 
villages. This was necessary because Katunjung was 
located nearest to the large EMRP canals where much 
of KFCP’s rehabilitation work was focused, and in 
some cases residents from other villages assisted with 
the process. The owners of a number tatas blocked in 
the technical trials were also located in the area.32 The 
impact of this was far less evident in Tumbang 
Mangkutup for reasons that remain undetermined; 
however, monies were quickly spent in common with 
all of Block E. But in Katunjung, the funds have 
provided an economic buffer against future needs and 
uncertainty. The TP reports a large increase in both 
informal credit associations (arisan, typically a 
women’s activity)33 as well as savings with Betang Asi, 
the local credit union. 

 

The village official tasked with delivering monthly 
savings of the Katunjung members of the credit union 
showing the passbooks entrusted to his care; the 
green-bordered ones in the back of the piles are 
specifically for children’s education (Tabungan Anak 
Sekolah). 

2.5.4 Acquisition of working assets 

The various packages of work had one other impact: funds generation that assisted small businesses. The 
number of warung has increased across the KFCP work area (see Section 2.4), and the SEIS team heard that it 
is partially due to the trickle-down effect of KFCP money flowing through the communities. The Village 
Potential Datasets (BPS 2008; BPS 2011), show that the number of warung have increased elsewhere, such as 
in one of the control sites, but not to the same degree.34 One warung owner diversified her stock because, she 
said, of the money people were able to spend freely (Box 5). The team found with the cash flow likely to cease 
with KFCP activities, people were starting to think twice before cavalierly spending money, despite the 
possibility of government taking over some of the activities. Thus neither the number of warung nor the 
diversity of items available may last. A similar economic boost may occur once superior rubber trees can be 
tapped, some four years from now. 

 

 

 

32 There are 110 households in Tumbang Mangkutup, including Tuanan, and 196 in Katunjung. 
33 The Village Dadministrator reports a slowing down in this activity as people exercise more caution, realising that the KFCP cash pipeline 
is ending. 
34 The number of warung increased from 2 to 6 in Pulau Kaladan, the southern control village, but decreased from 10 to 9 in Lawang 
Kajang, the village that includes the northern control community of Tanjung Kupang. 
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Box 5: Business investment 

Warung owner, Katunjung  
‘Before KFCP, all I sold was ice and meatball soup [bakso], just a little. After we realised KFCP would be here for 
five years, my husband and I decided to increase the warung size, and we added the ‘nine basic foods’ 
[sembako] Thankfully, we succeeded. People purchased a lot because at the time they were heavily involved in 
KFCP activities. Because we were so busy, we were brave enough to buy another refrigerator on credit. KFCP 
helped a lot, brought good luck, we were able to add goods to sell, the refrigerator, a larger generator, a ces 
[motorised canoe] we renovated our house a little, we even were able to save money in the credit union and 
participate in an arisan. Our plans are to use the savings to send our two children to high school in 
Banjarmasin, where we have family.’ 

There also appears to have been significant change in some communities that received significant cash income 
from reforestation and tatas-blocking work and used this to purchase ces (motorised canoe) which has a 
positive impact on the quality of life since it reduces the time and effort otherwise required to allow people to 
reach their plantations and farms. It is debatable whether this is of real benefit to households, since operating 
the ces costs money with fuel to be purchased at an expensive (relative to income) Rp 9000 or more per litre. 
However, so far people perceive—at least prior to the economic stimulus of KFCP fading away—a ces is a 
positive addition to their assets (Box 6). 

Box 6: Work boats 

Village administrator, Sei Ahas 
‘About 30% of the community of 246 households bought a new motorised canoe [ces], with one-third of these 
buying one for the first time, up-grading from a paddled canoe. These are used for work; about 80% of the 
households have land on the other side of the river [over on the east bank, i.e., in KFCP’s target area]. New, a 
ces body and motor costs from Rp 4 – 6 million.’ 

2.5.5 Aggregate averages and equivalent expenditure-months 

While not all households participated in these work packages, it is a useful exercise to aggregate these cash 
transfers by village and average them by the number of households as determined by KFCP and village 
authorities. The reasons the team use the village payments data, rather than the household payments data, is 
threefold: a) the latter solely represents money the TPKs passed on to households minus costs in 
compensation for their labour; b) the variance of the latter is too large to make sensible comparisons and 
averages; and c) the former includes costs for materials (among other things), such as the logs for constructing 
the palisades, and thus are a proxy payment for labour, which conceivably reduces the magnitude of the 
variance issue. 

As discussed further in Section 2.5.1 on changes in household welfare and asset ownership, respondents in 
both the quantitative and qualitative surveys reported spending the bulk of the work package income on their 
daily needs. Thus, Table 8 also shows the number of expenditure-months these transfers amount to at a 
household expenditure rate of Rp 1 million/month, the amount the SEIS team consistently heard when it 
asked the question of key informants. In four of the seven original villages, the transfer was equivalent to less 
than or equal to eight months’ expenditures across 25 months (June 2011–June 2013). It can therefore be 
argued that, aligned with these qualitative assertions, the average impact of the work packages was modest in 
these villages. But as this report records, much more was in fact going on across the entire KFCP work area 
where education of children was gaining in priority (Box 30, Section 4.2.4), business investments were made 
and productive assets purchased (Section 2.5.1), and linkages were formed with the outside world via 
television broadcasts (Box 29, Section 4.2.4). 

The exception to the generalisation above concerning spending mostly on daily needs were the two villages of 
Katunjung and Katimpun (as well as Kalumpang, which the SEIS team did not visit), as Table 8 demonstrates. It 
is also noteworthy a) that these villages are closest to the degraded peat, and that is why KFCP focused 
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therein; and b) explains why the volume of diverse information these two communities provided to the SEIS 
team was much greater than that obtained from other villages. 

Table 8: KFCP village payments, through to June 2013 

Original villages Total AUDd No. of participating HHse 
Average  

AUD per HH 
expenditure-

monthsf 

Petak Puti 169 938 341 498 3.62  

Tumbang Muroia 289 670 375 772 6.77  

Katunjungb 667 329 366 1 823 16.18  

Sei Ahas 219 482 306 717 5.33  

Katimpun 313 159 259 1 209 10.30  

Kalumpangc 272 524 310 879 7.24  

Mantangai Huluc 175 645 267 658 5.57 

Total 2 107 792 2 224 ----- ----- 
a Lapetan split off from Tumbang Muroi only in July 2013, and so is included in the data for Tumbang Muroi. 
b Tumbang Mangkutup split off from Katunjung only in July 2013, and so is included in the data for Katunjung. 
c Kalumpang remained with KFCP until February 2013. 
d Cash transfer data are from KFCP’s first work agreement and payment (June 2011) until June 2013, and include forest seed collection and 
nurseries, reforestation, tatas blocking, and palisades construction. They don’t include payments for training or operational costs to the 
TPs/TPKs, or any disbursements made for livelihoods. These are village payments, and include not only labour-related compensation, but 
also cost of materials, which since these costs are mostly timber-based can also be regarded as compensation for labour. 
e The number of households is based on the count of unique participating households in KFCP’s database for the period. 
f Based on Rp 8 500/AUD and an average household expenditure of Rp 1 million/month. 

 

2.6 Equity considerations 

Potentially, one of the most important aspects of a development project is to ensure equity. Petty jealousies 
are easily created when a group—either advantaged or disadvantaged—perceive that a project treats another 
group with favouritism, whether or not this special attention is warranted in the opinion of project planners 
and donors. According to KFCP’s design document, the program was intended to spread its cash payments 
equitably across all segments of the communities (Purnama et al. 2012), especially ensuring that poorer 
groups are included within each village. While there are obvious variations in the total payments to each 
village, and therefore also per household variations between villages, within each village is the point at which 
equity was intended to be achieved. The reasoning for this is the context of each village; the environment, the 
level of forest degradation, the total number of households in the village and the nature of the work that each 
village undertook differed, and hence each village as a whole earned a different total amount.  

The data associated with the calculation of equity are based on KFCP’s Social Wealth Ranking (SWR) 
participatory exercises, implemented in the villages in December 2011–January 2012. 35  The program 
facilitated communities to rank household welfare, based on welfare criteria.36 In practice, some households 

35 Data on households and participation was updated to March 2014, but the welfare ranking exercise was only conducted once in the 
period specified above. 
36 Between December 2011 and January 2012, KFCP sought to conduct a participatory social welfare ranking exercise together with 
villagers. This took place at hamlet-level meetings, and where villagers preferred, at the neighbourhood level. Participatory mapping tools 
provided by a local NGO (drawing on participatory rural appraisal approaches) were used, and some 40 facilitators from local 
organisations were involved in the process, with KFCP staff. 
In each meeting initial maps of the villages (including households and assets) that villagers had prepared with KFCP in earlier years were 
collectively verified and updated. Villagers numbered each household on the updated map then formed small groups and, using 
participatory methods, ranked each household on a scale of 1 to 4 for welfare themes (including health, education, income, consumption 
and assets) to establish poverty and multi-dimensional welfare levels, with 1 being high (well off) and 4 being low (poor). The villagers 
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have not been ranked when community members did not participate in the mapping exercise (mainly in 
Mantangai Hulu). However, since there are other datasets with unique household identity numbers that are 
common to the SWR, the SEIS team was able to apply a multiple regression analysis to the ‘unclassified’ 
households in SWR, and thereby classify them accordingly. This reduced the ‘unclassified’ category to 26% of a 
putative 2 482 households identified in the database (this is likely 100–200 more as data was not verified for 
Mantangai Hulu, which local government figures indicate is slightly higher).37 

KFCP achieved equity in its cash transfers quite well, as Figure 9 shows. The vertical axis is dimensionless, and 
the numbers indicate the proportion of payments made to the SWR divided by the proportion of the SWR 
within the village, corrected for the average household size of each SWR in each village. Thus, the horizontal 
line at 1.00 shows what would be perfect equity, that the proportions are precisely equal whereby each SWR 
group received a share (‘size’) of the payments exactly as warranted given the size of the group within the 
village as a whole.  

The chart shows that in three of the nine villages, equity was quite well preserved overall. In Katimpun, the 
village evidently agreed to allow a focus on the poor. The SEIS team spent more time in Katimpun than any 
other village (since the team also visited it during the preliminary field trip) and found no indication 
whatsoever that any ill-will had been generated because of this. Perhaps more questionable is the situation in 
one village where, it is evident that people in more wealthy quintiles were more likely to participate and 
therefore benefit from the program. The elite do appear to have garnered marginally more than their fair 
share of work package payments (Figure 9) in five of the nine villages, and is likely explained by their 
ownership of local businesses that supplied material inputs or specialised services for activities. However, 
overall ratios for most quintiles hover around 1, and in a few exceptions nearer to 2 at one end and nearer to 
0.5 at the other. Had benefits sharing been inequitable for these types of activities, then variation in the ratios 
would have been far more extreme. Further, livelihoods assistance (discussed in the next section) was 
designed to further contribute to benefits sharing and aimed for universal coverage to further contribute to 
equity. Finally, there are intrinsic weights in the calculation that cannot be determined with the data now in-
hand, and therefore this is an indicative conclusion.38  

Given this uncertainty, the team repeated this exercise based on a threshold of the median of payments 
households received (refer to Table 5). The team took the lower half of the households (those receiving the 
median payment or less), classified them by their SWR ranking, and again calculated a dimensionless equity 
indicator. Figure 10 shows the result; note that for easy inter-comparability with Figure 9, the team have 
retained the spread. 

The analysis for this lower half of median payments demonstrates much more conclusively that there was no 
systematic bias against the poor. The total division of payments across SWRs is remarkably close to perfect. A 
focus on incorporating the poor in activities is much more visible here than when overall payments are 
considered, since the outliers, representing elite capture of payments—legitimate or not—are obviously taking 
place in the upper-half of payments, as would be expected. More data and research would be necessary to 

then decided on an overall welfare ranking for each household taking into account the range of mapped themes. KFCP recorded this social 
welfare ranking and used it to ensure it consistently targeted members of the different welfare groups in the village. For smaller villages, 
villagers had a good knowledge of the welfare of its members and participants were able to assign social welfare rankings to most 
households. Knowledge of household welfare in larger villages was confined to neighbourhoods.  
37 Of the unclassified, Mantangai Hulu unsurprisingly dominated with 47%; it is the largest village in KFCP’s work area and at the time 
internal village consensus was lacking on continuing with activities. Thus, fewer villagers showed up to participate in the initial ranking 
exercise and all KFCP activities ceased in this village not long after the SWR exercise.  
38 The SEIS team considered the issue of why equity ratios fail to sum to 5.0 as they theoretically should (they do come close in most cases) 
since equity as the team defined it is by definition a zero-sum game. The team believe the reason for this is there exists within the data an 
intrinsic weighting; specifically, it makes sense that larger households with more adult members had the potential to allocate more labour 
to the work packages than did smaller households. In other words, it would appear that larger households can earn more than smaller 
households simply by virtue of being larger. But there is no possibility of disaggregation, since intra-household participation was never 
tracked as KFCP made payments to households, neither was it queried in the 2014 Household Survey, nor did the SEIS qualitative team 
know to ask about it. The SEIS team do not consider this to be a fatal flaw for the analysis, but do believe it must be mentioned. 
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afford certainty, but the outcome based on this analysis leans more toward conclusiveness and away from 
suggestiveness. 

Figure 9: Equity across SWRs in work package distributions 

 

Figure 10: Equity across the lower half of median payments by SWRs 

 

 

2.7 The livelihoods packets 

KFCP offered the livelihoods packet to people as an alternative to the extraction of resources, and this was the 
component KFCP knowingly introduced to deliver the principal financial benefit to the villages—in the medium 
to long term. As is apparent from Box 7, the challenge was changing perceptions about how lucrative 
alternatives to logging and other deleterious activities could be.  

Box 7: Alternative livelihoods  

Villagers, Tumbang Mangkutup 
‘As for myself, I’d stop logging if there would be any other solution. I don’t want my son to be like me. Costs 
are high compared to profits, and distances are far. Transportation is now expensive. We’ve tried gold mining 
too, up by Muroi. I brought Rp 800 000 and one person who’s graduated from college, another from high 
school, and my wife to cook and take care of us. After a month, we’d made only Rp 1 million, where’s that 
enough? Meanwhile, household obligations are high. To fell timber, we can get loans from the buyers, but if I 
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want to plant trees, who’s going to lend me money? That’s the problem. That’s why I chose KFCP’s rubber 
package. I’m planting for my children and grandchildren, I’ll be dead soon enough. It’s for them to make use 
of.’ 

Because most people (83% in Phase I) chose the alternative livelihood activity of 1 ha of rubber plantation, it 
appears that a change in mindset has taken place, as discussed further in Section 4.3. 

The difference between the number of households used for calculating payments and the number of 
households participating in the livelihoods packets requires an explanation. The government’s BPS census, 
village government, and KFCP use the anthropological definition of a ‘household’: all families who live together 
and have regularly shared meals for the past six months. This is the official population data, and is routinely 
updated by village authorities. It is the number KFCP uses in its payments-to-households database, and is the 
number used in the sampling framework for the 2014 Household Survey.39 

However, the villages themselves initiated a discussion with KFCP over this official dataset, contending that in 
the Dayak cultural context it results in a significant undercount of ‘actual’ households. For instance, newlyweds 
often move into the home of one of the couple’s parents, and sometimes never leave (KFCP tracked these sub-
households in the database). There are no more Dayak longhouses in Kapuas, but the SEIS team encountered 
the nearest modern equivalent to one of these where four generations and four families plus an elderly widow 
occupied a single house structure. To add further complexity to the definition of what is a household in the 
Dayak context, these families seldom sat at the same table, for the most part each cooking (in a single kitchen) 
and eating on their own. 

KFCP therefore followed the village definition of households (in some villages this pertained more to families, 
in others this was closer to the BPS definition). More formally for inclusion in the livelihoods packet, a number 
of criteria had to be met—as agreed in village meetings between the program and the village—for the sub-
household to be treated as a distinct unit.  

Most importantly, KFCP included agreed households as independent participants in the livelihood packets if 
they met criteria agreed between KFCP and the village to be discrete units eligible for their own packet. KFCP 
found, through its verification exercises, jointly implemented with villages (and through cross-checking 
databases) that only a handful of individuals registered twice for the packet. When the results were reported 
to villages, they decided to manage this situation by terminating the funding for the remaining implementation 
of the packet and returning the small amount of funds initially used to the village budget for the activity, 
demonstrating the transparency in the program and the learning on verification and accountability that had 
taken place.  

The livelihoods program went through several stages in its short one-year lifetime. It commenced with a 30% 
tranche, followed in due course by the 70% tranche, but belatedly some community members made the 
decision to ‘join’ KFCP and thus the project accommodated these new participants with a full 100% packet. 
(Table 9; these are not unique households, since people were allowed to change their initial selected option in 
Phase II).  

 

 

 

 

 

39 Even with the official data exact figures can be hard to pin down; the SEIS team can confirm that differences in local interpretation still 
exist. For example, in the small community of Tuanan, different local informants told us that there are 22, 28, and 33 resident households; 
none of these numbers when explained by the respondents were entirely convincing. 
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Table 9: Household choice among the livelihood packets 

Livelihoods Package 

Phase I* Phase II 

30% of the 
packet 

Continuing, 
70% of the 

packet 

Latecomers (who did 
not participate in 

Phase I) 100% 

Superior rubber (PB260 or IRR) 1 337 224 63 

Local rubber 0 728 152 

Beje, kolam, and keramba 203 188 96 

Agroforestry–fruit trees + horticulture 0 11 0 

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

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

Poultry 0 4 3 

Total 1606 1608 
a This figure includes the 236 households in Kalumpang who participated in Phase I but not in Phase II of the livelihoods 
component. 

Regardless of how the final livelihoods packet was implemented, the upshot is that all participant households 
were awarded, in cash-equivalents or directly in cash, the sum of Rp 4.675 million. The near-universality of 
coverage (90% of households in Phase I, and 92% of all confirmed households in Phase II) in participating 
villages is shown by Table 10, which also documents all population figures.40 The livelihood packets’ inputs are 
summarised in Table 11 and Box 31.41 

Table 10: Household participation in livelihood packets by village 

VILLAGESa 

Households entitled as 
per Village Government 

figures and musdes 
agreement with KFCP 

(October 2012) 

Households 
implemented 

package – Phase 
I 

%  
coverage 

Households entitled as 
per Village Government 

figures and musdes 
agreement with KFCP 

(October 2013) 

Households 
implemented 

package –Phase 
ll 

VA 

% Coverage 

Petak Puti   290   371 366 98.65 

Lapetan 137 188 187 99.47 

Tumbang Muroi 252 388 318 81.96 

Tumbang Mangkutup 86 110 99 90.00 

Katunjung 189 196 196 100.00 

Sei Ahas 237 246 240 97.56 

Katimpun 180 249 202 81.12 

Kalumpangb 235      

Grand Total 1 776 1 606 90 1 748 1 608 92 
a Mantangai Hulu decided not to participate in either phase of livelihoods and is therefore not included here. Kalumpang decided not to 
continue with second VA, and is not included in Phase II figures. 
b Households entitled for Phase I are included for the entire site as disaggregating data is difficult by village given that Lapetan and 
Tumbang Mangkutup were not separate villages at the time Livelihoods Phase I was conducted. 

 

40 During the first phase, the main reasons cited for lack of participation were that the household owned insufficient land, or they were 
fully occupied with other work, often outside the village. During Phase II socialisation when the latecomers were accommodated, many 
confessed to having been concerned about land expropriation/appropriation. 
41 Source: final livelihoods verification data, KFCP. 
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The SEIS team did not have these data prior to the field visit, else it might have enquired more deeply in regard 
to those households still not participating. But the team points out two things: 1) the villages at all levels, from 
Pemdes to the grassroots, were enthusiastic about the universality of the livelihoods component; and 2) the 
empty houses the team saw in the field were reportedly the homes of people working outside the village 
(often as entire families) as described in Box 31. 

Table 11: Summary of the KFCP livelihood packets as planned 

Packet 
Primary direct 

inputs 
Secondary direct inputs Tertiary inputs 

Compensated 
labour costs 

(Rp) 

Cash for field 
school 

attendance 
(Rp) 

Superior rubber 330 
seedlings 

Organic fertiliser, soil, 
etc. 

 299 500 300 000 

Local rubber 690 cuttings organic fertiliser, soil, 
etc. 

 338 500 300 000 

Agroforestry–non-
timber 

515 cuttings organic fertiliser, soil, 
etc. 

horticulture seeds 288 500 300 000 

Agroforestry–inc. 
timber 

505 cuttings organic fertiliser, soil, 
etc. 

horticulture seeds 300 000 300 000 

Beje (2 units)  encircling trees  4 000 000 300 000 

Kolam  fish fingerlings food & vitamins 2 100 000 300 000 

keramba (2 units) materials fish fingerlings food & vitamins 600 000 300 000 

Poultry materials 57 chicks food & vitamins Nil 300 000 

Note: the SEIS team conducted the study mid-implementation of the livelihoods (Phase II) and were not able to observe the completion of 
the activities (April 2014). 

 

2.7.1 Rubber Plantations 
‘The total cost of rubber production in the first year was high as a cost for establishment, 
which consist for 61% of labour cost and 39% of external input cost. After the first year, 
investment is low during the immature period. Labour is needed for partial clearing to make 
tapping paths, and subsequently for tapping. Most trees, if not all, can be tapped before they 
reach the age of ten years, and gradually a net profit is derived as the investment is paid off. 
The time needed to positive cash flow depends on fluctuating rubber prices. At current [2009] 
prices, a net profit per hectare of Rp 3.3 million when wage rates were used for family labour 
inputs, or a total revenue of Rp 6.4 million per ha without accounting for the family labour 
inputs. Since rubber trees are established and managed primarily by family labour, the income 
from mature trees was close to the total revenue. When total revenue is allocated to labour (at 
a net present value of zero for land), income or return to family labour for mature trees was 
IDR 65,365/day, which is higher than the wage rate for agriculture in this site’. (Suyanto et al. 
2009). 

The quoted paragraph above pertains to the EMRP, and therefore includes the KFCP project area. Rubber has 
been a solid household livelihood strategy for some decades in both Block A and Block E (Table 12 and the 
discussion on comparisons with the baseline). Latex is collected using household labour, coagulated into 
sheets (locally called ‘slabs’), and sold on to middlemen. However, as the sheets are sold by weight, some 
people sought to increase their income by introducing impurities (such as sticks, stones, etc.) without realising 
that there are different quality grades, and that the middlemen were cognisant of such ‘doctoring’ and 
therefore offered lower prices.  

To address household livelihoods pertinent to the needs and wishes of the communities involved, KFCP 
adopted a two-pronged strategy with regard to improving incomes in all communities in the project area. First, 
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it offered inputs and symbolic compensation-for-labour for each household to establish an additional one 
hectare of high-quality rubber seedlings, selecting cultivars best suited to local soil conditions (Figure 11 for 
optimal rubber soils—dark green in colour—as well as the GPS-determined locations of other livelihood 
packets).42 For those landless households who yet wanted to take part in the rubber livelihoods component, 
KFCP encouraged formal village government and adat leaders to allocate one hectare of village land for this 
purpose (Box 8).43 Second, KFCP offered training (via the Farmer Guides) on the maximisation of value of the 
rubber sheets sold to the middlemen, thereby shifting the focus to quality of latex slabs rather than continuing 
with deliberately contaminating the latex to increase its weight. 

Box 8: Schoolteacher, Katunjung 

A migrant teacher has taught school in Katunjung for 21 years, and has a domicile registration [KTP] in it. Yet it 
was not until KFCP initiated the rubber component that he, upon agreement of the village, secured a right to 
land within village boundaries and hence he could obtain the livelihoods packet. 

42 Some households opted for an equivalent packet of fishponds (beje) or agroforestry rather than rubber, with locations for Phase I shown 
in Figure 11. 
43 Almost all villagers already had ancestral land, albeit its precise boundaries may not have been known prior to KFCP’s land mapping 
component, and ownership did not often extend to include the legal documents of proof. The exception to this generality were those who 
were in-migrants. For these ‘new’ households, the villages agreed to provide land for them approximately equal to one hectare, taken 
from the village’s land [tanah desa]. The decision to provide land for the in-migrants was made after discussions in village meetings 
[musyawarah desa/musdes]. Following this decision, KFCP mapped out the proposed land for rubber plantations and undertook a land 
suitability survey. A KFCP consultant together with the TPK/TP, village government, mantir adat, selected villagers, and KFCP staff 
conducted these surveys. The survey took place in all of the villages in KFCP’s work area (at the time of the survey, the original seven 
villages). There were 86 locations surveyed and sampled, with the outcome indicating that only 44% of the area proposed by the 
community for rubber plantations was suitable for rubber. The result of the survey was then integrated into the land map and then 
discussed in another musdes. Two options arose from the discussion between KFCP and the villagers: first, to find other suitable land for 
rubber, and second, to change rubber to beje or agroforestry. Due to these changes, KFCP and the village conducted verification to re-
register which households were to participate in rubber, beje, and agroforestry in the first (30%) livelihoods tranche. 
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Table 12: Income Sources in 2008 vs 2014 in Block E and Block A 

BLOCK E 
Mean income per household 

(Rupiah) 
Mean income per 

household (%) 
Mean income per capita 

(Rupiah) 

 2008 2014 2008 2014 2008 2014 

Rice cultivation 73 500  -  0.4 0.0 16705 -  

Rubber plantation  899 680  4 949 184  4.3 17.3 204 473  1 463 196  

Non-food crop plantation 11 000  41 100  0.1 0.1 2 500  8 220  

Timber 1 081 667  2 508 168  5.2 8.8 245 833  586 620  

NTFPs 8 117 167  119 184  38.7 0.4 1 844 811  29 796  

Fisheries 8 173 533  6 956 136  39.0 24.4 1 857 621  2 072 472  

Gold 1 363 633  6 399 696  6.5 22.4 309 917  1 786 212  

Worker/Labour1  423 333  639 456  2.0 2.2 96 212  162 804  

Entrepreneurship2  388 333  2 107 884  1.9 7.4 88 258  550 032  

Other3  450 617  4 840 440  2.1 16.9 102 412  1 602780  

Total annual income  20 982 463  28 561 248  100.0 100.0 4 768 742  8 262 132  

BLOCK A 
Mean income per household 

(Rupiah) 
Mean income per 

household (%) 
Mean income per capita 

(Rupiah) 

 2009 2014 2009 2014 2009 2014 

Rice cultivation 1 447 084   1 494 000  9.0 6.3 364 811  637 044  

Rubber plantation 5 023 573   8 435 256  31.1 35.5 1 266 447  3 176 196  

Non-food crop plantation  162 167   530 772  1.0 2.2 40 882  221 448  

Timber 1 071 333   1 713 168  6.6 7.2 270 084  788 784  

NTFPs  285 700   919 152  1.8 3.9 72 025  289 248  

Fisheries 2 737 967   762 696  17.0 3.2 690 244  190 716  

Gold  120 000   1 860 576  0.7 7.8 30 252  626 928  

Worker/Laboura  955 000   3 335 964  5.9 14.0 240 756  1 160 352  

Entrepreneurshipb 2 031 333   1 748 604  12.6 7.3 512 101  580 896  

Otherc 2 313 466   2 994 384  14.3 12.6 583 227  1 183 356  

Total annual income  16 147 623  23 794 572  100.0 100.0 4 070 829  8 854 968  
a 2008 includes firewood, professional, others; 2014 includes government employee and others 
b 2014 includes warung and non-agricultural business 
c 2008 includes sawmill and other labourers 
Sources: Suyanto et al. (2009) for 2008 data, KFCP 2014 Household Survey for 2014 data. Note that income data are difficult to collect by 
highly skilled enumerators, which KFCP’s were not; for this reason as well as the relatively small sample size of 250, the 2014 data should be 
used with caution.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

KFCP Socio-Economic Impact Study  Page 39 
  



 

Figure 11: Spatial distribution of the first livelihoods packets (commonly referred to as ‘30%’).

LIVELIHOODS 
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Analysis of the disaggregated available data suggests that some individual households in Block E had an equally 
high reliance on rubber as did those in Block A, as reported by Suryanto et al. (2009). The KFCP 2008 baseline 
data (ibid.) was disaggregated on the basis of per-capita expenditures yielding quintiles from ‘poorest’ to 
‘richest,’ of the original 7 (today, 9) villages.44 Figure 12 shows a higher reliance on rubber for the first two 
quintiles (the poorest) households in Tumbang Muroi (in Block E) than that found among the equivalent 
populace of Mantangai Hulu, Kalumpang, and Katimpun in Block A. 

Figure 12: Pre-KFCP smallholder rubber plantation size, by per-capita expenditure quintiles. 

 

The conclusion regarding great reliance on rubber even in Block E is even more germane when considering the 
quintiles’ distribution across the village population, as shown in Figure 13. In Tumbang Muroi, the poorest 
quintile comprises 20% of the entire population, while the lowest two (the poorest) quintiles account for 
almost 40% of the households. In Tumbang Muroi, then, it is clear that two-in-five households were likely to be 
highly dependent on rubber as their primary income source. This renders KFCP support for rubber (to those 
households that chose it) as highly relevant for supporting long-term income generating options for poorer 
groups. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

44 All quintiles for both the 2008 Baseline and for the 2014 Household Survey are calculated based on monthly food and non-food 
expenditures; food expenditures are weekly, and are multiplied by the factor 30/7 to attain monthly totals. Some non-food expenditures 
(clothing or celebrations, for example) are not likely to be paid monthly; for such expenditures, an annual total has been calculated, and 
these then divided by 12 to obtain a monthly average. 
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Figure 13: Village distribution of per-capita expenditure quintiles. 

 

It is worthwhile to note that an additional one hectare of rubber will be worth a significant amount to the 
poorest quintile in a village. Table 13 compares how this poorest quintile (Quintile 1) will fare with the 
additional hectare, in comparison to the area under rubber cultivation prior to KFCP held by those in Quintiles 
2–5 (i.e. the wealthier quintiles). A value equal to 1.0 implies that, with the extra hectare, the poorest now 
have a land holding on par with that previously held (before KFCP) by a higher quintile. A value greater than 
1.0 means that the poorest supersede the rubber holdings of at least the next higher quintile, while a value 
less than 1.0 indicates the reverse. As is evident, and with the exception of Tumbang Muroi, the additional 
hectare holds the prospect of propelling the poorest into the next higher wealth class once the trees 
commence yielding from four to eight years from now, all else being equal. 

Table 13: How an additional hectare of rubber increases the area of rubber holdings for the poorest quintiles 
of households compared with the rubber area owned by wealthier quintiles  

Village 
Poorest 

+1 ha cf Quintile 2 
Poorest 

+1 ha cf Quintile 3 
Poorest 

+1 ha cf Quintile 4 
Poorest 

+1 ha cf Richest 

Mantangai Hulu 1.43 0.45 0.75 1.06 

Kalumpang 1.16 0.74 1.02 0.76 

Katimpun 1.17 0.80 1.41 0.62 

Sei Ahas 2.06 1.78 1.45 2.89 

Katunjung 1.11 1.30 1.27 0.34 

Tumbang Muroi 0.31 0.98 0.82 0.94 

Petak Puti 1.11 1.29 0.85 0.74 

It is important to ascertain how significant the provision of a single hectare of rubber by KFCP is likely to be in 
the future in terms of income returns. The SEIS team used a simple projection scenario based on global rubber 
prices, below, with the caveat that only a rough approximation can be made, for it depends on a number of 
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factors. First, most people whom the SEIS team interviewed that had selected rubber had a strong preference 
for a known cultivar, that is, ‘local’ rubber rather than any of the ‘superior’ (unggul) cultivars KFCP offered, 
claiming that local rubber can withstand the annual flooding of their lands which, they allege, drowns and kills 
the improved cultivars.45 Second, KFCP taught people how to plant and take care of their rubber plantations, 
but the longevity of these new techniques is uncertain without further research. Lastly, it is not certain when 
the superior cultivars will first be tappable—in theory, reported village respondents, it will be in the trees’ fifth 
year. However, local edaphic and climate conditions or other accumulated stresses may delay this, and 
thereby affect the nominal yield of 600 g/week.46 In contrast, local trees take longer to first be tapped, often 
as long as ten years, and then yield 700 g/week, rising to 1 kg/week by Year 20 and more as the trees become 
larger (some very large trees have four taps, each delivering 100 g/day) before gradually declining as the trees 
senesce.47 

Positing ideal conditions, at KFCP’s suggested planting density of 475 trees per hectare for both superior and 
local cultivars, Figure 14 shows possible latex yields per hectare for 20 years. This assumes too that the 
superior cultivar follows the same yield trajectory as the local type, and is based on the following assumptions: 

1. The plantations are planted with reduced risk in mind. Many people who selected the superior cultivar did 
so cautiously, mixing it with the local type as well as with various fruit trees (i.e. combining rubber and 
agroforestry packages).  

2. Tapping can be carried out all year, unaffected by problems of watery latex (which can occur during the 
rainy season).48  

3. The four-month rainy season (roughly mid-December to mid-April) yields half of the dry-season’s monthly 
yield.49  

4. There is no reduction in yield—as in fact occurs—when the trees briefly shed their leaves. 

Figure 14 also shows the actual latex yield per ha of PB260 experimental plots in southern Nigeria, in an area in 
Edo state that experiences the same tropical wet-dry seasonal cycle as Central Kalimantan; and as is evident, 
rainfall and other conditions markedly affect yield (Igboanugoa and Uche 2013).50 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

45 As far as the SEIS team was able to ascertain, nobody it spoke with had prior direct experience with PB-260 or IRR, the superior varieties 
KFCP offered. Moreover, the issue of drowning relates to many villagers’ unwillingness to construct the required domes on which to plant 
the improved clones. 
46 However, superior trees are tapped only 3 days/week, versus daily for the local ones, freeing labour for four days each week. On the 
other hand, the superior varieties require greater land care than does the local type. 
47 All yield information is based on interviews the SEIS team held in Katunjung. 
48 According to the village head of Katunjung, due to flooding rubber plantations are often inaccessible from three to five weeks each year. 
Other villages have different inaccessibility periods, depending on the location of an individual’s plantation, and on the distance and 
means of travel to reach it. 
49 The Village Government in Pulau Kaladan informed the team that on the day of heavy rain, as well as the following day, the latex 
collected would be too watery to be useful, and is therefore not harvested. On average, this cuts rainy season yields approximately in half, 
from December to April. 
50 The authors state, ‘Seasonality that renders the rubber business risky and therefore stochastic is significant on the yield of all the clones 
at 99% confidence level and therefore is of high management interest as it defines the processing plant raw material supply chain and 
hence marketing plan’.  
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Figure 14: Maximum possible latex yield trajectories per ha for the KFCP rubber cultivars. 

 
Note: Note: Research efforts to determine rubber yields produced a wide range of figures – from 1 to 10 tonnes per 
hectare. The figure used in this report is based on what is believed to be the most credible source available. These figures 
appear to represent optimal yields, and communities may not be able to realise these higher levels of productivity. 
  

There are challenges in ascertaining anticipated rubber yields. The Nigerian data are presented as grams per 
quarter per tree, which have been summed for the year and multiplied by 475 trees to obtain a kg/ha figure 
equivalent to the KFCP packet. However, the magnitude of per-ha yield drawing from the Nigerian data is in 
contrast with the lower yields predicted from other sources. Still, no source identified has as careful and 
concise a record as the Nigerians.51 Experts recommend, too, that trees are tapped only when reaching 50 cm 
in girth, which occurs at Year 7 in India and Nigeria, although a researcher at the Indonesian Rubber Research 
Institute stipulated that PB260 trees in Indonesia can achieve this girth by Year 4.  

The team also note that experts consider the economic lifetime of rubber trees to be 25–30 years, although 
this also runs diametrically counter to what was heard from KFCP respondents concerning the local cultivar, 
who invariably stated that ‘old’ trees are more productive since as many as four taps can be put in each tree. 
The SEIS team take this anecdotal comment from locals to be indicative, as several of the respondents had 
experience with trees over the age of 40 years. Notwithstanding, and according to all resources consulted, 
timber from rubber trees is in high demand globally and represents a form of long-term savings and a benefit 
to farmers in the sale of rubber wood when their trees senesce (FAO 2010).52  

The price received by farmers for their slabs is determined by rubber quality. The village head of Katunjung 
explained that before KFCP, people would mix their latex with water in a ratio of one part latex to two parts of 
muddy river water, prior to processing it using natural acid products. With KFCP’s information on proper 
processing, they now know to process the latex with a chemical setter (phosphoric acid) mixed in a cup of 
water and allowing excess water to evaporate. One kilogram of liquid latex reduces in this manner to a half 
kilogram of a semi-solid ‘slab,’ which itinerant middlemen were purchasing for Rp 7000/kg in January 2014. 

51 It is also not clear to the SEIS team, as non-experts in rubber, if the yields are being reported in terms of latex or as dry rubber (Chan 
1997; Suhendry et al n.d.; NABARD n.d.). 
52 ‘Timber availability, extensive research and aggressive marketing have contributed towards making rubber wood one of the most 
important export timbers in Southeast Asia, a substitute for light tropical hardwoods and one of the major timbers for the production of 
furniture and indoor building components.’  
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Figure 15 shows maximum possible annual income trajectories per ha based on three stable-price scenarios, 
improbable as these would be over the course of several years: 1) the current price for slabs that meet factory 
specifications, i.e. Rp 7000/kg; 2) the extreme high price offered in 2010, of Rp 13 000/kg; and, 3) the extreme 
low price of 2003, Rp 2500/kg.  

The conclusion is clear: even at the lowest posited price, 1 ha of rubber planted at KFCP specifications and 
thereafter properly tended pre- and post-harvest, is likely to earn households far more than the Rp 6.4 million 
per year per ha (discounting family labour costs) estimated by Suyanto et al. in 2009. This World Agroforestry 
Center (WAC) study is summarised in Table 12 above, based as it is on rubber that has been planted on a less-
than-ideal basis and thereafter frequently left to its own devices.53 Should rubber producing households 
experience most fortuitous markets, ideal environmental conditions, and ensure regular tending of their trees, 
households could earn up to Rp 150 million per year from their 1 ha rubber plantation in 2020, a significant 
income given that present day consumption is around Rp 1 million per month as discussed previously.  

Figure 15: Maximum possible gross annual income accruing from 1 ha of rubber. 

 

It is important to caveat ‘meets factory specifications.’ While KFCP trained on quality control, some villagers 
may continue with the KFCP-taught techniques, while a few respondents told the SEIS team that they are used 
to doing things their own way. 

Box 9: An RT head’s view 

Head of RT, Katimpun 
‘The KFCP Field School offered training, but not too many people have an interest, they still follow their old 
ways. Slit today, sell it quick. I’ll collect my latex today, wait a day, and then sell it. They say, we divide our 
time, we’re used to selling it fast, we finish collecting it at 10 or 11 a.m., we can sell it that afternoon. If we 
follow the Field School, we have to strain it first, add phosphoric acid, do this, do that, yes it requires a lot of 
time, but the result is good. But they need money every day. One bottle of phosphoric acid costs Rp 9000, 
enough for 200 kg of latex, but they prefer to use alum, which costs only Rp 3000. In the 1970s, we had a 
machine to do all this, to dry the latex, that was good.’ 

Forecasting what global rubber prices might actually do over the next two decades is an exercise best left to 
the imagination of commodity speculators. But demand for rubber is not likely to maintain a steep upward 
trajectory, since a slowdown in economic expectations in the BRICS countries,54 coupled with low-growth 

53 Most established rubber plantations show close initial spacing, with saplings allowed to grow up by the mother trees under which the 
seeds fall, competing for both nourishment and light. 
54 Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa. 
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expectations in the OECD,55 implies only modest growth over the next decade–but it is likely to be a bumpy 
ride, with several downward plunges followed by recovery.56 Notably a huge majority of rubber production is 
used by the tyre industry, which has recently been driven upward by Chinese demand for new vehicles.57 
Stockpiles in China are expanding, however, driving rubber futures lower—inventories are now at their highest 
level since October 2004 (The Jakarta Post 2014). 

Figure 16 (top) illustrates how unstable prices have been in the past ten years: average prices for the past six 
months are 41% of the February 2011 peak, while being just shy of twice as high as during the six months from 
October 2003 to March 2004. The implication of this, when considering the prices paid locally for rubber slab 
as reported by a village head, is that there exists—without taking into account purchase price variations due to 
quality—an imperfect connection with the global commodity price. Factory buyers e.g. may have been 
speculating on rubber futures when offering Rp 13 000/kg in 2010, before the peak was reached in 2011. The 
bottom graph shows the rate of change of rubber prices versus crude oil prices, and as is evident, when oil 
crashed in 2008, rubber prices followed (Singapore Commodity Exchange 2014). Between January 2004 and 
November 2013, a high correlation (R2 = 0.96) existed between the global price for rubber and crude oil when 
the SEIS team calculated it and determined that rubber prices lagged oil prices by one month. 

Figure 16: Top: Global rubber commodity price, October 2003 to December 2013. Bottom: Rate of change in 
global rubber prices versus that of crude oil. 

 

55 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
56 Dr Paul Armington, chief of Global Analysis and Prospects Division of the World Bank (retired); pers. comm. with authors, January 2014. 
57 Global Rubber Tires Market (2013-2019). www.academia.edu/4401312/Global_Rubber_Tires_Market_-
_Indusry_Analysis_Size_and_Forecast_2013_-_2019_ (January 2014). 
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2.7.2 Fishponds: self-seeding [beje] and seeded [kolam] 

Fish once used to be plentiful in the area, but unsustainable harvests on the rivers (dynamite and 
electrocution) have much diminished the resource. Consequently, it is very likely that the largest, most prolific 
breeding stock has been removed either by simple overfishing, or through indiscriminate harvesting practices, 
and remaining stocks are at risk of mercury contamination from increased gold sluicing. The consequences of 
this sluicing activity are slowly becoming understood across the population, but mainly in small pockets of the 
better-informed (Box 10).  

Box 10: Fish stocks and gold mining 

Villager, Lawang Kajang (of which Tanjung Kupang, control for Block E, is a hamlet)  
‘There is a lot of illegal gold mining [suction of sediments] along 
the Kapuas river. Water quality has declined, and fish are scarce. 
When we keep fish in pens [keramba] it’s now only in our lakes, 
the river is too dirty. And nobody will drink from the Kapuas now, 
we don’t trust the water.  

Mantir adat 
‘Since the government clamp-down on illegal logging, people 
previously engaged in it have moved on to illegal mining. The 
difference is that government was able to sanction the middlemen in illegal logging; with the illegal gold 
mining, it’s more difficult as there’s no middleman, and sanctioning the miners themselves, the poorest people 
in the chain, would be counter-productive.’ 

But it has not been only river fish that have seen major declines in abundance, so too have the fish species 
found in the peatlands. A cascade of causes have led to this outcome, as explained in Box 11 and it revolves 
around the removal of the tree cover, which starts off a cascade of effects. 

Box 11: Fish stock decline 

Fisherman, Mantangai Hulu 
‘There’s no more fish or soft-shelled turtles in the peatlands. That’s because of logging and fire, which have 
destroyed the trees, and opened the area to the sun. All the pools evaporate during the dry season, and 
there’s nowhere for the fish, no place for them to lay their eggs. I went out once for two weeks, and came 
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back with only five fish. So when KFCP was here, we were very happy. I received wages every two weeks, and 
my father-in-law [who is partially disabled with a withered right hand] worked in the vegetation monitoring 
camps as a cook. We had more than enough money to buy food, to buy fuel for my boat to go fishing, and we 
were comfortable. Now, since KFCP is no longer here [activities ceased in early 2012], and it’s so difficult to 
find fish, I have no option but to participate in illegal logging. I don’t want to be a thief. There are many in the 
village who are forced to do the same, and we are becoming indentured to local middlemen by having to 
accept their loans to venture into the forest. I know that we have to protect the forest, to stop fires from 
spreading as we did when KFCP was here, to protect the fish and the [wild] birds on which we depend, to 
make sure my children [he has three, with a fourth on the way] have the right kind of future. But I don’t have 
any other choice to survive, we wouldn’t have any food. [When fish were plentiful 4–5 years ago he was able 
to do well just catching 5kg a day, which he could sell for Rp 200 000.]’ 

It is a rare case where a household in the KFCP area does not have even a single member engaged in fishing for 
its own consumption. In some landless households, few as these are, fishing is the economic mainstay. KFCP 
responded to the desire of some households to invest in fisheries rather than rubber (superior type) by 
offering the alternative choice of beje, fishponds (2.5 m x 10 m x 2 m deep) in the first tranche of the 
livelihoods packet (i.e. the so-called ‘30%’). Beje are open to the river when it floods, so that stocking of fish 
takes place naturally. Table 14 summarises how many households made this choice in each village. In the 
second tranche (the so-called ‘70%’), KFCP no longer offered an either/or dichotomy, and people were free to 
mix their livelihood packets, and so more beje were excavated (in accord with the KFCP stipulation that beje be 
at least 500 m from the river). 

For both the first and second tranches of the livelihoods packet, respondents told the SEIS team that they had 
chosen beje because it provides yields after just six months, instead of after (at least) the five-year wait for 
superior rubber. For those households who were more risk averse, beje were an attractive option. People 
expect to harvest two to three times a year. There has been one known harvest to-date, in Katunjung: 200 kg, 
which the household sold for Rp 15 000/kg. This suggests the possibility that beje can yield Rp 6–9 million per 
year to household income. 

Only in Katimpun were kolam (fishponds) implemented as a part of the 70% livelihoods packet. Kolam were an 
alternative for households who were both constrained by lack of land for a 1 ha rubber plantation and the land 
they owned was not subject to regular river inundation and hence was not suitable for beje. Kolam are 5m x 10 
m x 2 m deep, and always located behind a house. Because the kolam are close to the river, they fill through 
upwelling groundwater. Once the pH of these reach neutral (=7), they will each be stocked with 1 500 Nile 
perch and 2 000 patin, a local river fish. They will need to be fed with pellets and vitamins, and KFCP provided 
an incentive of Rp 1.375 million per kolam to allow people to make the initial purchases of these. In 
Kalumpang one person has autonomously trialled a kolam, and as it has already been successful, six latecomer 
households in Katimpun requested this as their (sole) livelihoods packet. 
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Table 14: Livelihoods choices made by households 

Village and Packet Phase I Phase II Village and Packet Phase I Phase II 

Kalumpang 235 0 Petak Puti 290 366 

Superior rubber 235 0 Fisheries 8 40 

Katimpun 180 202 Local rubber 0 27 

Fisheries 0 6 Superior rubber 282 244 

Local rubber 0 139 Agroforestry & local rubber 0 50 

Superior rubber 180 38 Agroforestry & superior rubber 0 5 

Agroforestry 0 2 Sei Ahas 237 240 

Agroforestry & local rubber 0 15 Fisheries 36 0 

Poultry 0 2 Local rubber 0 240 

Katunjung 189 196 Superior rubber 153 0 

Fisheries 13 7 Agroforestry & local rubber 48 0 

Local rubber 0 186 Tumbang Mangkutup 86 99 

Superior rubber 165 3 Fisheries 57 62 

Agroforestry & local rubber 11 0 Local rubber 0 33 

Lapetan 137 187 Superior rubber 22 0 

Fisheries 2 11 Agroforestry 0 4 

Local rubber 0 162 Agroforestry & local rubber 7 0 

Superior rubber 135 0 Tumbang Muroi 252 318 

Agroforestry 0 2 Fisheries 87 158 

Agroforestry & local rubber 0 11 Local rubber 0 93 

Poultry 0 1 Superior rubber 165 2 

    Agroforestry 0 3 

    Agroforestry & local rubber 0 58 

 
 
Grand Total 

 
 

1 596 

 
 

1 613 

Poultry 0 4 

 

2.7.3 Fish pens [keramba] and poultry  

To further satisfy the demand for fish, KFCP offered keramba (fish pen) following official requests that 
emanated from village meetings. During the second phase of the livelihoods packet, the dimensions of these 
wood-plank fish pens were 3 m x 2 m x 2 m, but for latecomers to KFCP’s livelihoods component, this 
increased to 4 m x 2 m x 2 m since they had received no other KFCP benefits previously (the larger the 
keramba, the greater the returns). These were to be stocked with the same species as are kolam, although 
there was some debate surrounding the replacement of Nile perch with catfish. As with the kolam, initial 
purchases of feed and vitamins were supported by the provision of Rp 1.325 million. Similarly connected with 
village requests, KFCP supported a poultry initiative for elderly women (Box 14 below). 

2.7.4 Agroforestry 

As with beje, KFCP’s agroforestry component arose out of community requests for diversification beyond 
rubber. The mix of tree species provided to an individual household varied; essentially, KFCP provided a 
smorgasbord of choices, from which people made their selections. Two different agroforestry packages were 
available in the second phase: 

1. Timber plus fruit trees and horticulture. 
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2. Local rubber plus fruit trees and horticulture. 

In each case, the fruit trees consisted of a choice of no more than three species among the available options: 
mango, durian, rambutan, cempedak, jackfruit, and a type of forest durian locally called paken. The 
horticulture options included chilli peppers, regular eggplant (aubergine), so-called Dutch eggplant, tomato, 
long beans, banana, and pineapple. The timber packet included choices among balangeran, gelam, and swamp 
jelutung. As with the rubber packet, KFCP instituted technical specifications for all tree species as well as for 
banana and pineapple, which had to be met before the seedlings/cuttings were distributed among 
households. The other horticultural species were distributed as packets of seeds. 

2.7.5 Other considerations 

Special attention to the vulnerable and marginalised 

KFCP trained the TPKs to prioritise vulnerable groups, such as female-headed households and poorer farmer 
groups. In Katimpun e.g. priority was given to female household heads (such as widows) with school-age 
children. But even within this general classification, only those who were truly poor and struggling, based on 
their ownership of land and other productive assets as well as their ability to generate income from these, 
were admitted into the category. The KFCP Gender and Grievance study (Solvang 2013) found that some 
female household heads participated in the most physically taxing of activities, such as reforestation in the 
deep peat and tatas blocking, despite community efforts at dissuasion. Perhaps, as that study suggests, out of 
necessity, female-headed households push the boundaries of what communities consider acceptable 
behaviour by women (ibid.), potentially helping to push gender and power balances for all women in the 
community. However, the study also found that other female-headed households and others were less likely 
to participate, providing recommendations for KFCP to continue its efforts to ensure women had access to the 
program. The study also discussed how elderly widows who are nominally head-of-households outsource the 
work among members of their extended families. Box 12 below depicts a counter-example to a more 
conventional view of struggling widows. 

Box 12: Not all female household heads are ‘vulnerable’ 

A widow, Tumbang Mangkutup 
At first glance, she would be a prime candidate for concern. She lives alone in a very small one-room house on 
the river, with an attached kitchen in which she cooks for herself. But appearances can be deceptive—she 
spends the night with one of her four children, rotating among them. She chooses to spend the days in her 
small house because ‘I’m used to working’. Furthermore, she’s quite well-off. She owns 12 ha of land (6 lembar 
SP) on which there is banana, jackfruit, mango, long beans, cassava, and Dutch eggplant (terong ase)], and her 
extended family consume some of her produce, and she sells the excess locally or to travellers passing by. 
Through KFCP’s forest seeds activities, she was able to earn Rp 5 million, with which she purchased four fishing 
nets (rengge), a motorised canoe [ces], and some gold as savings. She continues to fish nearly every day, and 
chose fishponds (beje) for her livelihoods packet as she foresees a day when she can no longer work, and can 
just wait for the harvest to present itself as the pond dries out. 

The team was unable to ascertain the existence of other potentially vulnerable or marginalised groups or even 
individuals.58 Women are often still confined to pre-determined gender roles, although this is countered by 
growing confidence and influence, as evidenced by their increasingly loud ‘voice’ in village decision-making 
forums, thanks to KFCP’s activities (see Box 21 on women’s participation).  

Youth and the elderly 

In what the SEIS team perceives as the singular omission in the KFCP program, little attention was directed to 
the needs of youth. Global best practices are replete with examples where young people have been 

58 Severely handicapped—mentally or physically—individuals in KFCP’s work area, as elsewhere in Indonesia, are carefully hidden away 
and never spoken of in public. 
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incorporated into project objectives through sports, games, competition, and educational outreach, both 
targeted and tangential. One wonders about the lost opportunities represented by KFCP’s blanket edict drawn 
from given child protection policies, as reported by all communities to the SEIS team, that nobody under the 
age of 17 was permitted to participate in KFCP in any way whatsoever (Freeman 2012).59 

In any case, the team found instances where this decree was honoured only in theory—communities were 
certainly well aware of it, but people, being people, were quite happy to work around it when it was in their 
best interests to do so. In Katimpun, one household emancipated the teenage sibling of the female head, who 
remains living with her parents, thereby obtaining separate ‘household’ status for her (via the issuance of a 
domicile card, the KTP) from village authorities, thus enabling her to register with KFCP and obtain a 
livelihoods packet. The girl appears to be today, at the time of writing, perhaps 18 years old. 

Children working alongside their parents is the way that both traditional knowledge and the work ethic has 
been passed across generations. This is seen as normal, and it does not interfere with the children’s 
education.60 Box 13 underscores how both parents and children view such work positively. More formally, in 
Katunjung during school vacations, the school principal organised work teams of middle-school youth to work 
and earn money rather than just hanging around idly.61,62 

Box 13: Working together as a family 

FGD TPK/TP, Tumbang Muroi  
‘Dayak children are trained from when they are very small to help with work, building canoes, making knives...’ 
Single mother, Katimpun  
The woman’s husband died ten years ago, when she was just 26 and her son 6 years old. She was forced to 
move in with her in-laws, a total of three families and 15 people, when they are all together, under the same 
roof. However, the men are mostly away looking for gold so there’s usually just nine people in the house. Her 
son, today 16 years old, participated in tree-planting for the reforestation activity, earning income under his 
mother’s name. 
Single mother, Katimpun 
 A woman in the same village had her husband die suddenly just over a year ago, while the family was 
participating in KFCP tree-planting activities. At the time, her son, then just 15, said, ‘Mother, you don’t have 
to work, let me take the place of Father. I would feel like I would be sinning if you would go to work.’ And so 
her son took her place, earning in her name, while she stayed at home, taking care of the family’s 3-year old. 
For the past 10 days her son has been working as a labourer on the nearby oil palm plantation, earning Rp 
50,000 a day, to be paid monthly—not as much as he made while working for KFCP, but enough to pay for 
their daily needs. 

KFCP made a special provision for the elderly in the second livelihoods tranche, when it offered packets better 
suited to weaker and more sedentary older people, perhaps especially the poultry component. It is worth 
noting, however, that the team encountered septuagenarians and octogenarians who are proud of their age 
and continued ability to work, to provide daily needs for themselves and to leave a legacy for their 
descendants. As Box 14 explains, KFCP’s packet helps in empowering the elderly, in allowing them to feel less 
dependent on their families, and in instilling pride in themselves in that they can still contribute to the 
household’s welfare. 

59 ‘[T]he TPK will make efforts to ensure that labour opportunities are distributed to all the groups within the village; however, 
implementation programs and reforestation activities will need to respect and conform to applicable government and donor policies 
relating to labour safeguards against forced labour and child labour, as specified in the Village Agreement.’  
60 Schools are in session only from two to four hours per day (six days a week). Assuming there is any school physical structure in the first 
place (in Taburu and Teluk Kajang), or any teachers even if there is a building (in Tanjung Kalanis, no teacher has been resident for the past 
18 months), or that appointed teachers actually show up for work (a common complaint across several KFCP communities). 
61 Unlike in other countries which have age-based grades, it is not unusual to encounter teenagers still attending primary school in rural 
Indonesia, their having had a late start. Middle-school ages not infrequently reach into the late teens. 
62 They worked on the reforestation component or land cleaning activities on people’s rubber plantations. 
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Box 14: Attention to the elderly 

A widow, Tumbang Muroi  

An elderly widow living with three families of her children in one house (a 
total of 15 people). She wants to continue contributing her share, but with 
her strength waning, it is becoming increasingly difficult for her to continue 
to catch fish. KFCP’s recent addition of poultry in its livelihoods packets has 
been a thankfully received bonus. KFCP provided the funds, and training 
through the Farmer Guide, in construction of a henhouse, and in the care 
and feeding of the chickens. The chickens are now free ranging during the 
day. KFCP provided 20 chicks two months prior, and while only 10 chickens 
remain [she slaughtered three that were always fighting, and seven were 
taken by snakes while still small]. True, she buys poultry pellets for Rp 50 

000/month, and mixes this with leftover rice, but she expects to be able to sell chicken meat for Rp 60 000/kg. 
In addition, of course, once they start breeding, she anticipates increasing her flock. 

Life and accident insurance 

Recognising there are risks to life and limb via people’s involvement in peatland rehabilitation and livelihoods 
activities, whether livelihoods or the work packages, KFCP introduced the concept of life and accident 
insurance. 

There were two types of insurance in KFCP, one through JAMSOSTEK, Indonesia’s social insurance scheme for 
private-sector workers,63 the other participatory Insurance (asuransi partisipatif/ swakelola). These applied 
when the community participated in a Work Package. 

JAMSOSTEK: the KFCP allocation per work package depended on the total amount of the contract (based on 
JAMSOSTEK policy for Jasa Konstruksi/Construction Services), at varying rates.64 This covered work-related 
injuries (JKK, Jaminan Kecelakaan Kerja) and work-related death (JKM, Jaminan Kematian). There were only 
three claimants who received JKM (Rp 14.8 million/person) and one person who received JKK (approximately 
Rp 3 million). 

Participatory Insurance: the amount of this per work package was Rp 10 000/HH. This insurance covered mild 
pain, fever, and injuries which cannot be claimed from JAMSOSTEK, but which required immediate medical 
attention. Those entitled to make such claims, did so directly with the TPK; KFCP considered this an internal 
village matter that did not require external tracking. 

 

2.8 Diffusion indices: overarching economic and welfare impacts  

Recalling that the diffusion indices can range between 0 and 200 (with 100 = neutral, no change, numbers 
>100 indicating improvement (see Quantitative data analysis page 25 and Annex C), all four categories of 
diffusion have increased (Table 15). In particular, it is striking that the quantitative data meshed so well with 
the qualitative assessment inasmuch as social impacts were reported as exceeding economic impacts (see 
later sections on social impacts). Further, in synchrony with the qualitative data, was that respondents 
reported much improved knowledge of peatlands, natural resources management, carbon emissions, and 
climate change—and more remarkably, expressed the desire to protect forests and peatlands. It needs to be 
underscored that this aligns with REDD+ goals. As for the ‘do no harm’ development principle, it is clear that 
respondent households feel significantly better off, in terms of household welfare and economy, because of 
KFCP’s activities. 

63 Mandatory insurance, based on UU No. 3/1992 and Kepmenaker No. KEP-196/MEN1999. 
64 From Rp 0–100 million: x 0.24%; Rp 100 million–400 million: x 0.19%; and Rp 400 million–500 million: x 0.15% 
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Table 15: Diffusion indices (welfare and economic impacts) 

Indicator Block A Block E Total 

Welfare Diffusion Index 159.0 159.0  159.0 

‘Other’ assets 200.0 197.2 198.4 

Household economy 198.1 193.1 195.2 

Gardens 197.1 177.4 185.6 

Household equipment/assets 163.5 166.4 165.2 

Land 128.8 161.6 148.0 

Transportation mode 140.4 149.3 145.6 

Agricultural equipment and machinery 139.4 121.2 128.8 

Livestock 104.8 105.5 105.2 

Economic Diffusion Index 197.8 192.0 194.4 

Livelihood impact on household economy 199.0 200.0 199.6 

Economic opportunity 199.0 196.6 197.6 

Assurance for land access 195.2 179.4 186.1 

 

2.9 Constraints to economic and livelihoods impacts 

There were two constraints operating in tandem during the first years of KFCP’s operations. Most importantly, 
villagers erroneously believed, or at least feared, that KFCP was a plot by outsiders to take control of their 
traditional lands. Since the MRP had in essence done that, and since this has also been the effect of oil palm 
plantations, they had a basis for this assumption. Add to this the negative experiences from other projects that 
the villagers accumulated (see Section 2.10), and the result was a distinct aversion towards any outsider 
entering a village, such as Tumbang Muroi. Suspicion of motives was what greeted KFCP staff in the project’s 
early stages, and this was reinforced when staff were recruited by KFCP who had previously been involved in 
prior programs under other NGOs/INGOs.  

However, using any alternative human resources for KFCP’s work in the field was not feasible. The pool of 
capable, trained professional community facilitators in all Central Kalimantan is limited and such people had to 
be able to speak the local language. Thus, it was only after the initial Village Agreements had been signed in 
2012 that the communities’ suspicions were allayed. The first article in the Agreement states that KFCP has no 
designs on land, and never will. The negotiation of Agreements was protracted, but once signed, work 
proceeded apace. However, the extended negotiation of the VA slowed the pace of delivery of the livelihoods 
packet.  

Staffing and the communities’ fears over their land resource were not the only constraints on livelihood and 
economic impact. Individually, some villagers admitted to being ‘lazy’ (refer e.g. to Box 45) and being reluctant 
to follow through on their commitments. Concomitantly, when the team asked village councils what factors 
contributed to reduced outcomes among resident households, invariably laziness was the one first mentioned. 

 

2.10 Differences between KFCP and other development projects 

2.10.1 Other projects 

The first major ‘development’ project descended on Kapuas in 1996, was the Mega-Rice Project (MRP; see 
EMRP previously). The impact on the environment of the MRP was severe, resulting in thousands of hectares 

KFCP Socio-Economic Impact Study  Page 53 
  



 

of cleared peatland forest and the construction of canals (some of which can be seen in Figure 1, criss-crossing 
Block A of KFCP’s project area). The MRP failed, not just in terms of the general absence of rice production on 
its planned 1 million ha, but also through the canals, which provided easy access for loggers, both 
concessionary and illegal. Hence, during the last decade or so those loggers have extracted voraciously, while 
the canals have quite efficiently drained the peatlands, setting the stage for peatland desiccation during the 
dry season and the resultant fires that further devastated forest areas in ensuing years (Muhamad 2001, 
Euroconsult Mott MacDonald and Deltares 2008).  

The MRP was not wholly welcomed by the indigenous villagers (Box 15) who explained that at the time few 
avenues of recourse existed.  

Box 15: The MRP 

A Muslim mantir  
‘At that time, I was the Hamlet Head [the hamlet had not yet become a village]. People first rejected it [the 
MRP], having the opinion that it damaged community rights. But after a government decision that everyone 
the MRP touched would be compensated for their losses, there were no more rejections. At the time, I was 
the one who managed this compensation for Katimpun, until the level of the Kabupaten, I worked on it until it 
was done. But now the land has come back, hasn’t it, to the people, one reason being KFCP, right? The 
community is planting balangeran and other trees, I don’t remember their names, this will help repair the 
forest.’ 
TPK member  
‘After MRP, it’s felt that when we go fishing, the catch is small, not like before when it was plentiful. Besides 
that, there are more fires, due to the canals that give people easy access to the forest. There are those who 
regret selling their land to the MRP, but what can they do, it’s already happened. In the future, if there’s a 
company that wants to buy land, it’ll be according to community consensus. But if it’s land where I’m 
conducting my own affairs, such as my rubber plantation, I’m not going to give it to them, nor if it’s the 
community’s forest land, we won’t give it to them. If these are sold, what will my dependants and I eat? It’s 
much better that we have our own land rather than working for another party, such as a company.’ 
Head of RT  
‘We never plant gemor, it’s hard to find its seeds now, the fires on the ex-MRP land killed all the trees.’ 

It was the failure of the MRP, and its final abandonment in March 2000 that has resulted in other development 
projects in what is now known as the Ex-MRP (EMRP) (Muhamad 2001) that preceded KFCP. One in particular 
earned the distrust of villagers for seeking to restrict forest access and for reporting illegal loggers and those 
involved in illegal gold sluicing to the authorities in the early years, resulting in a number of arrests. The 
qualitative research found that communities in general view this as heavy handed. Other programs provided a 
range of services for improved welfare including educational and fire-fighting equipment support. 

One observer with experience of KFCP and the situation prior explained the difference: 

• The level of KFCP’s engagement with communities was far greater than was other program.  
• KFCP adamantly demanded full transparency in all its dealings with the villages, which may at first have 

been only grudgingly accepted, but is now a source of pride among both the village authorities and the 
general population.  

• Lastly, and as the SEIS team can attest most convincingly from the perspective of the local inhabitants, 
KFCP insisted on equity especially when it came to the livelihoods packets, where everyone had to be 
included.  

Together, these three aspects of KFCP were responsible for the common remark the SEIS team heard, that 
there never has been a project as good as KFCP. In addition to the project components discussed in this 
document, KFCP undertook major scientific research projects. These science projects are not discussed here 
but are an added component not found in other programs. 
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Major finding: SEIS respondents believe that KFCP is by far the best of several projects that have been 
implemented in their area. 

2.10.2 REDD+ vs. the alternative, oil palm plantations 

In 1999 an estimated 80% of Kecamatan Mantangai’s citizens logged wood for a living, and there were very 
few who tapped rubber. By 2007, logging was on the decrease and as at the time of writing only 10% of the 
population was likely involved in this activity, because illegal logging carries many risks and there are more 
frequent raids to end it. However, there are many people working on oil palm plantations,65 likely almost 80% 
of the male working-age population, as foremen or common labourers, while others work at the coal terminus 
in Tanjung Kalanis. Still others engage in the search for gold. Those people who work at the companies also 
grow rubber, but usually it is their wives who tap the trees.66 A few individuals, one or two in each village, are 
engaged in ‘farming’ swifts for their bird nests. 

The presence of the oil palm corporations in the area has not been free from tensions, particularly around 
disagreements between companies and local communities that centre on payments. In the scenarios 
recounted to the team, initial agreements commonly involved the indigenous owners (who provided the land) 
while the company provided seedlings, fertiliser, and pesticides so that the land could be cultivated with oil 
palm trees. On harvest, the company was supposed to share profits with the landowners; however, the 
magnitude of the share split was obscured, and people complained that the companies merely harvested and 
processed the ripe palm fruits and shared nothing with the landowners. This issue has been discussed ad 
nauseum but to no avail. Indeed, in September 2013 a group of villagers occupied a government building in 
Kuala Kapuas to protest against an oil palm company that was accused of seizure of village lands (Parker 2013). 
In the KFCP project area, there were few supporters of oil palm plantations with the exception of Kalumpang 
village. Kalumpang did not sign the 2013–14 Village Agreement in part because its inhabitants were in 
disagreement over the merits of the industry and proposals for oil palm introduction in the area. More typical 
sentiments centre in the idea of ‘loss of freedom’, as portrayed in Box 16.  

Box 16: Cognisance of the negative consequences of oil palm 

FGD with TPK/TP, Tumbang Mangkutup  
‘Yes, oil palm plantations would provide jobs and wages for people, but does it guarantee a future for the 
people of the village? I now have only one child, but what if, in ten years, I have three? If all the land is under 
oil palm, how will they plant rubber? Is this oil palm capable of guaranteeing the people’s welfare? I 
understand that an oil palm plantation yields for only twenty years, and it leaves the land infertile. We, as the 
indigenous inhabitants, what do we get?’ 
Head of RT, Katimpun 
‘Who wants to be a labourer for them? Bound, to be like a horse led by its nose! Even if we stay poor, it’s 
better than being someone’s slave.’ 

 

Despite the ambivalent attitudes towards oil palm plantations, a number of young men from within KFCP’s 
work area (especially Mantangai Hulu and from the control village of Tanjung Kalanis) do work as day 
labourers on oil palm plantations. 

Main finding: There has been an appreciable amount of money pumped into the local economy through the 
work packages. Almost all households used this in part to purchase daily needs, but many were able to 
purchase household assets (perhaps especially important: televisions and the generators required to power 

65 There are six oil palm companies operating in Mantangai sub-district: Lipere, Dian Agro, Globalindo, Graha, RAS, and Handalan Perkasa, 
as well as two coal companies, PT. Kapuas Tunggal Persada and Bara Jaya Utama. Chief of the Demography Unit, Kecamatan Mantangai, 
pers. comm. with authors, February 2014. 
66 Administrative Officer, Kecamatan Mantangai, pers. comm. with authors, February 2014. The team did not have the opportunity to visit 
Timpah town to obtain parallel information for Timpah sub-district. 
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these) and invest in productive assets, with a substantial number able to put aside savings and/or finance their 
children’s education. 
Caveat: for most households, income derived from non-livelihoods work packages was certainly welcome, but 
overall would not have been substantial enough to be considered a windfall. 

 

Main finding: As a whole, the inhabitants of KFCP’s work area value and are protective of their independence, 
and do not desire for themselves or their children to become labourers on oil palm plantations. Yet if the 
plantations are present, they will avail themselves of the opportunity to earn income. 
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3 TRAINING AND CAPACITY BUILDING, GOVERNANCE AND INSTITUTIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS  

3.1 Training and capacity building 

Training and other capacity building activities began in 2010 with the commencement of field activities in the 
site. Following a training needs assessment (Week and Haryana 2013) KFCP further intensified its focus on 
building the working capabilities of TPKs and TPs in how to carry out their respective management, monitoring 
and consultation functions. KFCP also provided training and support to communities, village government 
functionaries, and customary leaders, on various aspects of good governance (e.g. administration, 
accountability and transparency), village planning, the right of people to participate in village meetings, 
customary land mapping, and in understanding of legal frameworks. Capacity building for other community 
members also included farmer field schools, training in facilitation skills to implement participatory wealth 
ranking and, inter alia, integrated spatial planning for land use.67 The Farmer Guides participated in Training of 
Trainers to assist in farmer field schools and for follow up with villagers, mostly oriented to practical matters. 
Such activities were the necessary stepping-stones for community readiness to meet the requirements of 
participating in KFCP activities (Jarrah et al. 2013). 

3.1.1 Village government functionaries, mantir, and TPK/TP 

Both village government functionaries and mantir adat were involved in a series of trainings, starting from the 
survey assessments and participatory planning exercises, and the development of the Village Medium Term 
Development Plans (RPJM-Des, known as Five-Year Village Development Plans) needed to access available 
government funds (Box 17). In a subsequent phase, the training covered REDD+, climate change, and training 
on the technical aspects of the activities in the KFCP program. Specific to the RPJM-Des, the training included 
roles and responsibilities of village government staff, thematic mapping, determining priorities, identifying 
problems, projecting costs, and more. 

Box 17: Training of village functionaries 

FGD with the TPK/TP, Tumbang Muroi  
‘Before KFCP, village government and functionaries [Pemdes, including kepala urusan, i.e. unit heads] only 
knew their job description, but not how to work, how to function. Because KFCP trained them, these officials 
now know how to work, as well as what the people expect of them. We can hold them to much higher 
standards.’ 
Member of Village Deliberation Unit (BPD), Tumbang Muroi 
‘KFCP trained all organisational units in the village. But not only village officials – ordinary people were elected 
to become Farmer Guides, and sent for training. Moreover, we’re proud of the fact that the seven KFCP 
villages in Mantangai were the first in the subdistrict to complete the village development planning document 
[RPJM-Des]. In fact, two of the villages were able to participate in the government’s community development 
program [PNPM] only after completing the RPJM-Des.’ 

The mantir adat, as the representative of customary law in the village (and there may be as many as three in a 
village, each representing one religion–Islam, Christianity, and Kaharingan), and others received additional 
training pertaining to customary law. The trainings covered the roles and responsibilities of customary leaders 
(provincial, district, and village levels) based on adat regulations (Peraturan Daerah/Perda No.16 2008), the 
process and verification of establishing adat land title (Surat Keterangan Tanah adat – SKTA), and the notion of 
customary land boundaries. 

67 The SEIS team did not observe the integrated spatial planning conducted by KFCP in 2014 (which builds on earlier mapping exercises) 
but maps for each village have been produced and can be found at http://www.forda-mof.org 
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With one exception (Mantangai Hulu), TPs were nominated by the Village Head (Kades), and most members 
therefore originated from the village government, the village representative council (Badan Perwakilan Desa – 
BPD), and mantir adat. This was designed to provide skills to these actors as representatives of the village, not 
only for monitoring KFCP activities, but also for future monitoring of activities undertaken through other 
government and privately funded development or REDD+ endeavours. As TP members, these people received 
training on verification (technical, social, and governance indicators), conflict management, facilitation 
techniques, organising and reporting activities, financial record keeping and reports, and the procurement 
process. 
 

3.2 Governance and institutional development 

Decentralisation, also known as Regional Autonomy, has been ongoing since 1999, under which a number of 
powers were devolved to the district level, although many districts have faced challenges in this process, for 
lack of human resources, adequate training, and budgets.68 For example, in Kapuas where KFCP is based, the 
district’s Protection Forest Management Unit (KPHL) in December 2013 had two staff and an annual budget of 
just Rp 3 million (AUD 283).69 The situation at sub-district level can be similarly hampered.70 As Central 
Kalimantan is a pilot province for REDD+, KFCP has provided training and support, data and instruments to 
many of such government functionaries at the provincial, district and sub-district level, such as the KPHL, 
people involved in the development of the regional greenhouse gas strategy and reference levels for 
emissions, and the Central Kalimantan government social safeguards team. 

The support for village level institutional development provided by KFCP (described above and below, 
including the training for leaders, the TP, and the TPK), has also been especially valuable for the purposes of 
skills development and good governance. The SEIS team found that this has resulted in the general expectation 
of, and the demand for transparency among the populace. The village spatial plans developed under the 
program have been published and representatives from the KPHL were involved in the process to integrate 
these with district plans. Further, in December 2013, Indonesia’s House of Representatives passed a new law 
allocating 10% of part of the State’s budget for Kabupaten to the nation’s 73 000 villages (Parlina and Halim 
2013), rendering the skills development supported by KFCP all the more important.  

3.2.1 Village level governance and institutional development benefits 

A village consists of a ‘mother’ settlement (desa induk) and, usually, one or more non-contiguous 
neighbourhoods (RT) and/or hamlets (dusun). KFCP instituted an inclusiveness policy at its inception that 
sought universal attendance at village deliberative decision-making meetings (musdes, also known as village 
meetings). Given the geographical dispersion of villagers at a distance from the desa induk, KFCP reimbursed 
costs to attendees to cover both transport and time, the latter only if the duration of the meeting went 
beyond a half day such that attendees were unable to attend to their own work. The SEIS team found that 
invitations to village meetings, even when not associated with KFCP or any of its activities, were routinely 
dispatched to these dispersed villagers—a practice which had not been routine at the onset of the program. By 
contrast, such invitation processes had only just begun at the time of the SEIS field visit in Tanjung Kupang—
the northern control community—indicating the better institutional development that was directly supported 
by KFCP and how this has led to an advantage over non-KFCP villages (Box 18). 

68 See analysis papers on decentralisation at www.smeru.or.id 
69 Kapuas KPHL staff, pers. comm. with authors December 2013. This staffing situation has now improved—there are now 20 civil servants 
in the Unit, but the budget ratio remains the same since the allocation is Rp 30 million. However, Bappeda, the District Development 
Planning Agency, is understood to be planning to fund KPHL in the amount of Rp 2.5 billion in future; the staffer, pers. comm. with 
authors, April 2014. 
70 Mantangai sub-district’s income derives only from licences, such as construction licences, but this is only for buildings not exceeding 36 
m2, whereas licence fees for the larger ones are funnelled to the district. Sub-districts also receive taxes from markets. In 2013, Mantangai 
sub-district’s target for income from these two sources was Rp 36 million (almost AUD 3400), but it was able to collect only 44% (AUD 
1495) of the target. Source: Government Administrator, Mantangai sub-district, pers. comm. with authors, February 2014. 
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Box 18: Control villages participation in village planning 

FGD Community Council, Tanjung Kupang (northern control community)  
‘Just precisely yesterday [15 January 2014], we were invited to join the desa induk to discuss the RPJM-Des. 
Previously, this never happened, we would only be informed of the result. We hope to be included in 
government activities or programs, and whatever else is offered, so that we can progress, just like other 
villages.’ 

Women now routinely participate in these musdes, and interviewees asserted they are no longer reluctant to 
speak up to voice their needs. This is discussed in detail in Section 4.1. KFCP also required TPKs and TPs to 
include women in their groups, at a quota of 30%. Because TPK members are elected during a musdes, while 
TPs are appointed, this 30% requirement has faltered somewhat over the years but nonetheless ranged 
between 20 and 30% over time. The SEIS team found that the requirement as it stands, together with KFCP’s 
training of female Farmer Guides, has undoubtedly empowered women and has created role models for 
others to emulate. 

The SEIS team also found that village government and village functionaries understand their jobs better 
because of KFCP training as discussed in Section 4.1. The training given to these people has resulted in a much 
greater comprehension of roles, responsibilities, and development ambitions, and greater confidence in public 
speaking. Outsiders have noticed this, as Box 19 explains. Within the KFCP villages there is considerable pride 
at their accomplishments, at being the first villages to have completed the RPJM-Des documents. 

Box 19: Public speaking 

FGD with village government, Pulau Kaladan (southern control village) 
‘If it’s improvements like speaking in front of the public, each time I’m in Kuala Kapuas [i.e., at district 
government], now all the village heads in KFCP’s area, they’re able to speak, they often raise their hand to ask 
for clarifications of the programs.’ 

One measure of the success of the TPK/TP model is that it was evident during the research that in some places 
there exists the desire to make these permanent village institutions (refer to Section 3.1.1). In all villages, the 
presence of the TPK/TP and their operations has meant that a culture of transparency has taken root, and the 
grassroots are willing to demand the same of their village government. 

Within seven of the current nine KFCP villages, village authorities view the VA very positively, and want a 
similar document drawn up for any future activities in their domain (although, some wish to simplify the 
language used in future documents). The team also found that at least one village government understood the 
roles and responsibilities of civil society organisations operating in the area, as well as the positive and 
potentially adverse impacts of their activities. This village instituted a requirement for full NGO accountability 
(see Section 3.2.1). 

External parties might have the opinion that isolated villages in Central Kalimantan must perforce be ‘less 
informed’ but this is certainly no longer the case in the KFCP area. As an indication of the changes that have 
taken place, consider the work of the TPK head in Mantangai Hulu, shown in Figure 17 (later in the document 
on decision-making and negotiation processes) and Figure 8 above. These represent, without exaggeration, 
highly sophisticated work. The TPK head credits KFCP with providing the training that has enabled his creativity 
and technical prowess. 

3.2.2 Fire suppression and prevention 

Prior to KFCP’s arrival, various government and non-government programs had all provided fire-related 
training and equipment. KFCP augmented these prior activities by providing a refresher course on fire 
prevention and suppression, well-drilling and fire-breaks training, fire management training and village fire 
management plan formation, joint exercises in mapping and investigation of fires, additional equipment, 
assistance in response to fires, and more. 
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KFCP also supported the re-establishment of village fire control teams (Regu Pengendali Kebakaran, RPK), 
where they had fallen into disuse, assuring inasmuch as possible women’s participation: Katimpun 48 (2 
female, 46 male), Sei Ahas 22 (1 f, 21 m), Katunjung 14 (14 m), Tumbang Mangkutup 14 (4 f, 10 m), Tumbang 
Muroi 15 (2 f, 13 m), Lapetan 14 (1 f, 13 m), and Petak Puti 43 (1 f, 42 m). It is of interest to note that Dayak 
custom mandates helping someone at risk from fire, with a fine of up to 30 kati ramu (1 kati ramu = 600 g of 
gold) imposable on those who choose not to assist (Anonymous 2008). 

During the dry season, fire patrols were activated. The RPK in each village was divided into sub-teams, 
consisting of three persons per sub-team. They patrolled areas noted on the village map as fire-prone areas. 
When they saw a fire, they reported to the village and mobilised a full suppression team together with the fire-
fighting equipment. Aside from technical support, KFCP provided the following equipment to each village: one 
pump, one set of hoses, including a nozzle, and one well-drilling set. The equipment is operationalised and 
maintained by the RPKs as per autonomous musdes decisions. KFCP provided suggestions as to how to 
operationalise and maintain the equipment during the musdes, but placed no demands for specific outcomes. 

To support fire suppression in the area KFCP assisted each village to develop wells in its Wilayah Kelola, i.e., 
the area planted by the community with economically important commodities, and still regularly accessed by 
the people. As such, high-priority was given to protecting community assets. The number of wells drilled per 
village and sponsored by KFCP included: Katimpun 5, Sei Ahas 5, Katunjung 5, Tumbang Mangkutup 5, 
Tumbang Muroi 15, Lapetan 5, and Petak Puti 10. 

3.2.3 Constraints to village level governance and institutional development 

The SEIS team was unable to identify, or even speculatively pursue, any real constraints in regard to 
governance and institutional development. Only in a minority of cases did those villagers interviewed highlight 
issues of good governance at the wider village government level, which trickles down to how the TPK/TP are 
regarded since the TP are appointed by the Pemdes The fact that villages questioned governance practices in 
one village is testament to growing transparency.71 However, this is not indicative of a dominant and 
prevailing trait and perceptions put forward by interviewees. In all other villages, grassroots respondents 
praised these institutions, particularly in the culture of openness and transparency that had arisen due to 
KFCP.  

Nor was there any evidence of real constraints on women’s participation under the program. Dayak men 
regard the women as equal partners—at work and at home—and generally it was found at the time of the 
study they did not deliberately attempt to exclude them from participation in village decision-making. What 
was needed to boost women’s involvement in these forums was exactly what KFCP provided: empowerment 
through certainty of participation, through being given a voice, and via role models within the ranks of the 
TPK/TP and Farmer Guides. As noted below, women felt increasingly empowered to voice their concerns in 
public forums. 

Major finding: Ultimately, KFCP’s repeated training forums and one-on-one discussions facilitated the 
necessary ‘community preparedness’ to engage and negotiate with KFCP. Meaningful bargaining power was 
derived from the skills built, understanding garnered, and self-confidence developed through the program. 
More than five years of capacity building is an informative message for future REDD+ projects. This, as 
envisaged, holds communities in the area in good stead for future land-use decisions and related negotiations 
with external entities.

71 Especially in one village, according to Global REDD+ Researcher, CIFOR, pers. comm. with authors, December 2013. 
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4 SOCIAL-RELATIONAL AND KNOWLEDGE IMPACTS 
The SEIS team found that the enhancement of social relationships within communities was one of the three 
significant impacts of KFCP, the other two being mindset/behaviour change (discussed in later sections below) 
and economic benefits (discussed previously).  

Table 16 below highlights that according to the diffusion index created from the results of the household 
survey (See Annex C), villagers generally perceived social relations had improved and that their knowledge had 
increased.72  

Table 16: Diffusion indices (social impact and knowledge) 

Indicator Block A Block E Total 

Social Impact Diffusion Index 199.0 194.8 196.6 

Communal decision making at village level 199.0 195.2 196.8 

Social relations and cooperation 199.0 194.5 196.4 

Knowledge Impact Diffusion Index (REDD+ outcomes) 186.9 178.8 182.3 

New knowledge 200.0 196.6 198.0 

Desire to protect forest and better management of natural resources, forests, and peatlands 192.3 188.9 190.3 

Knowledge about peatland and the importance of water management, drainage, and hydrology 172.1 149.6 159.6 

Knowledge related to peatland, carbon emissions, and climate change 183.0 180.3 181.4 

 

Further enhancements to the indicators in Table 16 were derived from qualitative research discussed below, 
and therefore should be considered as perceptions. The enhancements are elaborated in no particular order 
of importance, and for the most part, the SEIS team simply gave people the opportunity to speak for 
themselves comparing, where feasible, with the views of respondents in control villages. Crucially, when 
reading the boxes it must be kept in mind that it is not one person only who is airing an opinion, but one 
person who is speaking on behalf of many. The team heard the same threads consistently during the 
qualitative research work. 

 

4.1 Village governance 

Trust in village government has increased, due to the inclusiveness of community meetings (musdes) that KFCP 
insisted upon (Box 20). The universality of inclusiveness has meant, across all villages, that women were for 
the first time feeling empowered—in a public representative forum—to add their voice to the debate, and to 
sway village decision making (Box 21). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

72 It must be noted that Mantangai Hulu was not included in the survey as the program was no longer operating there, so views there may 
have differed. 
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Box 20: Women’s empowerment 

 

Visitors’ register of Sungai Tahawung, showing the Tumbang Muroi village head and his team’s message – ‘So that the 
community understands the meaning of the Village Agreement.’ 

Community meeting, Sungai Tahawung sub-hamlet 
‘Ten years ago, before KFCP, the village authorities never cared about us, never informed us of anything, never 
held consultations with us, never invited us to any planning meetings. If the village received any government 
funds, such as ADD [village budget allocation], APBD [district budget allocation], Tumbang Muroi kept it all, we 
received 0.0%. Since KFCP has been operational, we are always invited to village meetings, to socialisation and 
village regulations meetings, even to meetings to discuss the village master plan [RPJM-Des]. Our needs are 
finally being considered, whereas just two years ago, we were removed from the RASKIN (subsidised rice) 
program because Tumbang Muroi considered everyone in Tanjung Kalanis to be sufficiently wealthy. Because 
of KFCP’s insistence on program transparency, the village government itself has become more transparent.’ 

This contrasts with the situation in Tanjung Kupang, the northern control community, a hamlet:  

Women’s FGD, Tanjung Kupang  
‘The village authorities seldom come here, how would they know the problems that affect us? We’re 
reachable only by water; we can get in and out of the village only via the river.’ 

 

Box 21: Women’s participation 

Key informant, Petak Puti  
‘I like that my wife is a frequent participant in KFCP activities because she’s getting much more exposure to 
new information and gaining new experiences. If she was only a housewife, staying at home all the time, she’d 
be blind to the outside world.’ 

FGD with TPK/TP, Petak Puti  
‘The level of participation of women in village government such as the communal development planning 
meetings [Musrenbang] and other decision-making forums has increased. Before KFCP, women were never 
invited to the Musrenbang, and in any case they were not self-confident. But since KFCP has been involved 
with us, women are always invited to meetings and many speak out. And when we participate in KFCP work, 
we’re happy to be contributing to household expenses.’ 

FGD participant, Katunjung 
‘Nowadays there can be more women at a community meeting than men; before KFCP, very few women 
attended.’ 

Women’s FGD, Katimpun 
‘Before KFCP, it was usually only the men who’d gather in meetings. Now we women also attend community 
meetings; this has strengthened kinship ties. We now understand village regulations and know about the 
impact of fires.’ 

Farmer Guide, Katimpun 
‘Whenever there’s a village meeting now, if they invite us or don’t invite us, we go. It’s not that we’re looking 
for a fight, it’s not like that; we’re looking for what’s best, to discuss things, find a compromise.’ 
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Not all reports were so positive. An isolated RT in the north of the site was the one exception—it is located half 
an hour from the desa induk, the central village hamlet—and the RT was one of the more fractured of the 
communities the SEIS team visited, with greater internal discord among its members. There was little spirit of 
cooperation and so the idea of sharing a boat, and thus costs, was simply not considered. In one women’s 
FGD, women said: ‘No, we’re not usually invited to the village development planning process [Musrenbang; 
not one of the KFCP meetings], and even if we were, we’re not likely to go, it’s too far…’ KFCP had little or no 
influence on creating or perpetuating this discord—it preceded KFCP’s presence. 

 

4.2 Social-relational benefits 

4.2.1 Household reunification and harmony 

Because of income-earning opportunities, some men have returned home, once more taking up residence 
with their families (Box 22). More generally, the ability to earn money on a routine basis has had a positive 
impact on husband-wife relationships, with people reporting greater accord and harmony within households; 
this has been accompanied by diverse impacts on family planning (Box 23). 

Box 22: Men return home 

TP member 
‘Before KFCP, 30 households migrated out of the village to look for work; that number has dropped to 10, 
because people can earn enough from KFCP. Similarly, there has been a drop in the number of villagers 
involved in gold mining …’ 
Village official 
‘Before KFCP, 15% (of 246 total) households were engaged with illegal gold mining up-river; one-third returned 
because of KFCP and its activities.’ 
FGD participant 
‘Women are pleased with the work package offered in the village, even if the remuneration is small, since their 
husbands can stay in the village and they can work together, rather than being worried all the time if their 
husbands are away, perhaps enduring physical risk, perhaps becoming sexually and emotionally involved with 
another woman.’ 

Box 23: Diverse impacts on family planning 

Katimpun TP member 
‘Our wives are going to the Puskesmas [sub-district government health clinic] more regularly since KFCP came 
to the village, following KB [family planning] programs. That’s because we [the men] now have more regular 
hours, consistency in income, and thus less stress. And so our relationships are more intimate.’ 
Tuanan Pasir, Women’s FGD 
‘Our husbands no longer choose to leave the community to look for gold [in the vicinity of Tumbang Muroi]; 
it’s comfortable and more secure to have the men at home, so there’s been a baby boom … .’ 

4.2.2 A more worry-free existence 

The release from the tension of meeting daily needs is reflected in other ways too (Box 24). The emotional 
‘space’ allowing for time spent by adults on recreation is an indication of how the community has been able to 
develop its human potential. 
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Box 24: Young people’s engagement 

 

A badminton match with bets 

TP member, Katimpun  
‘Young people’s engagement in sports activities, especially 
badminton and volleyball, has increased because of KFCP. 
This is because we have a regular income, and known times 
for working. People have learned to budget their household 
income, and they allocate some of their income for 
pleasure. After a day’s work, they want to recreate and 
refresh, and they choose a healthy activity such as sports. 
It’s true that there are friendly wagers, but it’s only to the 
extent that the losers have to buy soda for the winners.’ 

4.2.3 Enhancing inter- and intra-community cohesion 

More than increased intra-household harmony, more than the relief from worry, KFCP has had the effect of 
increasing inter-household harmony, of building community cohesion (Box 25) and enhancing the social 
compact (Box 26). 

Box 25: Building a sense of community 

RT Head, Katimpun  
‘We help each other, if there’s a group that’s not yet finished their work assignment, we’ll help them. That’s 
enhanced our mutual cooperation. Also, we used the KFCP retention funds for the prayer houses; Rp 20 million 
to build a new, larger mosque; Rp 13 million for the Kaharingan temple; and … I forget, for the churches, but 
there are two, and they divided it between them. Like for the celebration of the Prophet’s birthday last 
January, the women could attend. Before in the old mosque, it was small, not everybody could attend. Now on 
Lebaran [Eid], the new mosque is full, really full. The new mosque is so nice that we regularly get travellers and 
traders stopping in for Friday prayers.’ 
Women’s FGD, Katimpun 
Katimpun village is a long strip of about 2.5 km from south to north, on the west bank of the Kapuas River. It 
consists of three neighbourhoods [RT], with RT01 being separated from the other two by about a 300 metre 
stretch of unbuilt land. This is enough of a gap that there used to be little commerce or exchanges of any kind 
between it and the other two RT. Women said: 
• ‘We gathered together frequently for the reforestation activity, and got to know each other well, not just 

by name but also by face. This built up our reliance on one another.’ 
• ‘Today, I’m not reluctant to ask my neighbours for some vegetables or to borrow some fertiliser.’  
• ‘And before, we didn’t know that there were people in RT01 selling fish and vegetables, now if we need 

some and there’s none to be had here, we’ll go over there. Before KFCP, we’d never go down there since 
we didn’t know people there and didn’t know what to talk about, now we can go and buy fish and talk 
about KFCP.’  

• ‘If there’s to be a ceremony because of a death or for a celebration, we gather to console and ease grief 
for a death, and for both walk around asking for contributions.’  

• ‘Before KFCP, only a few people gathered to recite the Koran, and only a few participated in the mutual 
loan group [arisan]; now because there’s more money in the community, more people come to the Koran 
recitation since there’s also an arisan after it’s finished. And we all gather now to celebrate the Prophet’s 
birthday, unlike in the past when nobody from RT01 would be involved.’ 
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• ‘If someone is going to the market [in Mantangai], we’ll now entrust them to buy important things for us, 
like medicines.’ 

• ‘Because of the trust we’ve built, lots of people now take on buying clothes on credit in RT03.’ 

Box 26: The social compact 

Religious leader, Katimpun 
‘The Sunday collection has doubled since KFCP came to the village. One TP member makes regular 
contributions from his KFCP incentives. Moreover, crime seems to have declined. In the few years before KFCP 
arrived, our house [just behind the church] was broken into three times. There’ve been no such incidences 
since KFCP raised the community’s economy. There have been no negative effects of this—people don’t 
gamble more than they used to, they don’t go out and get drunk more than before, and there’s been no 
increase in prostitution.’ 
Religious leader, Katimpun 
‘Nowadays, we collect Rp 500 000 or more every Friday. Before KFCP, people would make their contributions 
only on Lebaran [Eid]. The obligation paid by the wealthy has increased 50% over what it was before KFCP, and 
the annual Lebaran contribution from the congregation has also increased substantially; we distribute this 
money to widows, orphans, and the poor. Lebaran celebrations have become much merrier since people have 
more money to spend. Attendance at Friday prayer-study meetings has increased, particularly that of 
women—I don’t know why this is, but apparently women are more diligent. The annual feast for Islamic 
scholars has increased, too, not a lot, but some; this is not obligatory, and it is organised by the head of 
household with a few people invited from his immediate vicinity.’ 
RT Head, Katimpun  
‘Now that the women know each other better, they prefer to buy fish, vegetables from each other, rather than 
from the itinerant klotok stores.’ 
FGD, Tanjung Kalanis  
‘I used to be the Farmer Guide, but I resigned because I understand KFCP’s goal of parity. So I told the new 
Guide, don’t do this for the money, or for the honour. Do it to help the community.’ 
FGD Village Council, Tumbang Muroi  
‘Before KFCP, whenever the village flooded, we had to stay and endure it. Now we have a choice – we can go 
up away from the river to our upland plots. Before we accepted KFCP’s rubber and agroforestry packages, the 
land remained wild; now it’s clean. Today if the village floods, we gather as a group, and leave together; we 
erect temporary shelters once we’re there. It’s much more comfortable to do this together than individually.’ 

There is increased communication and exchange of information inter-village, formally via the KFCP-supported 
Inter-village Communication Forum (FKAD), informally among individuals invited to KFCP training sessions. 
Training sessions have also allowed people to build professional networks (Box 27). Extended families with 
members scattered across several villages discuss KFCP when they get together. In at least one case, this has 
led to dissemination of knowledge across the KFCP project boundary (Box 28). 

Box 27: Networking 

RT Head, Katimpun  
‘I got the telephone number of the agricultural extension officer when I was at the Palangka Raya meeting 
[KFCP’s training on the RPJM-Des]. I’ve already called him for his advice about paddy [rice]. So I’m building a 
network.’ 

Box 28: Dissemination outside project boundaries 

RT Head, Katimpun  
‘KFCP took all of us from the village government to Palangka Raya, to the Nuansa Hotel, to train us how to 
complete the RPJM-Des. At first we were confused, this is all new to us, right? After we were given the 
directives by the instructor, little by little we started becoming familiar with it, until we knew all about the 
RPJM-Des. Before, who knew anything? The RPJM-Des is from KFCP, which built our capabilities. Just try to 
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find a village that can complete it all by itself! If the village hadn’t entered KFCP, we wouldn’t be able to, 
either. The RPJM-Des teaches us how to develop the village, gives us a way to develop the village, KFCP taught 
us how to write the draft e.g. if we want to build a bridge, how to clarify the materials needed and how to 
compile the costs. I was born in Lahei Mangkutup village near Timpah, where they say, “Of course you’re 
comfortable! Everything’s given to you by KFCP! Do this, do that … Why not yet for us?” I teased them, “Sell all 
your land, sell it until it’s finished, sell it to the oil palm company. Who’ll want to come here after that?” In 
Katimpun, we have never, will never, sell our land to a Company. They reply, yes, that’s our fate. They’ve sold 
their land, and now they’re jealous of us. But I help them where I can, help them with their RPJM-Des.’ 

4.2.4 Reducing cultural isolation 

The money earned from KFCP has allowed villagers to buy consumer items, such as a television set (and in 
some cases, the generator needed to power it). This, according to interviewees has reduced isolation, allowing 
people to feel more a part of Indonesia (Box 29). In some cases, it has also had a positive effect on allowing 
both adult heads-of-household in a family to work free from concern over childcare, as also explained in the 
box below. 

Box 29: Knowledge of the wider world 

Katimpun village secretary (SekDes) 
‘Before KFCP, my in-laws had no idea who SBY [President Susilo Bambang 
Yudhoyono] is. Because of KFCP, they were able to buy a television. Now 
they’ve not only seen SBY, they have also seen Jakarta!’ 
Village Secretary, Sei Ahas  
‘About half the village (of 246 households) bought a television from KFCP 
money, to see the world, get information. This meant that they also had to 
buy the small generator to power it. Now we’re all connected to 
electricity.’ 
Head of RT, Katimpun  
‘Now if Jakarta floods, we can view it. We know about the outside world. I 
bought the DVD player from the Village Head, from KFCP money. Now both my wife and I can go to work on 
our land. Or my wife will leave the house at 8, come home at 3, she searches for rattan. If the youngster cries, 
all his sisters need to do is turn on the DVD, and all’s calm.’  

Increasing education opportunities 

Last, but by no means least, KFCP has had an impact on people’s ability to access education for their children 
(Box 30). Middle schools are uncommon in the KFCP working area (refer to Table 2 above), high schools even 
rarer. Some people viewed education as a way for their children to escape the village, to become civil servants 
and live in a town. Others, as explained below, regarded education as an experience that will train their 
children to think. By the very fact that KFCP offered income opportunities and an alternative livelihood in the 
village, some entire families formerly engaged in artisanal gold sluicing have returned home, which presents 
their children with the opportunity to enter school for the first time (Box 31). 

Box 30: Education 

Mantir adat, Katimpun  
One daughter age 13, can now attend middle school in Kuala Kapuas, because of the money he has earned 
through KFCP. [In Indonesia, primary and secondary schooling is nominally free, but there can be substantial 
expenses, including uniform, text and exercise books, parent-teacher association fees, and incentives parents 
band together to provide for teachers, who are relatively poorly paid.] He is able to pay these costs, and her 
living costs through KFCP earnings. This contrasts with his experience before KFCP, when his other two 
children had to drop out of middle school. 
Village official, Sei Ahas  
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Before KFCP, just four households from the village could afford to send their children to middle [there is a 
middle school in Katunjung, but the respondent claims its quality is poor] or high school in Kapuas or further 
afield. Now with KFCP, 15 households can do so, including his. He pays Rp 750 000 per month for board and 
lodgings for his child to attend middle school in Kapuas. 
FGD, Katimpun 
‘We’ve used some of the retention funds to renovate our school teachers’ housing. We’d had that in the 
village annual plan for five years, but government didn’t respond. The houses were in a very bad state, and 
four of our six teachers, who live in Pulau Kaladan, refuse to stay here. They’d come by ces, but they’d often 
arrive late, and if it would be raining, they wouldn’t come at all. Then they’d leave early, so they could get 
home before dark. We hope if the houses are fine, they’ll stay here with their families. Education is a priority 
for our children, so that they learn to think. Without education, they’ll remain stupid, and poor. With 
education, they can learn to manage their lives well; they won’t have to work for someone else.’ 

 
Derelict official teachers’ accommodation, 
Katimpun 

 
Community-built teachers’ accommodation,  
Katimpun (in process, January 2014) 

 

Box 31: Changing livelihoods options 

Villager, Tumbang Muroi 
‘I used to work on the gold sluices, and I took my wife and two children with me. Because of KFCP, we returned 

to the village two years ago, and were allocated land—36 m wide, 400 m long, 
with our names officially recorded [with an SKT]. I’ve chosen a mixed 
livelihoods packet, improved rubber and fruit trees [mango and rambutan]. I 
received 130 rubber trees first, and the Farmer Guide taught me how to space 
them, as well as 30 fruit trees. I’ll get more fruit trees in the next phase. We 
intend to sell the fruit in Danau Rawa village [on the other side of the river]. 
Now that we have land and trees to take care of, I can’t be away searching for 
gold, and so my children can now attend school. It’s hard … I fish to sell and 
earn money, and often there’s no catch. But it’s still better than being on the 
sluices.’ 

 

4.3 Mindset and behaviour change: skills development, knowledge generation, 
and learning 

4.3.1 Learning by doing 

KFCP was from its inception defined and implemented as a REDD+ demonstration project, and recognised as 
such by both governments in the partnership. Embedded in this concept is ‘learning by doing,’ which in general 
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implies an informed trial-and-error approach, evaluating new experiences and adapting this knowledge to 
refine a project’s forward momentum. Certainly this is what occurred during KFCP’s work with the 
communities, for it commissioned evaluations of its progress (in e.g. gender, safeguards, and the internal 
processes of village agreements) to which it responded programmatically, as well as responding to the growing 
understanding in Indonesia and subsequent Indonesian policy frameworks of what constitutes Free Prior and 
Informed Consent. It also took into account the feedback of the local communities and amended its delivery 
methods, most importantly opening up the ways in which options could be selected and combined for the 
second phase of the livelihoods packet. These were changes that are recognised and lauded in the 
communities (Box 32). 

Box 32: Support for the livelihoods packet 

FGD with Community and Religious Councils, Tumbang Muroi  
‘Not all [parts/design/options in] the livelihoods packet came from KFCP. It listened to local knowledge, and 
then divided the livelihoods packet, so that it included local rubber, for example.’ 

4.3.2 Knowledge, skills development, and changing fire practices 

Knowledge and technical transfer are key components of KFCP’s program and range widely, including the Field 
Schools that KFCP encouraged at least one person from each household to attend. Through the specialised 
Training-of-Trainers knowledge and capabilities were imparted to the Farmer Guides, and the some trainings 
permitted skills to be transferred to village government and adat functionaries. Taken as a package and 
combined with the inducement of alternative livelihoods (Box 33), the net effect can be justifiably termed a 
‘blossoming of awareness’. It is true that not all people demonstrate this raised awareness but there is 
assuredly a core group that do, and from the evidence in the field the SEIS team is confident of this group’s 
expansion were KFCP to continue. KFCP project planners were unable to predict with any certainty such an 
outcome, but learning from their experience it is crucial for REDD+ project planners to appreciate the need for 
flexibility to accommodate the potential emergent context-specific issues and change the pace and sequencing 
of delivery accordingly as did KFCP.  

Box 33: Organising livelihoods 

TPK member, Tanjung Kalanis and Sungai Tahawung 
‘Before KFCP, making a living was chaotic, disorganised. But now, our labour is targeted, formed with the 
expectation of it becoming the source of our livelihoods.’ 

Of all the positive socio-economic aspects of KFCP, and there are indeed many, this change in mindset, which 
in many cases manifested as changes in behaviour, was most apparent to the SEIS team during the research. 
Many interviewees recounted that what was once a conservative, traditional populace is beginning to believe 
that destructive practices are against their best interests (Box 34). It was evident that this was much aided by 
the Dayak concepts of provenance, belonging, and continuity, for as people expressed to the SEIS team, they 
inherited the land from their ancestors, and they wish to leave a legacy to their descendants (Box 35) that 
continues the bond between the land (as producer) and a strong, independent, and self-sufficient people.73 

Box 34: Forest protection 

Villager FGD, Tanjung Kalanis  
‘We want to go back to our traditional livelihoods, and so are content with the KFCP concept of protecting the 
forest. In the past, we did not set fire to the forest ‘just because’; the forest is not our foe. We set fires to clear 
land for our rubber plantations and to make temporary fishponds. We’d burn the peat down to make a 

73 Anonymous, 2008, in Article 87 in Hukum adat Dayak Ngaju (Customary Law of the Ngaju Dayak) states, ‘Our ancestors were proud and 
happy when capable of leaving orchards [kebun buah] to posterity. They did not want to split the land among their descendants; they 
wanted them to own it collectively.’ [Orang tua jaman dulu, bangga dan bahagia apabila mampu meninggalkan kebun buah kepada anak 
cucu. Bahkan dia tidak mau membagi bagikan agar anak cucunya memiliki secara bersama.]   
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depression, which water would fill, in which swamp grasses would grow, and into which fish would swim 
during the rainy season, making them easy to catch during the dry season. Since KFCP arrived, and we agreed 
to its ‘no burn’ target, we’ve stopped making these ponds. Instead, many of us accepted the fishponds [beje], 
part of the livelihood packet.’ 

Box 35: Changes in fire practices 

Villager SWR=4 (poorest), Petak Puti 
‘I chose rubber from the choices of the livelihoods packets because most other people did, too. This offers 
security. I grew rubber in the past, but lost my trees in the 2006 fire. People who did not own rubber 
plantations would frequently set fires in the forest in the past, to clear land. Now that everybody has invested 
in rubber, no longer are fires deliberately set. I do not expect to get much benefit from my rubber, since I am 
old [aged 55], but I want to leave a legacy for my children and grandchildren.’ 

In rare cases, awareness transcends the local level, and reaches the global (Box 36), and is combined with a 
deep understanding of what REDD+ represents.  

Box 36: Changing other practices 

FGD with TPK/TP, Tumbang Mangkutup  
‘People’s understanding is very important. Before, we felled trees, to get money, to buy rice, to buy snacks for 
our children. We electrocuted fish. Whatever the activities of the community, it is to provide for household 
needs. People did not realise that this would trigger economic unsustainability and that if the forest were 
continually cut, that it will influence the condition of the world. An example of such impact is … if in the future 
my descendants want to fell balangeran, will there still be any left? Are people aware that if we fell the entire 
forest, what will happen in ten or twenty years if our children or grandchildren want to build a house? If there 
should be any left, will these have a diameter sufficiently large to use for house building? REDD+ clarifies that 
we may fell timber, but there must be regulations to assure sustainability so that there is timber for today and 
timber for tomorrow. If there are unrestrained activities such as there are now, our forest will be finished. If 
Indonesia engages in such destruction, of course there will be an influence on the whole world, all countries 
will feel it. So the government must raise the consciousness and understanding of the people.’ 

This interviewee’s understanding is perhaps due in large part that he is one of the few people in the project 
area to have graduated from university. While such knowledge of the global linkages to REDD+ is not generally 
reflected in the general population, the sustainability and legacy aspects are (as highlighted in the preceding 
and forthcoming boxes). He also claimed that perhaps only 10% of the population have such a global-local 
understanding of REDD+. 

For some time this respondent cited in Box 36 has been observing KFCP, carefully considering its implications, 
and mentally documenting changes. Because his perceptions are so cogent, the team include several excerpts 
below (Box 37). Since he is a prominent member of the TPK, he has the ability to speak influentially with many 
people in his community. As discussed in Section 5 on lessons learned, other REDD+ projects should identify 
such local champions and determine how to engage them to spread their inspirations and aspirations more 
widely. 

Box 37: Internal advocacy and behaviour changes 

FGD with TPK/TP, Tumbang Mangkutup  
‘Before, we didn’t know that our actions impacted other people—now we know. What will remain from KFCP 
has nothing to do with the amount of money it distributed to us, nor with the work we did. Instead, KFCP is 
already capable of demonstrating a REDD+ project. REDD+ is like an exhibition, the identifying feature of which 
is showing that livelihoods for local communities don’t have to destroy the environment.’ 

Participative processes:  
FGD with TPK/TP, Tumbang Mangkutup  
‘The success of KFCP can be demonstrated by a change in people’s pattern of thinking. You only need to look 

KFCP Socio-Economic Impact Study  Page 69 
  



 

at the list of attendees at meetings where there’s no money [i.e. attendance incentive]. If they’re still coming 
when there’s no money, it means their mindset has really changed.’ 
Religious leader, Katimpun  
‘Since I’ve been attending the meetings regularly, I’ve met and got to know many people I wouldn’t have 
otherwise.’ 

Changes in attitude:  
FGD with TPK/TP, Tumbang Mangkutup  
‘You only need to compare this village to one where there’s no KFCP presence. Don’t forget that the goal of 
KFCP is for us to improve ourselves. We can’t today say for sure that if there’s no KFCP that things will revert to 
how they were before. What we can say is that before, when people planted rubber, they did so and then just 
let it be, looked for work, felled timber, then two or three years later went to check their plantation. Since 
KFCP has come here, people know how to plant rubber properly, how to tend the saplings, how to fertilise 
them, how to protect them against fire.’ 

Among the set of positive influences of KFCP evidenced in the field, yet one more needs to be highlighted. 
Program managers realised that any sudden windfall of cash could quickly be frittered away, with nothing 
enduring to show for it. Hence, the program strove to teach people to use the money appropriately (Box 38). 
Villagers described how the habit very much focused on money as a here-today-gone-tomorrow proposition 
has started to abate, with people beginning to think more strategically. 

Box 38: Long-term planning 

Villager, Tanjung Kalanis and Sungai Tahawung 
‘KFCP advised the people on how to use money, to not throw it away on gambling or liquor, and people 
understand this, that they must guard the future of their children. Logically, people should seek to gain 
experience. What if we get Rp 10 million today? In a week, it will be gone. What did we get from that money? 
KFCP is ensuring the future of our children and grandchildren. Our experience and knowledge ensures their 
future. If we don’t think of the future, how can we develop? God will not change anyone’s destiny except if we 
try to change it ourselves. Before KFCP, there was never a government program that encouraged people to 
think of the future.’ 
FGD with TPK/TP, Tumbang Mangkutup  
‘If there would be a choice between KFCP’s package and simply money, most of us realise that it’s better with 
the package. Money comes, money goes. If someone should suddenly get Rp 100 million it would be gone in 
two hours. He’d buy a car, transfer money to his relatives, buy mobile network credit. It would all be used up. 
With rubber or fishponds, it’s for a lifetime, it’s not just the packet, it’s the knowledge, too.’ 

This understanding that KFCP’s program is better than merely money is widespread. People take great pride in 
the knowledge they have gained, in the improvement in their self-confidence, for women in their greater 
significance in the village as partners in decision-making, and in the hope that the alternative livelihoods 
packet provides them future income stability. In FGDs among both men and women along the length of the 
project area—when discussing the ‘either-or’ choice between the KFCP approach (tranche payments using 
indicators of performance in work packages) or simple, large cash transfers—both genders resoundingly 
preferred the KFCP approach over large cash transfers.74  

It was evident from interviews that one reason why KFCP has been able to make significant progress, is that 
villagers who were initially cautious understood and were convinced of the approach after observing some of 
the initial activities, and then becoming active participants.. When new opportunities were then offered and 
new concepts and methods were introduced, people were willing to listen and partake in activities (Box 39). 

 

74 One community had previously received a cash transfer of Rp500 000 from a different initiative (not KFCP) but still FGD respondents 
preferred the KFCP approach of tranche payments for performance under work packages.  
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Box 39: Turning disbelievers into believers 

Villager, Mantangai Hulu  
‘Before KFCP, indeed the people of this place sowed seeds and then replanted the seedlings, but few 
succeeded like this. It’s not like we didn’t have experience, just that we needed additional experience. It’s like 
that with the seeds; if it’s beans, maize, rice, we have plenty of experience, we have always done that. But to 
plant forest trees, well, we’ve never done that. After KFCP arrived, not everyone, but many people rotated 
through each RT’s work group, planting a total of 122 210 forest seeds. After the first phase, when people 
could see that their work was not in vain, then those who’d participated often debated with their friends, 
those who hadn’t yet. Those who were still sceptical said that the result would be nil, that there’d be no 
money earned. But in fact, by following the technical guidelines, they succeeded. The main point we learned is 
to construct the plastic shading, to make it concave. We couldn’t believe the plants would survive under there 
in the heat and humidity, especially when it’d be sunny! We ourselves would almost faint under there, what 
about the plants? But they thrived. We didn’t believe in it before, only after we’d done it did we believe. We 
saw that under the shading, 90% of the seedlings survived, while only 60% did in those left out in the open.’ 

Indeed, quantitative data supports the qualitative findings above that the introduction of KFCP in 2009 has 
changed the attitude of communities towards using fire for land clearing. In 2008, burning during land clearing 
was very common (Page et al. 2009). In 2011 such cases seem to have been significantly reduced (in some 
villages to zero), but that outcome should be qualified by acknowledging that both 2010 and 2011 were 
exceptionally wet years which greatly reduced the potential for wildfires. In 2008, more than 1800 ha were 
burned for land clearing in KFCP target villages, dropping dramatically to only about 5 ha in 2011 (Table 17). 
However, 2012 was a relatively dry year, and deliberately set fires occurred within the KFCP work area. 
Although burned area scars from remote sensing imagery have not been analysed for all villages, the two 
quantitative measures available show a two-thirds reduction compared to 2008; while 81% of these fires had 
been deliberately set, they were mostly confined to areas that had previously been burned (Graham et al. 
2014).75  

Table 17: Burning for land clearing and burned areas by village, 2008–2012 

Block/Village 
Any burning cases?a Burned areas (ha) 

2008 2011 2012 2008 2011 2012 

Block A Target Villages: 

 Mantangai Hulu Yes Yes Yes 99 1 NL 

Kalumpang Yes Yes NL 99 1 UNK 

Katimpun Yes No Yes 300 0 113 

Sei Ahas Yes Yes Yes 325 1 140 

Katunjung No No NL 0 0 UNK 

Control Village: 

Pulau Kaladan Yes Yes UNK 800 2 UNK 

Block E Target Villages: 

 Petak Puti Yes Yes NL 10 2 UNK 

Tumbang Muroi Yes No NL 1000 0 UNK 

Control Village: 

Lawang Kajang No No UNK 0 0 UNK 

a NL = not listed; UNK = unknown. Sources: PODES 2008 and PODES 2011, BPS; KFCP, 2012. Note that the PODES data may underrepresent 
burning as it is based on reports by village heads. 

75 ‘The intact (primary and secondary) forest which covers most of Block E (and parts of Block A) had very few hotspots. The majority of 
hotspots occurred in the 6–8 m peat area—at several kilometres from the villages. Hotspots rarely occurred in forested areas, instead 
being found predominantly in the ‘Mixed shrub and grasslands’, ‘Swamp shrub’, and ‘Swamp’ forest land area classifications. Hotspots 
most commonly occurred in areas that had already burnt (1–3 times).’  
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KFCP’s 2014 household survey data reveal that nearly 90% of households have changed the way they use fire 
for land clearing, broken out into the following responses: 

• careful burning (77%) 
• jointly burning land with other residents (80%) 
• no more burning (19%)  
• other forms (100%) such as controlled burning and/or use of string trimmers or brush cutters (grass- and 

brush-cutting machines). 

Major finding: Any REDD+ project must by definition became a mutual learning process, as both the project 
representing REDD+ and the communities find ways to implement the on-the-ground activities designed with 
REDD+ outcomes in mind. Project developers must plan for the time it takes to build trust as well as the years 
of capacity building required to achieve understanding of the technical and other processes required. 

4.3.3 Understanding REDD+ 

As previously noted, Indonesia is the third largest emitter of carbon dioxide and other GHG, mostly 
attributable to deforestation and fires. Of all the various types of dry and rainforests in the country, forests 
growing on peatlands store the greatest quantity of above and belowground carbon per unit area, and have 
therefore been assigned the highest priority in REDD+ planning, both domestically and internationally.76 
However, Week et al. (2014) note that fire management and sustainable forest use forms an important 
intersection between the global and local benefits of REDD+, since the Dayak understand very well that fire 
harms their health and livelihoods.77 Linking the two scales, global and the local interests, is at the core of the 
‘consent’ issue, and is discussed below. 

A previous KFCP study (Jarrah et al. 2013) stipulated the following:  

As the villages’ own development plans, and 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 communities, KFCP will be contributing to 
their ability to influence the future direction of REDD+ in Central Kalimantan. 

Indeed, village spatial plans were produced in 2014 under KFCP,78 and the District KPHL has consulted with 
villagers in the area on this and on wider land-use plans, indicating that headway has been made in the above-
mentioned process. 

While KFCP provided communities facilitated technical guidance through some seconded staff, and field staff 
regularly disseminated information on REDD+, no professionally-led training conducted by external experts 
concerning REDD+ concept was provided. Nevertheless, the net result of this socialisation, coupled with the 
ways and means by which KFCP has been implemented, have also resulted in the above-cited congruence 
indeed taking shape. The SEIS team noted the following as being true throughout the length of the KFCP 
project area—based on its two control villages—and more broadly across the peatland forests. The team 
found that people were primarily concerned about meeting their daily needs. They are prepared to cease less 
tenable activities (logging, gold sluicing, wildlife trafficking) if a reasonable alternative source of livelihood is 
provided. In this regard, they recognised that rubber has the potential to generate significant household 
income, and are prepared to invest time and energy in creating their own rubber plantations, and were 
grateful for the help KFCP provided. There was wide understanding that KFCP had no designs on their land. 

76 Besides the issue of carbon sequestration, lowland peat forests harbour the last major refuges of the endangered orangutan. 
77 Morbidity, transport, erosion of peat domes, and impact on fisheries. 
78 See the maps at http://forda-mof.org 
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It was clear the communities were increasingly aware that the future for their descendants might be impaired 
because of land-use decisions made today. They were also cognisant that the destruction caused by the MRP 
and how subsequently natural resources were managed (without rehabilitation efforts) compromised the 
ability of future generations to have any forest to use (where insufficient trees remained for them to even 
build a house). They fear fires, both because the smoke causes physical distress and the flames threaten their 
livelihoods and homes, and are prepared—if not quite fully ready—to undertake fire management and battle 
the flames if necessary. They are aware that blocking the tatas (and closing of the canals, should that take 
place, although there is not yet universal consensus on this action) will in theory raise water levels in the 
peatlands. The communities are wholly in favour of this not only because it reduces fire risk especially during 
the dry season, but also because they also hope it will restore their fisheries.79 In KFCP’s communities, people 
were pleased to be more actively participating in decision making at village level, and proud of the progress 
they had made personally and as a community. They became, in short, far more able to be advocates for their 
own present and future aspirations than they were when KFCP first arrived in their communities in 2009 (for 
scoping missions) and 2010 (to commence field activities). They have been primed for REDD+. 

4.3.4 Consent to activities 

While this SEIS study is neither an evaluation of KFCP nor is it an evaluation of KFCP’s efforts to attain 
communities’ Free Prior and Informed Consent, two of KFCP’s components are within its scope, and are 
therefore relevant in this discussion. Those components are: 1) building villagers’ understanding of the project 
and its aims (the ‘socialisation’ component), and 2) the piloting (often instead labelled ‘trialling’ in KFCP 
parlance) of REDD+, the uji coba (trials) alluded to by individuals in project communities.  

It must be stressed that the subsequent discussion of consultation is in no way intended to be a critique of 
KFCP’s planning or project implementation. The project was conceived prior to many of the guiding principles 
and mechanisms for managing REDD+ on the ground were in place, particularly in Indonesia. KFCP addressed 
the issue of FPIC in the project area in the following ways.  

Firstly, because several local and international NGOs (Land 2012) had in the past alleged that FPIC principles 
had not been implemented with sufficient attention to the needs of individuals in the communities,80 rather 
than their power brokers, KFCP commissioned Jarrah et al. (2013) to review village consultations. The study 
found that KFCP was on the way to meeting FPIC but could improve its communications tools in relation to 
program aims and REDD+, and thereby improve the ability of communities to negotiate as equals.81 

The SEIS team spent considerable effort in understanding FPIC concepts prior to engaging with the 
communities in the field, and found that the overwhelming majority of people have some concept of what 
REDD+ is (Box 40). Most can demonstrate at least a partial understanding of the terms having heard of 
greenhouse gases, climate change, and carbon, even if they do not fully understand the connections between 
these. They understood forest protection to be in their best interests. They knew that if villages collectively did 
not want to proceed with KFCP activities, they would not be implemented. KFCP has performed admirably in 
transmitting the basic concepts to an ‘undereducated’ and isolated population. For people to attain a more 
comprehensive understanding of the overall KFCP/IAFCP objective is a feasible goal, but would take more 
time, using tools much more adept than those implemented to date and represents an important aspect for 
follow-on projects to consider. 

79 According to Haraguchi (2007) one potential contributing component to a significant reduction in fish catches is the fact that stripping 
the peatland of its forest cover triggers pyrite oxidation, which releases sulphuric acid into the canals; some canals now demonstrate a 
highly acidic pH of 2–3 during the wet season.  
80 Franks, P., pers. comm. with authors, November 2013; formerly with CARE, and at time of writing, with the REDD+ (Social and 
Environmental Standards) International Secretariat. 
81 This Jarrah et al (2013) study sought to comprehend (a) the degree of knowledge and inclusiveness of the villagers as regards KFCP and 
REDD+, as well as (b) the understanding, capacity, and inclusiveness of the new village institutions KFCP created to implement its Work 
Packages under the Village Agreements. Key informants included the implementing unit, the TPK, and the nominally independent 
monitoring unit, the TP. This is particularly germane to REDD+ practitioners because of the immense effort KFCP staff expended to 
educate and socialise communities before commencing activities, and consistently thereafter, in pursuit and attainment of consent. 
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Box 40: Knowledge of KFCP’s purpose 

FGD with TPK/TP, Tumbang Mangkutup  
‘KFCP is connected with REDD+. According to the information I received, KFCP is a REDD+ demonstration 
project. REDD+ is about how to manage the forest, how to rehabilitate damaged forest, how to guard what 
remains, so that the forest should be utilisable in the future. Really, we don’t understand it very well, but 
according to our understanding of the theory, we are trying to undertake REDD+ together with a trial 
livelihoods process. But only about 10% of the people here understand this [of a total of 110 households].’ 

This impact study was not tasked with measuring FPIC, but the SEIS team is very confident in stating that no 
person—met or interviewed—during this study indicated any coercion to participate in KFCP. On the contrary, 
villagers reported to the SEIS team that the coercion and threats they experienced were for people to not 
accept KFCP, as was the case in one southern village that the team knows of in Block A. There were strong 
disagreements within some villages as pro- and anti-KFCP (these usually involving people associated with 
NGOs) factions took their positions, but these gradually resolved.  

But does anyone at all regret his or her decision to accept KFCP? The SEIS team is quite able to answer this 
question with a resounding ‘No!’ On the contrary, the team heard directly (Mantangai Hulu) and indirectly 
(both Mantangai Hulu and Kalumpang—Box 41) that many people were dismayed that KFCP was not 
permitted to work in their communities as full consensus had not been achieved. Figure 17 is a comic 
representation, created by the thoughtful and watchful TPK head of Mantangai Hulu, regarding the role of 
provocateurs in rejecting the second Village Agreement in 2013, causing KFCP to withdraw from the 
community. 

Box 41: Expressions of regret 

Two villages, Kalumpang and Mantangai Hulu, declined to sign the second Village Agreement [2013-14] that, 
among other activities, delivered the livelihoods packet. Mantangai Hulu’s rejection is tied up in village politics, 
a personal vendetta, and a power play [that failed]. In Kalumpang, the anti-KFCP movement is led by a pro-oil 
palm group, which is still hoping to sell its land investment to any interested company. 82 
Religious leader, Katimpun  
‘I often speak with a mantir in Mantangai Hulu. According to him, they poorly understood KFCP, and did the 
wrong thing. In Kalumpang, many people regret rejecting KFCP. They say they rejected KFCP because they 
followed the wishes of ‘many people,’ and agreed to reject KFCP rather than create conflict. They just didn’t 
understand. Before, they thought that if KFCP helped them plant rubber, that later KFCP would demand the 
rubber lands. Now they can see how well the Village Agreements work elsewhere, and they’re very regretful.’ 

It is evident, too, that often KFCP local staff were diligent in applying gentle persuasion to those people who 
for one reason or another resisted the initial attempts to include them as participants in the program, and who 
refrained from accepting the livelihoods packet because they feared that KFCP would subsequently demand 
their land (Box 42). One respondent, a firm advocate for KFCP when the SEIS research took place, related how 
he was once one of the project’s greatest detractors. However, as he said, one of the KFCP Livelihood 
Coordinators came knocking on his door ten times to explain the initiative, until he finally understood KFCP’s 
intent and agreed to participate. However protracted the path, community participants indeed became more 
than merely beneficiaries or stakeholders. Some have assumed ownership and are becoming full partners, as 
Box 43 and Box 44 show.  

 

 

82 As triangulation of the assertions made in this box, in Mantangai Hulu the SEIS team was given a copy of a letter from the sub-district 
branch of the local development NGO Betang Hapakat, dated 27 January 2014 (reference no. 24/Lsm –BH/KM/1/2014) addressed to the 
Chief of KFCP in Kuala Kapuas. The letter was copied to the Governor of Central Kalimantan as well as the district and sub-district heads, 
and stated that it wishes KFCP’s livelihoods to proceed. 
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Box 42: KFCP will not appropriate our land 

FGD Village Council, Tumbang Muroi  
‘When KFCP first came, only 75% of the village accepted the first phase of the livelihood packets. Others were 
afraid that if they would plant [the rubber seedlings offered by the program], KFCP would subsequently seize 
their land. Today 100% of us are engaged with KFCP’s livelihoods program. We know for sure KFCP will never 
appropriate our land.’ 

Box 43: Ownership 

FGD, Tanjung Kalanis  
‘We’re proud of KFCP, in its transparency. It’s not like the [village] government here, or local NGOs. 
Village administrator, Katunjung  
‘If any NGO comes in here without informing us in advance of its purpose and then bad-mouths KFCP, we’ll 
publicly confront it, reject the finding, say it’s not true.’ 
TPK/TP FGD, Katimpun 
‘The ethic of transparency is great! We can’t be accused of corruption, and it much reduces the chances of 
conflict. We’re not sure if there’ll be a program as good as KFCP in the future. But hopefully we’ll be ready if 
there is one because the village is discussing making the TPK/TP a permanent unit.’ 

Box 44: Partners, not merely participants 

Village Deliberation Unit [BPD], Tumbang Muroi  
‘We’re able to speak out now because we’re confident in what we know, thanks to KFCP. For example, the 
Village Head has briefed the Deputy Provincial Governor. And it was he who came up with the idea of the Inter 
–village Communication Forum [FKAD], which KFCP has since supported. The FKAD is now the first stop for any 
new programs in KFCP.’ 
Village Deliberation Unit [BPD], Tumbang Muroi  
‘Villagers now realise the importance of participating in the deliberative process, and certainly we will insist on 
a Village Agreement for any NGOs coming to us in the future. After all, even a marriage commences with a 
written agreement … following adat law, the agreement is complex, specifying what a groom’s family hands 
over to the bride, and what will occur should the couple later divorce.’ 

One final reference needs to be made in relation to this topic. An internet search will reveal a letter allegedly 
signed by all the mantir of Kecamatan Mantangai on 8 June 2011, at a meeting organised by a local NGO, 
calling on the governments of Australia and Indonesia to halt KFCP (Asia Indigenous People Climate Change 
Monitoring and Information Network 2011). A meeting was held in Katunjung on 7 June and 8 June, which all 
the mantir attended, but the agenda was a discussion of customary law. None of the mantir the team spoke 
with acknowledged signing such a letter; indeed, more than one was clearly appalled and angered that his 
name had been used without his authorisation. One Katimpun mantir told the SEIS team that he had wanted 
to refer the matter for legal recourse, but the others, for the sake of avoiding conflict, persuaded him against 
this course of action.  

Major finding: Several SEIS respondents have a remarkable grasp of REDD+ and its relationship to global 
climate change, while many have good knowledge of sustainable forest management practices. This 
knowledge has been gained through the efforts of KFCP in informing villages about its activities prior to 
commencing, and during, implementation. Villages now consider themselves to be partners in KFCP, not 
merely participants or beneficiaries. As a necessary component of Free Prior and Informed Consent, villages 
have the skills to negotiate on their own behalf their future development trajectory within the context of 
REDD+. 
Caveat/exception: Many individual respondents have a sound grasp of the livelihoods components of the 
project but they do not yet grasp the intricacies and global linkages with REDD+. 
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Figure 17: An account of what went on during and after the meeting to renew the Village Agreement in 
Mantangai Hulu 

 

 
Note: created by the head of the TPK (note the stamp, bottom right). The individuals on the bottom are all expressing their dismay and 
disappointment at the community’s decision. 

4.3.5 Learning outcomes – community level 

Learning impacts and outcomes at community level are best illustrated by the example of one RT. In fact, this 
particular community is one of the less successful in KFCP’s portfolio. This is not directly attributable to KFCP 
itself, but exemplifies the community’s history with other initiatives in the region and internal discord within 
the RT. The RT had had serious disagreements over land with an NGO previously working in the KFCP area and 
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those disagreements were unresolved at the time of writing.83 Because several KFCP personnel had formerly 
worked for that NGO and the program used its facilities most of the RT residents were convinced KFCP was 
that NGO, and that KFCP wanted to appropriate land in the RT. The SEIS team found there had been some 
progress, some learning, and, some acknowledgement of the need to change, as Box 45 demonstrates. 

Box 45: Even in a sceptical community, there has been some progress 

Women’s FGD in the abovementioned RT  
‘I admit I was lazy before. But because others in the RT accepted the rubber package, I felt I had to, too. Now I 
want to be growing rubber for the future of my children and grandchildren.’ 
Key Informant in the abovementioned RT 
‘I log illegally … and sell the logs ... In a logging season [logging can be done only during the rainy season, when 
the tatas fill and logs can be floated down to the river], my team [of two to four] can cut 100 trees in a month. 
We then come home to rest for a while, before heading out again. We can do three months like this in a year, 
and I’ll earn maybe Rp 9 or 10 million [which covers most of his annual expenditure of approximately Rp 12 
million]. But it’s dangerous work. A chain may snap and injure me, or a tree may fall the wrong way and kill 
me. I tell my three children not to follow my lead, to get an education [difficult indeed in a community with a 
school but no teacher except for a once-weekly volunteer from the research centre], and become a civil 
servant, whatever. If my rubber and agroforestry packet from KFCP yields enough in the future, I’ll definitely 
get out of logging.’ 

 

4.4 Unintended program consequences, imperfect outcomes 

It has not been smooth sailing for KFCP from start to finish, particularly in the two southernmost villages, 
Kalumpang and Mantangai Hulu. The SEIS team, not having visited Kalumpang, has nothing further to say 
about it, other than to again refer to the dissonance generated by the pro-oil palm faction within the village 
and village decision not to proceed with the final phase of KFCP in late 2013. However, the team did visit 
Mantangai Hulu, where tensions emerged, generated by just one of the village’s four (today five) 
neighbourhoods, and this is a little more complex to explain, beyond what has already been elaborated above 
in Section 4.3. However, some noted it was not KFCP itself that generated conflict (Box 46). 

Box 46: Conflict 

Former TPK member, Mantangai Hulu  
‘It’s actually only some people who like to generate conflict, they’re jealous, envious. I never saw KFCP induce 
conflict, instead it’s the people who love conflict who use KFCP as the excuse.’ 

In the attempt to get at the root of this envy, the SEIS team interviewed several people in Mantangai Hulu 
from the neighbourhood that instigated the impasse over the second Village Agreement. Much of the 
discussion focused on the demand that was made to KFCP to not only provide the inputs and the modest 
incentives for work that was part of the rubber livelihoods packet, but to pay for all the work involved which 
someone had calculated as being worth Rp 36 million per hectare and hence per household. It was not clear to 
the SEIS team from where this opinion emerged but an impasse was created. This demand was despite the fact 
that KFCP had already offered to fund the start-up costs (with modest incentives); and, KFCP had stipulated 
that the 1 ha of rubber (or equivalent for each household) would be retained and owned by each household as 
an income generator for each household.  

In actuality, this represents very well the expectation embedded within FPIC, that communities should be 
empowered to negotiate on their own behalf. Unfortunately, it also shows how this notion, desirable as it 
might be in principle, can have adverse implications in practice. It is hard to disabuse a person convinced 

83 Staff at the Research Centre near the RT, pers. comm. with authors, January 2014. 
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otherwise that it is not possible for all the money available (the entire project budget) to filter down to its 
grassroots beneficiaries in the form of cash payments. Nor will that person accept that acceding to such a 
demand would have implications for other villages in access to funding. 

Ninety per cent of the village’s population, according to internal village estimates during interviews in the 
village, were in favour of KFCP activities, and longed for the project to continue and deliver on its promises. 
This was rendered more poignant when benefits delivered to other communities were in plain sight. This 
majority was, according to interviewees, at the hands of a minority who did not wish to proceed. They may 
have had the best interests of the community at heart (albeit there were alleged threats of violence against 
those who desired to continue), but the demands as they stood were impossible for project management to 
meet. It is not clear to the SEIS team what practices may be applied to resolve such dilemmas in future REDD+ 
projects, but the team notes that a resolution may be obtainable with the appointment of the right mediator.  

Besides the issue of a disconnect between what KFCP could compensate communities to enable those 
geographically isolated to participate in meetings vis-à-vis that compensated in other programs (Box 2, Section 
2), the SEIS team was unable to identify other potential adverse outcomes, or experiences. There were, 
however, a few instances of dissatisfaction with processes as is outlined below. 

The largest proportion of complaints registered by KFCP through its grievance handling mechanisms concerned 
late payments, and the team found a few people still wanting to talk about it. But the team found the 
sentiment to be half-hearted, because the lateness stemmed from KFCP staff informing communities that they 
would receive payment for an activity in a specified month. On the first day of that month, people showed up 
expecting to be paid—assuming that payments would be made—then would go home disappointed. The 
money would eventually be disbursed after verification exercises were complete and/or when bank transfer to 
the district enabled the payment to be made, and people’s fear of labouring without compensation was 
gradually assuaged.  

The SEIS team found—from discussions with KFCP management in Jakarta and the field teams in Palangka 
Raya and Kuala Kapuas—that the program struggled with multiple issues during its first three years of 
operation; but after dealing with these the program picked up speed and subsequently achieved the significant 
outcomes detailed in this report.  

Yet as is to be expected, some outcomes were imperfect. Likely to be the most critical of these is the 
distribution of firefighting equipment, one component of KFCP’s fire management strategy that also includes 
prevention through readiness and risk monitoring. Strictly speaking fighting fires does not fall under the socio-
economic component of KFCP, but given the importance of rubber in household livelihoods and the threat of 
fire in destroying these plantations it is germane to discuss fire.  

Most importantly, villagers consider the equipment provided to be insufficient should a more than small blaze 
break out. A single pump is not enough, they say, and without a network of wells, it is likely a fire randomly 
located will be difficult to extinguish because the hose—costing three times that of a pump—will not reach. 
Hand-pump sprayers were also distributed, but some villagers argued these were insufficient for a large fire.  

Box 47: Fire management 

Community meeting, Sungai Tahawung sub-hamlet  
‘Our community provides access for the coal company to the small port a short distance downriver from 
Tanjung Kalanis, and in return they give us dust [the access road from Timpah is unpaved]. The other negative 
impact is that there have been many fires along the road, where newcomers have settled, and some have 
spread out of control. Since KFCP arrived, we are prepared to fight fires; we’ve had training on how to 
extinguish them. Last dry season, for example, we slept on the fire-watch platform for six nights. Firefighting 
activities will continue even after KFCP leaves; we’ll manage it ourselves. What’s more important is the 
community’s awareness of the imperative to guard against the spread of fire. [Fire is still used to augment soil 
fertility when land is first cleared; as is largely the case elsewhere in the humid tropics, the land’s fertility is to 
be found in the vegetation cover, not in the soil.]’ 
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Some community members grumbled about the process of forming the TPK and TP. The community elected 
TPK members to their posts but their candidacy was sometimes encouraged by the village head. The village 
government appointed TP officers to act on behalf of the government to monitor activities and also in 
preparation for potential REDD+ initiatives. This meant TP officers held two positions—one of these still within 
the village government, the other with the TP. Connections between members of these teams and village 
government led to dissatisfaction along the lines that so-and-so ‘was appointed to the position because he was 
the Kades’ son-in-law.’ The SEIS team noted that some communities are essentially one large extended family, 
whereas other villages in the KFCP project area are more heterogeneous. In these ‘one big family’ cases, 
relatedness to the village power structure is impossible to avoid. Objectively, however, not once did the SEIS 
team speak to any TPK/TP member, let alone a unit Head, who was obviously incompetent or otherwise unfit 
for the post—and the team met with many of them. Yet friction remains within some communities (Box 48), 
assuredly magnified because they know they receive 3-5% of each packet budget. These funds cover costs 
incurred and compensate their time for all of the services they provide in organising and managing activity 
implementation and in monitoring, verification, and inter alia organising meetings. 

Box 48: Insiders vs outsiders 

Farmer Guide  
‘For fairness, there should be a TPK/TP associated with every RT. Before he was installed, the Village Head 
said, ”Whatever activities there may be, I will support them, there’ll be no cheating, no favouritism, I must be 
fair.” But now those people who are TPK members and Farmer Guides, they’ve been selected because they’re 
mixed up with his family. And because of the voting system (for the TPK), since we’re just 20 households in this 
RT, we’ll never get one of ours on the TPK.’ 

 

4.5 Sustainability 

It is the SEIS team’s conclusion that while KFCP may have ended, future endeavours in the region are needed 
to sustain its hard-won gains. This is also borne out by statements of several respondents (Box 49). It will be 
key for villagers and future initiatives to maintain the focus on not returning to or taking up harmful practices 
such as gold sluicing (Box 10). However, at the time the program was closing, efforts were underway as a part 
of handover arrangements to GOI, to encourage the Kapuas government to continue the KFCP activities in the 
area. 

Box 49: Fears of returning to old ways 

Villager, Tumbang Muroi  
‘If there’s no continuance with KFCP, the program will stop in the middle of the road, before reaching its 
destination.’ 
Villager, Tumbang Muroi  
‘That’s right. For instance, we’ve received training on improving the quality of our rubber slabs, but we’ve 
done this only once. If KFCP leaves now, people will surely drift back to their old ways of doing things.’ 
Villager Katunjung  
‘Now that people see KFCP coming to an end, almost every household has someone who’s gone back to 
trapping birds in the forest.’ 

Yet, the evidence from villagers suggests numerous aspects of KFCP are likely to endure, chief among these the 
sentiment that extraction of natural resources is not the sole means of existence, that there are economically 
worthwhile, and worthy pursuits that protect the forest instead of destroying it (Box 50). 
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Box 50: Attitudes towards long-term forest preservation 

Village Head, Tumbang Muroi 
‘Before, we thought that if we did not fell the forest, we wouldn’t be able to eat. Today, because of KFCP, we 
know that this is not true. We’ve not cut the forest for the past four years, and look! We’re still eating! Instead 
of felling trees, we now know to plant them.’ 

Moreover, the knowledge garnered has longer-term durability, and there has been considerable learning at all 
levels within communities. The evidence suggests that people have increasingly demanded transparency from 
their village governments and will continue to do so. More women will continue their engagement with 
decision making processes and community cohesion will continue to endure, absent some spark that may 
trigger a centrifugal split. The village mapping exercise and spatial plans for the KFCP landscape conducted 
together with villagers will have a profound effect on maintaining peace and harmony within and between 
villages for years to come (Box 51). 

Box 51: Mapping impacts 

TPK members  
‘KFCP’s village mapping exercise was very useful for us. We need both to manage our land and to have our 
boundaries known by others. We have our own land, and possess a right to it. We have village land [tanah 
desa] and adat land. The village government provided enough information to compile the land map for all 
Tumbang Muroi, which is important in preventing conflict.’  

FGD, Tanjung Kalanis 
‘Before KFCP’s mapping, we’d have serious conflicts with neighbouring communities over land and its assets 
maybe three or four times a year.’  

Villager 
‘KFCP is the first to help communities sort out the boundary issues that worry them.’ 
 

4.6 Observations on the differences between KFCP and control communities 
Throughout this report, various examples have been provided of the difference between villages where the 
program did and did not operate. The SEIS team’s data in reference to the control villages suffers from two 
drawbacks:  

1) The northern community of Tanjung Kupang, was the first community visited by the team. Following the 
visits to other villages and analysis of the data, we would have asked additional questions.  

2) In the case of the southern control village Pulau Kaladan, local conditions meant that time for interviews 
was limited. Further, data from a household survey in the control villages would have been useful.  

That said, aside from the findings outlined in the report, other initial findings to be explored in future research 
are outlined below. 

In Tanjung Kupang, household income relies heavily on rubber and fishing; some households engage in gold 
sluicing, and many resort to logging if there is an expensive item they wish to purchase. Income derived from 
rubber dominates in Pulau Kaladan as well. Neither community knows how to process the latex other than 
using the traditional coagulating agent, alum. Leaders in Pulau Kaladan stated that members of the community 
did not have sufficient capital to expand their rubber plantations, and wished that KFCP had included them. It 
was evident that, in comparison to the villagers interviewed in the KFCP area, the ability of either control 
community to consider alternative livelihoods was limited; respondents professed envy at the knowledge KFCP 
had imparted in its work site. 

The control communities did not exhibit the same level of participation in their Musrenbang process as was 
evident in the KFCP area. According to interviewees, Tanjung Kupang hamlet was invited to participate in its 
village’s RPJM-Des meeting for the first time in January 2014, and respondents complained that previously the 
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village leadership ignored the hamlet. Villagers in Pulau Kaladan claimed they did not clearly understand the 
requirements for the development of the RPJM-Des documents, and cited ‘limited budgets’ as one reason for 
this. Pulau Kaladan gathers its inhabitants for village meetings only twice annually, and village leaders 
expressed envy at how well KFCP villages had been able to complete their RPJM-Des; and at how confident 
when speaking in public forums people from the KFCP villages had become.  

As regards fires, both control communities were dismayed at the frequency of fires on their lands. They 
understood that the forest is important to them, but they were not assertive about the location of the border 
of their plot or how to optimally tend their plot—in stark contrast to the KFCP communities. 

The SEIS team saw less in the way of infrastructure development in the control villages compared to KFCP 
villages, anecdotally indicating that such infrastructure benefited from KFCP’s 5% retention fund initiative.84 

In KFCP’s area, there were only limited educational opportunities and one of the principal desires expressed by 
respondents was for better education. This sentiment was not expressed in either control community.

84 The SEIS team cannot confirm this anecdote with available quantitative or qualitative research. 
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5 LESSONS LEARNED AND CONCLUSION 
We need help too. If you think we have a comfortable life here, well, not really. We need to raise the 
income of the village, of the inhabitants, to eradicate poverty. KFCP’s benefit, as I heard in Katimpun, is 
rubber seedlings and reforestation. If it’s the rainy season, and we can’t tap rubber, we can use the time 
to plant trees. I also heard that KFCP helps with fisheries – that’s also needed and wanted here. For here, 
that’s what would be most useful, as well as fire control teams. We can read all about KFCP’s activities in 
the district’s magazine. We can’t manage the RPJM-Des process here like in KFCP villages; people here 
can’t understand where the money is from or how it is to be managed. People here don’t have enough 
capital to invest in planting rubber. So if a company comes looking to plant oil palm, people will want to 
participate. But if we sell our land to the oil-palm companies, there’ll be nothing left for posterity, for our 
children and grandchildren. That’s why our interest is in participating in KFCP, so that we don’t end up 
selling our land to the oil-palm companies. 

FGD Village Government, Pulau Kaladan (southern control village) 

 

5.1 Lessons learned applicable to future REDD+ initiatives 

Based on the evidence presented in this report, the SEIS team concludes that, while not without difficulties 
and room for improvement, KFCP’s community development and empowerment component has made 
remarkable progress within a brief period of engagement with the largely indigenous inhabitants of the target 
area. It is fair to state that the experienced SEIS team leader, (20 years working in international development 
supported by global institutions), has not yet encountered a project as well planned and as adroitly and 
competently executed as KFCP. No project can be perfect, however, and neither is KFCP. Its shortcomings are 
few indeed, but these and some of the gains made offer an important set of lessons to REDD+ projects 
globally. 

Communicate REDD+ concepts with appropriate tools and methods, and in a stimulating manner. Some 
aspects of REDD+ are difficult to understand given the policy environment is still evolving, especially around 
funding mechanisms. Other aspects are not too difficult a concept for communities to grasp, especially when it 
relates to their welfare. KFCP did not succeed in clarifying some of the more complex aspects of REDD+ and its 
global linkages to communities; subsequent REDD+ projects should from the outset hire communication 
specialists who understand the social psychology of imparting complex information to lay folk. 
Communications should begin with explaining and ensuring communities understand the specific goals of a 
REDD+ project, particularly when the projects are offering a limited sub-set of activities prior to the 
development of a larger REDD+ system. This can go a long way in allaying their fears of land alienation. 

Communities can be the source of the best advocates (local champions) for programs and share experiences 
with new initiatives. There were a few outstanding individuals within the communities who not only 
understood REDD+ but were delighted with the sophistication of KFCP’s approach. These people would have 
been suitable representatives to share learning in other communities, as well as on national and international 
stages, and indeed KFCP facilitated some to participate in national forums. Increasing the knowledge base of 
such individuals and building their confidence in public speaking will return high dividends. Some way should 
be found to facilitate such people to travel among the communities and more widely to broadcast a positive 
message, while concomitantly ensuring they remain, and are perceived as remaining, independent from the 
program. 

Draw on village suggestions for appropriate mechanisms for intra- and inter-village communications and 
coordination. The village head of Tumbang Muroi apparently proposed the FKAD, the inter-village 
communication forum for village officials. It is praiseworthy that KFCP supported this as the forum helped 
villages to coordinate activities across village boundaries, to ensure their demands to the program and others 
were synergised, and to share information and learning. Equally as useful, and especially for wavering 
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communities, would have been inter-village fact-finding tours for selected individuals from the general 
population. Sceptical individuals, and those curious and hoping to learn, could have been brought to view 
other project sites more advanced in their activities and hear directly from other villages about their 
experience. Other options such as videos are also useful for sharing information and promoting learning. 

Introduce activities that provide financial or in-kind benefits for communities early in new REDD+ initiatives. 
KFCP was wise to implement a few demonstration activities (all villages were engaged in collecting forest 
seeds, and two in reforestation and tatas blocking trials) before and during the journey along the difficult road 
of formalising Village Agreements. This clear show of concern for what local people most desire—cash to meet 
daily needs—was instrumental in building trust between the communities and KFCP. But that was just the 
start, and it took a total of more-or-less three years to integrate 100% of the people in the communities (with 
the exception of the two villages that did not sign the second Village Agreement) into the program. REDD+ 
projects cannot be expected to proceed swiftly, for the rights of indigenous peoples have rarely been 
adequately protected anywhere in the world, and so it is to be expected that some individuals will be reluctant 
participants and may delay progress. 

Engage the best community facilitators available to help villages mediate different internal interests, 
preferably from outside the program. It should be noted that REDD+ cannot be expected to proceed 
smoothly. As the well-known axiom states, all politics are local. And local politics can play havoc with even the 
best-planned and implemented project, since people in close-knit indigenous communities will often select the 
avoidance of strife and conflict over any other option. In such cases, a project should staff these communities 
with the very best facilitators precisely to avoid the impasse that transpired for KFCP in Mantangai Hulu and 
Kalumpang. 

Provide training in all aspects (technical, governance, social) to community facilitators acting on behalf of 
programs. The SEIS team observed that the key to true success is via the emergent rather than the concrete 
aspects of the project. That is, a tipping point needs to be reached where people are no longer only counting 
the money they receive by participating in project activities, but come to realise that what they are getting is 
much more durable than cash. This key is to be found in the project’s community facilitators; a high degree of 
interaction with the members of the community—socially, technically, and as trouble-shooters—is vital. The 
calibre of these staff varies to a considerable degree, and projects must give sufficient attention not only to 
building the capacity of their staff, but in retaining them and, where necessary, letting them go.  

Bridge longer-term livelihoods opportunities with short-term income generating opportunities. Rubber was 
the most important legitimate source of income for the majority of the households in the KFCP communities 
and more widely in Kapuas. Field School trained people in producing slabs of higher quality to gain the 
producers higher income and the livelihoods program offered long-term options for alternative incomes. But 
not only do new rubber plantations take years to yield, providing higher quality from existing plantations 
through improved processing methods elicited from these field schools was potentially impeded by the time 
needed to produce quality slabs vis-à-vis faster processing methods. Instead, some ‘tap today, sell tomorrow’ 
(or in some cases, even today). What is clearly needed in most communities is a bridge between economies, 
which would need to be explicitly socialised. The sequencing of the various activities, if better planned under 
KFCP, could have provided this bridge. Households in the project area need approximately Rp 1 million per 
month for three months to cover their basic expenditures for them to be able to hold back on selling their 
rubber immediately, in letting it optimally cure and solidify.  

Further durability would be gained by repeating complex trainings, or ones that involve significant change in 
past behaviour, ones such as the production of high-quality latex slabs. The single training for slab quality 
improvement, which may not have included cost-benefit analysis simple enough for the trainees to appreciate, 
has meant that the skill has not been widely adopted to-date, and indeed may further dwindle over time. 

Provide alternative livelihoods options that are in line with local needs, take into account opportunity costs, 
and are well communicated to potential participating communities. Aside from the benefits of rubber 
mentioned above, rubber is also the key to protecting the forest from fire, since people are acutely aware that 
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uncontrolled fire poses great risk to their personal income stream. Thus, KFCP’s focus with communities to 
provide all households with 1 ha of rubber trees was a very astute move, as was the project’s facilitation of 
landless households being granted a hectare of idle land from the village’s land bank (tanah desa). However, 
and as proved a crucial obstacle in Mantangai Hulu, preparation of a hectare of land comes with some 
significant opportunity costs. Were these costs adequately calculated? Some critics argue that it makes no 
sense to pay people to prepare their own land for their own benefit as this builds dependency—builds a 
context in which every activity must perforce have a cash value. The SEIS team subscribes to this view, but can 
also see it from the perspective of the villagers, many of whom do indeed worry where their next meal will be 
coming from. A middle ground needs to be found. There are likely to be many other innovative solutions to 
this conundrum that other project practitioners will be able to develop to fit local conditions. 

Find ways to give attention to the needs of youth while adhering to child protection policies. A significant 
shortcoming the SEIS team identified was KFCP’s aversion to engaging youth under the age of 17 based on 
child protection policies. There are undoubtedly thousands of development projects worldwide that have 
engaged children and teenagers in one way or another to add value and sustainability to their efforts while still 
protecting their interests and not interfering with their schooling. This segment of the communities could have 
been involved in many imaginative ways, from mental activities such as quizzes or art competitions to more 
physical outputs such as crafts. This lack of engagement meant that children the team spoke with were unable 
to identify KFCP, let alone REDD+.  

The SEIS team itself too learned by doing, and some of the information it collected on rubber, for example, 
came quite late. Some profiles may therefore be incomplete. Moreover, it would have been better to have 
visited the northern control village after having collected information from the project villages, for it was 
difficult to ask the right comparison questions prior to knowing to what it was to be compared. Hence, the 
richness of discussion at the end of the survey, in Pulau Kaladan, was far greater than at the beginning, in 
Tanjung Kupang.  

 

5.2 Concluding points 

The measure of KFCP’s success is not limited to its physical outputs, measured either in the number of 
hectares reforested or in the number of canals or tatas blocked. Nor can the refusal of the second Village 
Agreement by Kalumpang and Mantangai Hulu be viewed in terms of program failure. Yes indeed these were 
setbacks, but the villages did not want to proceed with activities and this was respected; political factors 
internal to the villages were at play. Given time, these villages may have entered the fold. 

Instead, KFCP should be viewed through a lens that focuses on outcomes which, for this study, are relevant to 
the village level where KFCP had many successes. The initial intent of the program was to pilot REDD+ in the 
peatlands of Central Kalimantan while offering an alternative to unsustainable extraction of natural resources, 
or the clearing of natural forests for homogenous oil-palm plantations. That alternative was the livelihoods 
packet. To implement the pilot reforestation and raise peatland water levels, a large workforce was required, 
hence the formation of work packages. Initially KFCP anticipated that work packages would build trust 
between the communities and the program and to an extent this succeeded. However, what really built this 
trust was the signing of the Village Agreements, which led communities to finally accept, without the disbelief 
prevalent previously, that KFCP had no desire to appropriate their lands.  

Almost two years of socialisation from early 2010 to late-2011 (including mapping, discussions, trust building 
through nurseries and seedlings plus activities, training and preparatory REDD+ information, and nine months 
of negotiations) preceded the Village Agreements. Numerous meetings were held in the villages, to which 
women were formally invited, and attend they did; often it was their first time attending such decision making 
forums. New institutions were set up (the TPK and TP teams) and, for the first time, village boundaries were 
formalised, reducing the chances for conflict over land and its resources. Village government and functionaries 
at all levels, including secular, customary, and religious leaders, were shown how to perform optimally, fire 

Page 84      KFCP Socio-Economic Impact Study 
   



 

prevention teams were formed and retrained, Farmer Guides (including women) had their skills and 
knowledge developed. The work packages were implemented following equity precepts, and the livelihood 
packets introduced and refined according to the communities’ desires. And throughout the entire process, 
over four and a half years, little pieces of the REDD+ puzzle were introduced, starting with the term itself, its 
strategy with regards to fire suppression and forest protection, the idea of greenhouse gases, and the idea of 
‘one planet’ where responsibility for climate change is shared, not blamed. 

With all these components interacting with one another in the socio-economic environment that comprises a 
village, it is not surprising that complexity arose. Complexity theory prescribes the evolution of emergent 
properties and unanticipated outcomes arising from these interactions. It became clear that an awakening was 
occurring. The communities gained the knowledge that old extractive livelihoods were not in the peoples’ 
interest and would leave nothing for posterity. They learned that investment in rubber plantations and hope 
for the future means the forest must be protected from fire, because fire is indiscriminate in what it 
consumes. Women were encouraged to play active roles in public decision-making forums and in shaping the 
development of the villages. In some villages people acknowledged that village government is derived from 
the community to represent the community; it has to be fully inclusive, and must retain integrity and 
transparency. Moreover, a sense of pride in their accomplishments has taken root in these communities, along 
with confidence and knowledge that will be useful in managing future development aspirations. 

Are these villages able to articulate and defend their interests when negotiating with outside interests? The 
answer is a resounding ‘yes,’ for the SEIS team found that village leaders were questioning authority at all 
levels in Central Kalimantan. Do they fully comprehend what is at stake and what is to be gained by adhering 
to REDD+ precepts? A minority do, many do not, but among those who do, their passion and understanding is 
almost palpable in their belief that REDD+ offers a path out of destructive business-as-usual natural resources 
management. Have they been exposed to the deferred payments concept, equivalent then to payment for 
environmental services? Yes, and they found it acceptable, inasmuch as the forest seeds work package 
compensated people for their labour in just such a way. Most, however, are more concerned where the next 
day’s meals will come from, but they do grasp, clearly, that it is not in their interests to allow fire to jeopardise 
their and their descendants’ futures. 

In conclusion, KFCP’s communities are primed for REDD+. It will take more time and more effort from external 
change agents for them to be able to manage their forests optimally. Without another initiative continuing the 
KFCP approach in the area, some of the gains reached during the four and a half years of the program’s 
implementation may fall by the wayside over time. The independent team of researchers that undertook this 
study for KFCP hopes that a way will be found for the needed work to continue. 
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7 ANNEXES 

7.1 Annex A: Challenges encountered in the field 

Initially, the team selected a random-purposive sampling strategy for interviewing key informants. 
Communities had completed a participatory social wealth ranking (SWR) exercise for KFCP in 2011-12, dividing 
themselves into quartiles. The team randomly selected five people within each SWR of each of its study 
villages, intending to interview at least the first person in each quartile, and if time permitted (or the first 
person was unavailable or unwilling), the second. Preference would be given to female-headed households, 
however, no matter their ranking within the random selection. 

While sound as a sampling strategy, in practice this quickly proved impractical. By the time the team finished 
working in Petak Puti, the first KFCP community, it decided to change its approach to a fully purposive 
sampling, for two very distinct reasons. First, many people are involved in unauthorised activities. Most are 
involved in gold mining. A very small number are still logging illegally, sometimes in Block E or Block A, but 
more often on the western side of the Kapuas River. Those involved in logging or mining were suspicious of 
self-styled ‘researchers’ descending on them asking probing questions concerning their day-to-day income and 
expenditures. Suspicious enough that one person, when asked how many children he had, took a full ten 
seconds to consider the question before answering. Second, it was apparent that beyond suspicion, several of 
the interviewees were not at all garrulous, and that very little useful information could be freely, or even with 
considerable prompting, be extracted from them.  

The team proceeded to sample key informants based on the primary condition that the respondent should be 
willing to speak openly and confidently. The team thereafter proceeded in a variety of ways: asking the TPK/TP 
for recommendations, relying on KFCP’s field staff for suggestions, asking to speak to individuals who had 
chosen different livelihood packets, and specifying the desire to interview across the various SWRs. 

Between the initial semi-random sampling and the subsequent purposive sampling strategies, additional 
communities were sampled due to their varied livelihood activities and to gain a variety of views, among other 
reasons. This included Taburu, a hamlet of Petak Puti, and Teluk Kajang hamlet (parts of Tumbang Muroi) and 
Sungai Tahawung across the river from Tanjung Kalanis. 

In a number of cases, the desired mix of focus groups and key informants proved difficult to achieve and the 
team’s interview plan was revised to respond to local conditions as is necessary in field work: 
• In Petak Puti, the Village Representative Council had been called for a meeting at the sub-district, and was 

unavailable to meet for a FGD. 
• In Tumbang Muroi, the team arrived in the middle of a wedding celebration, which involved the entire 

community for one of the two days the team was in residence. 
• In Tumbang Mangkutup, the entire first day the team was in residence coincided with KFCP’s village 

mapping function, which was immediately followed by an extended community meeting facilitated by the 
head of the KFCP Village Monitoring Team, and the SEIS team considered it likely that most potential 
respondents would have had their fill of KFCP for the day. 

• In Katunjung and in Katimpun, a village meeting on the first day consumed the day’s middle hours. 
• An FKAD meeting collected all the village heads and their principal staff once the team reached Sei Ahas, 

taking them away for three days, and then Chinese New Year intervened to remove yet more government 
staff from villages, with their participation in festivities demanded in Kuala Kapuas. 

• Finally, the team had wished to meet with Kapuas’ Bupati (the head of the district government), but he 
and the District Secretary were both in Jakarta, while his deputy was in Bandung. 
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7.2 Annex B: Research themes and primary data collection 

Key research themes  
The primary research sought to investigate, collate and analyse information and data concerning: 

1. The impact KFCP has had on livelihoods and village facilities/infrastructure; 
2. The benefits accruing to households, in the short and medium term, from the livelihoods package, 

and their magnitude with respect to other household sources of income; 
3. The trail of the skills development packages; and 
4. The extent to which KFCP’s capacity building efforts have succeeded in establishing village level 

governance and finance institutions and procedures that are likely to prove durable and useful once 
KFCP departs—TPK/TP, especially control villages. 

The following key research themes were investigated in the qualitative and quantitative research:  

• Vulnerability analysis (through FGDs). 
• Economic and livelihoods impacts: Where has the money gone? (Village level—through FGDs).  
• Economic and livelihoods impacts: How has the money been used and distributed? (Village level—

through FGDs).  
• Participation in planning and implementation (village level—through FGDs). 
• Expectations (village level—through FGDs). 
• Institutions, capacity building, and inclusiveness (village level—through FGDs and in-depth interviews 

and the household survey). 
• Changes in planning, processes, and outlook (village level—through FGDs and in-depth interviews). 
• Land tenure and land use (village level—through FGDs). 
• Economic and livelihoods impacts: What has the money been used for? (Household leve)—through the 

household survey and in-depth interviews).  
• Economic and livelihoods impacts: What has been the money’s impact, what difference has it made? 

(Household level—through the household survey and in-depth interviews).  
• Participation and its impact (household level— through FGDs and in-depth interviews and HH survey). 
• Expectations (household level—through FGDs and the household survey).  
• Changes in behaviour and mindset (household level—through FGDs and in-depth interviews and the 

household survey).  
• Sources of potential social conflict, conflict resolution mechanisms (through FGDs and in-depth 

interviews). 

Selection of focus groups, participants, and key informants 

FGDs were organised with specific goals, structures, time frames and procedures with a group of people with 
common interests. The sampling was purposive and stratified in that beyond the general gender-based FGDs, 
particular segments of the community were targeted. In addition, the sampling ensured that other social or 
economic groups particularly relevant in specific locations were captured (e.g. youth, elderly, religious and 
ethnic minorities and landless households. The specific sampling framework was decided upon in each 
community based on the local knowledge of KFCP staff, and the social analysis and mapping the team had 
conducted with key informants.  

The team needed to understand some of the basic social and cultural differences in each community (e.g. from 
the social analysis and mapping, and other sources wherever possible) before deciding which individuals were 
to be included from the various groups of people, and thus the number and types of groups for FGDs was 
dependent on the particular community. FGDs were held with participants from civil society organisations 
such as women’s organisations or livelihood group organisations. In some situations, group discussions proved 
difficult, in which case individual interviews were conducted.  
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Groups comprised of six to 10 participants to ensure that all participants could contribute freely and 
meaningfully. With fewer than six people on the other hand, one or two individuals tended to dominate. As 
with in-depth interviews, triangulating the findings from one focus group with other discussions held with 
different participants from the same interest group increased the trustworthiness/validity of those findings. 

Key informant interviews were conducted with a variety of different people, including community leaders, 
CBO, religious leaders, health workers, teachers, elders and local traders. 

Facilitating focus group discussions  

The use of a variety of participatory tools ensured that graphical or visual representations of the situation 
were produced, using signs and symbols that made sense locally. Producing these materials was a useful to 
way of enabling participants to explore difficulties associated with a sensitive subject. It also helped as way to 
generate effective analytical materials. Depending on the social group, the location context and the topic 
being discussed, various participatory tools were used in the FGDs to help gather and analyse information. It is 
important to stress that not all tools were used with each group. Given the time limitations and the nature of 
this type of research, the tools were used flexibly with different groups at different times to gain an overall 
understanding of the context and situation. This meant that a standard set of data from participatory tools was 
not produced for each location. Overall, however, the data produced allowed for analysis of the results for key 
research questions. 

Bearing in mind the importance of ensuring that participants in FGDs understood what information was being 
pursued and captured and how it would be used, at the end of each session the team summarised the key 
issues and findings, and presented them to the group. This also served to validate the findings.
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7.3 Annex C: Quantitative data analysis  

Diffusion Index 
Diffusion index is widely used in economic analysis to look at the tendency of movement (Avenzora and Retno 
2005; BPS 2012). There are several methods of calculating the diffusion index ranging from the complex 
method to the simple one. The diffusion indices in this report follows the simple formula developed by The 
Conference Board in 1990, and as outlined in The Conference Board (2012). The general diffusion index is 
formulated below:  

 
where: 

Ivi = index of variable i 
TS = total score of variable i for all observations 
n = total observations (respondents) 

 

Welfare Diffusion Index (WDI) =    

where Ivi is index of variable: 
Household economic condition 
Household assets  
 

Economic Impact Diffusion Index (EIDI) =  

where Ivi is index of variable: 
Livelihood KFCP impact on future income 
Access to land 
Economic opportunities 

 

Knowledge Impact Diffusion Index (KIDI) =    

where Ivi is index of variable: 
Knowledge (new knowledge, knowledge on peat land) 
Protection on natural resources, forest and peat land 

 

Social Impact Diffusion Index (SIDI) =    

where Ivi is index of variable: 
Social capital  

Decision-making 

wi is the weight for variable-i. In the case of equal weight for all variables, the formula is simply the average of 
all variable indexes (Ivi). If the response of worsening is coded with 0, remained unchanged with 1 and 
increasing/improving with 2, then the index will have values between 0 and 200. 

 

The interpretation of the index is as follows: 

0 < Diffusion Index < 100 means worsening condition (negative effect) 

Diffusion Index = 100  means no changes in condition (no effect) 

100 < Diffusion Index <=200 means improving condition (positive effect) 
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To provide a clearer understanding of the index development, suppose there are five hypothetical households 
(n=5) and we want to calculate the Economic Impact Diffusion Index, which was developed from three 
variables, namely ‘What was the livelihood impact on your household economy/income in the future? 
(Variable 1)’, ‘What was the KFCP Program impact on the access to land? (Variable 2)’, and ‘What was the KFCP 
Program impact on economic opportunity? (Variable 3)’. The answers for these three questions are in three 
categories: worsening (coded 0), remained unchanged or the same (coded 1), and improving/increasing 
(coded 2). As an example, the responses of 5 hypothetical households to the three questions (variables) are as 
in the following table: 

 

Variable 
Household Total Score 

(TS) 
TS x 100 

n 1 2 3 4 5 

Variable 1 0 1 2 2 2 7 140 

Variable 2 1 2 1 1 1 6 120 

Variable 3 2 2 2 2 2 10 200 

Total       460 

 

Given the equal weight (wi=1/3) for each variable, the Economic Impact Diffusion Index (EIDI) is simply the 
average of the last column, i.e. EIDI = (120 +120+200)/3 = 460/3 = 153.33. Since the value of the index is higher 
than 100, it can be concluded that there was a positive impact of the hypothetical program on household 
economic conditions. 

Multiple regression models for predicting the welfare level of unclassified SWR households 

The available KFCP database consisted of a number of households that for various reasons (including opting 
out of participation in the SWR ranking exercise, or residence outside the village) were not ranked into the 
four social welfare categories, namely prosperous, somewhat prosperous, less prosperous and least 
prosperous. In an attempt to reduce the unclassified households, a regression model was developed by 
regressing the social welfare ranking (welfare status) as a dependent variable against a set of categorical (but 
ranked) independent variables namely health, consumption, clean water and electricity, education, 
occupation, property ownership and land ownership. These variables comprise common data for both 
classified and unclassified households. The following are the result of the regression model, which was able to 
reduce the unclassified household by less than 2% (a rather insignificant 11 households in total). Other 
variable such as CES ownership, motorcycle ownership, and sanitation are often not available for the 
unclassified households, but the team tried to fit a model in any case. The model delivered a very small 
adjusted R-squared value (R2= 0.09) and thus cannot be used for predicting the welfare status of unclassified 
households.  
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STEPWISE REGRESSION MODEL FOR PREDICTING THE UNCLASSIFIED HOUSEHOLDS: BACKWARD METHOD 

 

Source SS Df MS Number of obs = 1463 

    F( 7, 1455) = 417.89 

Model 638.1832 7 91.16903 Prob > F = 0 

Residual 317.4327 1455 0.218167 R-squared = 0.6678 

    Adj R-squared = 0.6662 

Total 955.6159 1462 0.653636 Root MSE = 0.46708 

       

       

Independent variables Coef. Std. Err. T P>t 95% Conf. Interval 

       

Health  0.093928 0.01608 5.84 0 0.062386 0.125471 

Consumption 0.160141 0.021657 7.39 0 0.117659 0.202623 

Clean water 0.152547 0.014657 10.41 0 0.123797 0.181298 

Education 0.149907 0.014832 10.11 0 0.120813 0.179002 

Occupation 0.273477 0.017596 15.54 0 0.238962 0.307993 

Property ownership 0.114053 0.016802 6.79 0 0.081094 0.147012 

Land ownership 0.189364 0.016238 11.66 0 0.157511 0.221217 

Constant -0.39417 0.062525 -6.3 0 -0.51682 -0.27152 
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