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Executivesummary

this case study focuses on transnational business activity in the form of investment in a forest
conservation project developed by private sector investors in partnership with the nGo fauna
& flora international—under the international reDD+ framework. this case study differs
somewhat from other cases examined in this series of reports, in that it involves both private
sector and not-for-profit organisations as joint project proponents. 

At the time of our research the project had not formally commenced operation, though pre-
liminary activities surrounding project development and community consultation had been
undertaken. During these preparatory phases of the project, several prospective impacts of the
project on social and human rights received particular attention. one important issue related
to implications for community livelihoods of proceeding with the reDD+ project, versus en-
dorsing a range of alternative scenarios for the zoning and licensing of land in the designated
project area. Another cluster of issues related to the proposed terms of the reDD+ project, such
as community access to land, and sharing of prospective reDD+ revenues. 

our analysis of grievance handling mechanisms in this case encompasses not only those mecha-
nisms that communities can use to seek redress for perceived ‘wrongs’ associated with the project,
but also broader mechanisms of voice through which communities can express preferences or con-
cerns regarding actual or expected project impacts. our analysis therefore encompasses consulta-
tion and project governance arrangements, as well as special purpose grievance mechanisms. 

the primary mechanisms that communities have used to express preferences and concerns about
the reDD+ project have been processes of informed consent at the project level, together with
informal complaints processes associated with the project development process. individual or
collective concerns about the project during its initial development stages were able to be com-
municated to project proponents through informal channels facilitated by local nGos. A formal
grievance mechanism was designed, but at the time of our research was not yet operational.

A number of local and transnational grievance systems linked to reDD+ nationally or inter-
nationally have been undergoing development, but were not operational for this project. several
international grievance mechanisms linked to project funders were formally available, alongside
administrative or judicial dispute handling processes at national and sub-national levels, but
these were not utilised. 

the lack of use of such external redress mechanisms can be attributed in large part to the gen-
erally positive relationship between communities and project proponents, and the absence of a
perceived harm or wrong associated with project activities. our analysis also pointed to broader
underlying limitations of available mechanisms:

Administrative and judicial mechanisms are often limited by: weak community out-•
reach and accessibility, particularly for geographically remote communities; weakness
of financial, organisational and/or human resourcing; weak community trust in ad-
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ministrative or judicial processes; and/or restriction of scope of such mechanisms to
specific kinds of disputes, such as those involving violations of particular laws or reg-
ulations. in some cases this limits the ability for such mechanisms to offer redress re-
garding broader community concerns such as free Prior and informed Consent (fPiC)
processes or resource access security.

transnational mechanisms are often limited in relation to their scope (since they are•
usually available only where a project has received finance from specific countries or
multilateral bodies, and where violations of specific transnational policies or standards
can be demonstrated). there are also often significant barriers to for communities seek-
ing information about or access to these mechanisms. 

Performanceofproject-basedconsultationandgrievancehandlingsystems

focusing on the project-level consultation and grievance handling systems that have been
used in this case, how have these mechanisms contributed to improving human rights out-
comes for the communities involved?

A relatively successful process of community consultation and informed consent was•
coordinated by the project developers. An extensive process of consultation occurred,
and all representatives of the eight villages expressed in principle support for the project.  

However, despite strong project-level consultation processes, the expressed wishes of•
communities were ultimately not followed, in the specific sense that the project was
not in the end able to go ahead on the terms to which communities expressed their
consent. the project became stalled for an extended period and then was ultimately
discontinued, due largely to political obstacles surrounding granting of the required
ecosystem restoration license by the indonesian government.

because consultation and grievance handling processes were located at the project level,•
they were unable to address issues influenced decisively by policy processes located
elsewhere, including not only licencing and land zoning processes, but also manage-
ment of benefit sharing. 

Protracted uncertainty regarding the future of the project created some tensions and•
undermined trust, at least to some extent, between communities and project propo-
nents.

Lessonsregardingproject-leveldesignofconsultationandgrievance-handlingprocesses

the case offers a number of constructive lessons regarding how project-level consultation and
grievance handling can support community rights. the relative success of the initial processes
of community consultation—which were widely regarded as legitimate by participating com-
munities and stakeholders—can be attributed to a number of factors:
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the initial design of the consultation process was informed by the work of a team of•
local anthropologists who conducted a prior study of the communities in the project
zone, to help ensure that consultation processes could be adapted to the local cultural
and social context. 

significant autonomy in steering consultation processes was given to local nGos with•
strong understanding of the local context, physical presence near to communities, and
associated capacity to build strong, sustained and trusting relationships with commu-
nity members and leaders. 

the consultation process was sufficiently resourced to enable ongoing community con-•
sultation over an extended period of time (multiple years). 

local nGo partners also played very important roles as brokers or intermediaries be-•
tween communities, government and private investors, enabling them to: convey con-
cerns of communities to policy makers at national or international levels via their own
involvement in policy advocacy; help to connect community representatives more di-
rectly with government officials at sub-national levels; and facilitate relationships be-
tween arms-length private investors and communities, in the absence of an established
operational presence by transnational investors at the local level. 
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empowering and resourcing local partners with the distinctive knowledge, resources•
and skills required to perform these roles not only helped to build trust and legitimacy
surrounding consultation and grievance processes, it also helped to overcome a number
of specific challenges, involving: facilitating legitimate collective decision making
processes at community level in the presence of intra-community disagreement and
power differentials; communicating effectively over time with geographically remote
communities; and communicating and negotiating with communities about complex
policy processes and inherently uncertain future scenarios.

Thelimitsofproject-levelconsultationandgrievancehandlingsystems

Analysis of this case also highlights the limits of what can be achieved by consultation and griev-
ance handling mechanisms at the project level, even when internal systems established by proj-
ect proponents are strong.  

external political and institutional constraints were shown to limit the capacity of project de-
cision makers to respond to community concerns in various ways. 

external constraints in the form of delays in government licencing processes limited•
the control of project proponents over the timeline of the project’s development.

Moreover, some of the issues of most concern to communities, such as those relating•
to benefit sharing, land zoning, tenure security and forest use rights, are determined
by national and sub-national policy processes external to the project. these processes
are complex, continually evolving and often highly unpredictable. 

Although project level governance and grievance processes cannot alter this external environ-
ment, recognition of these constraints has a number of practical implications: 

there are implications for how project proponents communicate with communities•
about uncertainties surrounding timeframes, external policies and associated project
impacts that are beyond their control, in order to ensure that community expectations
are realistic, and the risks associated with their choices well understood. 

High levels of complexity and uncertainty in the external environment, and thus per-•
sistent uncertainty regarding what future scenarios communities are ‘consenting’ to
within a process of fPiC, demands project governance arrangements that have high
levels of adaptability over time. Meaningful consent—capable of protecting the auton-
omy and welfare of communities—may require ongoing mechanisms of community
consultation, within a project governance framework that encompasses potential for
revisability of agreements on specified issues, where levels of uncertainty and change
are particularly high.
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structural constraints to the reach of project-based consultation and grievance mechanisms also
suggest the value of transnational company or project grievance systems being better integrated
with grievance systems at national and sub-national levels. Proposed establishment of a special
purpose grievance system as part of indonesia’s national reDD+ safeguard system could help
to bridge existing gaps in the sense of providing a forum with a specific mandate to address con-
cerns related to reDD projects. it would play a particularly useful role to the extent that it was: 

equipped to provide a forum for facilitating multi-stakeholder dialogue between proj-•
ect-affected communities, government and private sector investors, enabling affected
groups to raise concerns and complaints, and exercise appropriate forms of influence
over broader regulatory and policy processes. 

empowered to make authoritative recommendations regarding the resolution of spe-•
cific disputes, where required.

Mandated to carry out evaluations of the impact of existing government-wide policies•
and regulations on recurring patterns of rights violations or grievance, and to make
recommendations regarding broader policy and regulatory reform.

establishing a new special purpose grievance handling system would however run the risk of
being afflicted by similar weaknesses to those documented in relation to existing administrative
and judicial mechanisms. to mitigate such risks, any new grievance handling system at the na-
tional level would benefit from being supported by:

substantial investment in financial, institutional and human resources to support the•
operation of the mechanism; strong protections for the mechanism’s (actual and per-
ceived) independence and integrity; and investment in background efforts to build
supportive coalitions within relevant policy networks. 

establishment of specialised community outreach and capacity building processes, to•
help marginalized communities to practically access those redress mechanisms that are
formally available. 
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Businessactivity/
project

This case study is of a reDD+ project that was established as a•
collaboration between business and nGo partners.

Companies

The Australian based financial institution Macquarie Group de-•
veloped the reDD+ project together with the international
nGo fauna & flora international.
The company bioCarbon is a singapore registered limited liabil-•
ity company, which was established by Macquarie Group as a di-
rect vehicle for financing and developing forest carbon projects
A local not-for-profit company, Pt Wana Hijau nusantara•
(WHn), was also created to serve as the applicant for the land
use concession associated with the project. 
bioCarbon was financed by a consortium of international enti-•
ties including the international finance Corporation, us-based
Global forest Partners, and Macquarie Global investments.

Affectedpeople

There were eight villages directly affected by the development of•
the siawan belida reDD+ project. All are located in Kapuas Hulu
District in West Kalimantan. These villages all have administra-
tive and/or customary boundaries that overlap with the project
area, and residents of the villages have significant economic, cul-
tural and social ties to the project area. our field-based data col-
lection focused mainly on three villages: bunut Hulu, Kampung
baru and Pala Pintas. A small number of supplementary inter-
views were carried out with members of other villages

Human rights
and related issues

The main human rights issues at stake in this case relate to proj-•
ect impacts on community access to forest and lake resources,
with implications for livelihoods and cultural practices.
A related concern is the issue of procedural rights in the•
process of securing informed consent for the project from com-
munities.
some debate has also surrounded broader questions of distrib-•
utive fairness regarding distribution of prospective revenue
from the reDD+ project.

Table 1: REDD+ Case Summary

Overviewofthecase
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Communities have not so far experienced or represented these•
issues as ‘wrongs’ committed by businesses or others involved
in the project. Processes of negotiation and problem-manage-
ment have thus not been framed around ideas of ‘grievance’ or
‘remedy’, but have remained linked to broader discussions of
responsible community consultation and project governance.

Consultationand
grievancehan-
dlingmecha-
nisms

The only mechanisms that had actually been used by commu-•
nities at the time of our research were project-based consultation
and informed consent processes, together with informal griev-
ance channels associated with the project development process.
international grievance mechanisms linked to project funders•
were available, but had not been utilised.
Dispute handling mechanisms available at national and sub-na-•
tional levels had also not been used.
A number of local and transnational grievance systems linked•
to the reDD+ framework have been undergoing development
in recent years, but these were not operational at the time of our
research.

Outcomesand
currentstatus

Project developers coordinated a relatively successful process of•
community consultation and informed consent
because such consultation processes are located at the project•
level, they have limited capacity to respond to community con-
cerns regarding issues such as benefit sharing, which are subject
to regulation by the national government.
The project development process became stalled as a result of•
barriers in obtaining required government approvals. An ex-
tended period of uncertainty that followed gave rise to some ten-
sions with communities that were difficult for project proponents
to manage. The project was ultimately discontinued, as a result
of inability to obtain approval for the required land concession
from the indonesian government. 



Methodology

This report forms part of a series of reports that draw on the findings of a five-year research
project funded by the Australian research Council (under its linkage Project grant scheme).
The focus of the project has been on analysing the effectiveness of transnational non-judicial
redress or grievance-handling mechanisms in responding to alleged human rights violations
associated with transnational business activity. research has sought to shed light on the range
of factors that contribute to greater or lesser effectiveness and legitimacy in the functioning of
transnational grievance-handling systems. A key objective of the project is to develop recom-
mendations regarding how non-judicial forms of redress can better support communities who
are adversely impacted by business operations to access justice and have their human rights re-
spected. These recommendations are primarily aimed at those who participate in these mech-
anisms, including businesses, affected communities, and civil society organizations, as well as
staff and other members or stakeholders of grievance-handling mechanisms themselves.

field research for the project as a whole has focused on human rights grievances in the garment
and footwear, agribusiness, and extractives sectors, with case studies for each sector drawn from
two jurisdictions: india and indonesia. The 10 case study and five mechanism reports in this
series have been developed to provide a better understanding of the effectiveness of individual
models and strategies for redress in the context of these specific sectors and regulatory envi-
ronments. in addition to these individual case-study and mechanism reports, the project’s over-
all findings are presented in four cross-cutting reports which provide broader comparative
analysis across the various case studies we examined. 

This report focuses on one specific project involving significant transnational business involve-
ment, in one specific geographical location. This research focus enabled an in-depth analysis
of impacts and dynamics of business activity at community and local political levels, which
would not otherwise have been possible. researchers travelled to the province of West Kali-
mantan, indonesia, during february 2013, and to Jakarta on two occasions during 2012 and
2013. The research team included two researchers from the Anthropology Department at uni-
versitas indonesia, who led the interviewing process at village and district level in Kapuas Hulu,
West Kalimantan. interviews for the case study were conducted with staff from organisations
directly involved in the reDD+ project, as well as with members of some of the villages directly
affected by the project. other policy makers and nGo staff with more indirect links to the proj-
ect, and to the reDD+ policy-making process more broadly, were also interviewed. in total,
48 semi-structured interviews involving 61 individuals were conducted. We sought to interview
both men and women across all interview categories where possible, though across all categories
men were disproportionately represented: approximately 80% of interviewees overall were men.
to ensure confidentiality for research participants, all quotes and citations from interviews have
been anonymized. evidence gathered through this field research process was supplemented by
a range of primary and secondary written sources. 
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Backgroundandoverviewofthecase
IntroductiontoREDD+

The central aim of the international reDD+ program (reduction of emissions through Defor-
estation and forest Degradation) is to tackle climate change through forest conservation, pro-
moted through financing channels that incentivize forest conservation activities. reDD+ has
been part of the international climate policy agenda since 2005, when the program was initiated
in recognition of the significant contribution to greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation
(unfCCC, 2005).1 it has been the subject of ongoing negotiation as part of the un framework
Convention on Climate Change since that time (unfCCC 2016).2

individual countries have significant latitude in how they implement reDD+ at the national
level. The international reDD+ framework establishes what kinds of results concerning forest
management will be rewarded, and how countries should report forest resource management
strategies and their results, with reference to reduced emissions and enhanced removal of green-
house gases. each participating country must develop a national strategy or action plan, con-
taining a range of policies and measures to tackle the drivers of deforestation and forest
degradation, based on an analysis of underlying drivers in each national context. 

Although the reDD+ framework is built around nationally based strategies, action plans, and
monitoring,3 activities in many countries have included the development of ‘pilot’ or ‘demonstra-
tion’ projects at the scale of a forest area (such as a large concession or national park). in some
cases such projects have been financed by multi-lateral or bilateral development lenders, including
the Australian government,4 while in other cases, private sector finance has been utilised, with
the aim of carbon credits then being traded on the international voluntary carbon market. 

The central focus of this report is the role of private investors in REDD+ activities at the project
level. it is at this scale that transnational businesses have been most directly involved in im-
pacting human rights of communities - particularly in relation to perceived threats to commu-
nity rights over forest based land and resources, and community access to future income and
other livelihood opportunities. it is also at the project level that the greatest focus has been
placed on the availability and operation of consultation and grievance handling processes, as
means of preventing or managing adverse project impacts. focusing on the role of private in-
vestors in reDD+ projects allows for an exploration of the human rights impacts and grievance
handling strategies of transnational business activity in a unique context, which contrasts in

  1 The term REDD originally referred to ‘reducing emissions from deforestation in developing countries, but the most
recent terminology, REDD+ (used throughout this report) refers to ‘reducing emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation in developing countries, and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests, and enhance-
ment of forest carbon stocks in developing countries (UNFCCC 2016) 
2 Because the REDD+ mechanism is still under discussion by the UNFCCC, the decisions comprising REDD+ in its
current form are those included in the decisions of the COP—the governing body of the Convention.
3 Under this framework, sub-national coverage has been allowed as an interim measure only, and the UNFCCC has reached
no agreement on any financial instrument to reward verified emission reductions or removals of greenhouse gases.
4 Identifying and implementing ‘incentive-based demonstration activities’ has been an important aspect of the activi-
ties funded under the Indonesia-Australia Forest Carbon Partnership.



many ways with the forms of business activity examined in other reports in this series. 
As noted above, our analysis also focuses on reDD+ in the specific context of Indonesia. This
focus offers a strong basis for building understanding of the prevention and governance of com-
pany-community disputes connected to reDD+ financed forest conservation projects for a
number of reasons. indonesia has been extensively involved in the reDD+ mechanism, reflect-
ing the significance of tropical forests within indonesia. indonesia has extremely high levels of
coverage by tropical rainforest, with 68% of its landmass being covered by forests, according to
Ministry of forestry figures. Deforestation rates in indonesia are very high, with a 2013 report
suggesting that 75% of indonesia’s greenhouse gas emissions stemmed from land use, land-use
changes and forestry (luluCf) activities and peat fires (Henstridge et al 2013, p.4). indonesia
is also a country in which company-community conflicts associated with the management of
land and forest resources are widespread, making mechanisms for managing these relationships
crucial to the success of the reDD+ program.

ThepolicyandregulatoryenvironmentofREDD+projects

transnational business involvement in individual reDD+ projects takes place within a policy
environment that is very highly regulated, and influenced by complex and highly contested po-
litical processes at sub-national, national and international levels. This complex, multi-level and
highly contested policy and regulatory environment is certainly not unique to reDD+.
nonetheless, the complexity and intrusiveness of this policy environment draws our attention
to the implications of the external environment for the capacities and constraints of companies
and other project proponents operating at the project level. 

funded programs to support national reDD+ planning and implementation have been ongoing
in indonesia since 2009. in 2012, it was reported that indonesia had more than 60 reDD+ ac-
tivities either active or in the preparation phase (un-reDD, n.d.).5 support for development of
these programs has been provided by a range of international donors, including the un-reDD+
program and the forest Carbon Partnership facility (fCPf), which brings together funding
from the World bank, united nations Development Program (unDP) and the Asian Develop-
ment bank (ADb). indonesia is a member of the un-reDD+ Programme and the fCPf. bilat-
eral funding programs have also played an important role. for example, the Australian
government has played a major role in financing reDD+ activities in indonesia, most notably
via the indonesia-Australia forest Carbon Partnership, which funded joint activities to support
the unfCCC process on reDD+ policy, as well as indonesia’s national reDD+ framework.6

The national governance structure for reDD+ has undergone a number of changes since the ini-
tiation of reDD+ programming in indonesia in 2009 (un-Program indonesia, 2011). in 2011 a
reDD+ task force was appointed by President susilo bambang yudhoyono, with the responsi-
bility for establishing reDD+ financing mechanisms, development of broader reporting and ver-
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support ‘strategic policy dialogue’ on climate change, strengthening Indonesia’s carbon accounting capacity, and
supporting incentive-based REDD+ demonstration activities.



ification systems, and implementation of a Moratorium on new permits to clear primary forests,
which had been signed with the Government of norway in 2011. The taskforce was organized
in ten thematic working groups, each led by senior government officials and other experts. in
september 2012, the national reDD+ strategy was launched, including a work plan for further
development of the institutional setting and guidance for implementation for reDD+. each
worked on a different aspect of reDD+ policy, including monitoring, reporting and verification,
funding instruments, and communication and stakeholder engagement. A major restructure of
reDD+ governance occurred in December 2013, when a reDD+ Agency was established, with
responsibility for monitoring, oversight and control of reDD+ projects, and answerable directly
to the President. by 2014, the reDD+ Agency was operational in 11 provinces across indonesia.
This was heralded as being “the world’s first dedicated reDD+ national institution reporting di-
rectly to the Head of state” (un-reDD, 2014), though it was widely criticized for its lack of power.
in January 2015, the indonesian government closed down the reDD+ Agency and moved its re-
sponsibilities to the Ministry for environment and forestry (a new ministry formed through the
merging of the forestry and environment Ministries) (lang 2015). 

Mechanisms to facilitate public input into the policy making process around reDD+ have been
facilitated at several levels. structured consultations occurred during the original drafting of the
reDD+ national strategy, involving focus group discussions and stakeholder consultation meet-
ings at national and regional levels.7 The Ministry of forestry also established the indonesia forest
Climate Alliance: a forum involving groups working more broadly on forest and climate change
issues in indonesia, to facilitate engagement by representatives from government ministries, private
sector, civil society and international organisations. At provincial levels, consultation processes
involved government agencies, academics, private companies, nGo’s, and local communities (in-
terview with subject Z, february 2013). ongoing stakeholder input was also facilitated through
the working group processes associated with the reDD+ taskforce, while this was operational.
Despite these processes, some groups have criticized the adequacy of engagement with nGos and
indigenous groups in the process of reDD+ policy making (The reDD Desk, n.d.). 

social and governance standards were incorporated into reDD+’s overarching governance
framework, at international and national levels. The unfCCC specified a set of ‘safeguards’
that outline a framework of social, environmental and governance principles that reDD+ ac-
tivities must respect (D. rey et al. 2013, pp.13-15). Amongst other issues, these safeguards in-
clude provisions to address: transparency and effectiveness; rights of indigenous and local
communities (including human rights, land tenure rights, self-determination, non-discrimi-
nation, benefit-sharing, participation, fPiC, and respect for traditional knowledge); participa-
tion of relevant stakeholders; and environmental integrity. rather than enforce these safeguards
directly, the unfCCC requires that a Country safeguard system (Css) be put in place to im-
plement them, which is expected to include a strong grievance redress mechanism (rey et al.
2013, p.95). The precise design of the grievance mechanism, including its relationship with the
national judicial system, is at the discretion of the authorities of the specific country. 
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indonesia’s strategy for implementing reDD+ safeguards is still under development, although
some progress has been made since its 2010 letter of intent with norway (Government of nor-
way and Government of indonesia, 2010). in 2011, the national forestry Council, a multi-stake-
holder advisory body to the national Ministry of forestry, released recommendations on free,
Prior and informed Consent and reDD+ (Westholm et al, 2011). The recommendations were
developed over several months, with a wide range of forestry stakeholders providing input, in-
cluding indigenous peoples (un-reDD+, 2011d) from 2011, indonesia began working on a
safeguards information system (sis) and a complaints and dispute resolution mechanism known
as Prinsip Kriteria, Indikator Safeguards Indonesia (PrisAi) (unfCCC, 2014; leonard et al.
2013). PrisAi makes reference to key safeguards including land tenure, indigenous and local
people’s rights and fair distribution of benefits. There were some tensions between the reDD+
taskforce and Ministry of forestry in the process of developing this safeguards framework, with
competing processes and documents being developed (interview with subject b1, february
2013). The process of its finalization was still ongoing at the time this report was written. 

There are also a range of voluntary international standards that contribute to the regulatory en-
vironment. for example, the Climate, Community and biodiversity (CCb) standard has been de-
veloped for the purpose of providing assurance to prospective buyers in carbon markets regarding
the social and environmental safeguards applied within climate-related land management projects
(CbbA 2013). similarly, the verified Carbon standard (vCs) is designed to provide quality as-
surance with regard to accounting of carbon emission reductions or removals (vCs 2013). 

in addition to such overarching frameworks, the indonesian government has put in place spe-
cific regulatory provisions to facilitate the establishment of reDD+ projects. to provide a legal
vehicle for the acquisition of land for the purpose of reDD+ projects, in 2008 the Ministry of
forestry established a new type of land use concession, known as an ecosystem restoration
Concession, or erC. The objective of an erC is to “restore flora, fauna and abiotic conditions
to re-establish a balanced ecosystem which has an optimum biological productivity and working
ecological functions to support life systems as a whole, including the environmental, social and
economic aspects” (ffi et al, 2012, p.6).  

Introductiontothisproject

The project is a multi-stakeholder forest conservation project in the Kapuas Hulu District in
West Kalimantan. it was developed by the international nGo fauna & flora international (ffi),
as part of a broader partnership to develop reDD+ projects together with the Australian based
financial institution Macquarie Group. The project involved a multi-stakeholder partnership
between business and nGo financers and project managers—distinguishing it from other cases
of private sector investment projects examined in this series of reports. 

The transnational private company bioCarbon was established as a direct vehicle for financing
the project, together with a specially created local corporate entity, Pt Wana Hijau nusantara
(WHn). WHn was the applicant for the erC land use concession, since only indonesian com-
panies are eligible to directly hold concessions of this kind. The aim was for WHn to apply for



and then operate the erC and associated forestry and trading activities, and it was established
in July 2010 for this purpose. bioCarbon is a singapore registered limited liability company,
initially established by the Australian company Macquarie Group to develop forest carbon proj-
ects. The international finance Corporation (ifC) announced in July 2011 that it would invest
in bioCarbon to fund forest conservation efforts around the world. A 25 million dollar invest-
ment in bioCarbon (shared by Macquarie Global investments, ifC and a third investor, us-
based Global forest Partners) was announced in 2011 (Kett, 2011), but we were not able to
clarify what proportion of these funds, if any, was actually disbursed.8

bioCarbon financed a significant proportion of expenses for project development, establishment
and implementation activities by the local company, in return for exclusive rights to purchase
legally generated verified emission reduction credits from WHn. ffi financed some of the
initial work before bioCarbon became involved, and grant funding was also used to supplement
the funds. ffi also covered some costs following the eventual bioCarbon withdrawal from the
project. bioCarbon and WHn worked together in the design and development of the project
with the nGo ffi. WHn took on responsibilities for day to day activities such as government
liaison and negotiation of the land concession licence, while bioCarbon was involved through
regular meetings with WHn and ffi staff (interview with subject J1, february 2013).

ffi is an international conservation organization that works to promote the conservation of
ecosystems and threatened species around the world. They have experience implementing forest
conservation projects in over 40 countries around the world, working through in country teams,
and in collaboration with local nGos, government and the private sector in countries where
they operate. ffi has had a country program in indonesia since 1996, including a Memorandum
of understanding (Mou) with the Ministry of forestry, and they have established an extensive
network of partners in the country including government, businesses and civil society and com-
munity organisations (ffi et al 2012). ffi has worked directly with district and provincial gov-
ernments since at least 2008, participating in other conservation projects (such as national parks
and orang-utan conservation projects), and supporting district level spatial planning processes
in Putussibau. They also worked with some local communities over a similar timeframe to de-
velop Community forestry (hutan desa) areas in Kapuas Hulu—working together with the dis-
trict forestry department (interview with subject f, february 2013). ffi shares responsibility
with the private investors for project design, project management, compliance with the inter-
national certification standard commitments (discussed further below), and broader policy and
government liaison roles (interview with subject J1, february 2013).

ffi contracted the services of a local nGo based in West Kalimantan, called Perkumpulan Kaban
(Kaban association), for assistance with development and implementation. ffi also had other
local partners, such as titian, Diantama and lanting borneo, but while these partners partici-
pated in individual events, they didn’t play a sustained role in the project (interview with subject
v, february 2013). Kaban was established in 1990 with a focus on community livelihoods and
development, and had been working with communities in the local area for a number of years
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prior to the initiation of the project, on livelihood and forest conservation issues such as support
for local honey farmers in the nearby Danau sentarum national park, and participatory land
mapping with local farmers (interview with subject b, february 2013). Kaban was extensively
involved in managing community relations throughout the process of project development. Their
role focused at the community level, encompassing direct management of social, economic and
cultural data collection and analysis, education and awareness raising, feedback and grievance
handling, community meetings, participatory land and resource mapping of customary territo-
ries, and institutional strengthening (interview with subject b, february 2013)).

The project was located in Kapuas Hulu District, in West Kalimantan Province. The closest major
population centre is Putussibau, the capital of the district, which is approximately 25km northeast
of the project boundary (ffi et al 2012). The Kapuas lakes system hosts a complex ecosystem,
which comprises a series of swamp and peat forests surrounding a network of seasonally flooded
lakes. The system is home to hundreds of animal, fish and plant species, while local communities
are also highly dependent on the ecosystem and associated resources for maintenance of social,
economic and cultural practices. The project area had originally been zoned for conversion to
non-forest land use, putting it at high risk for conversion to oil palm plantation, which would
lead to the emission of significant quantities of greenhouse gases from above ground biomass
and peatland, as well as threatening biodiversity and traditional livelihood activities in the area.
The project aimed to prevent conversion to oil palm plantation, both via short term land use
planning together with the government, and longer term conservation activities (ffi et al 2012). 
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The project was initiated in 2008, when an Mou was signed with the Kapuas Hulu District Gov-
ernment to develop a reDD+ project in the area. The project proponents submitted an erC reser-
vation request in March 2009, and the area was set aside for this purpose by the Ministry of forestry
in october 2010. technical Proposals for the erC (involving an overview of the area and a working
plan and business plan for the project) were then submitted in 2010 and again in updated form in
2011, and a letter of support for issuance of the erC area was then obtained from the Kapuas Hulu
District Head in June 2011 (ffi et al 2012; interview with subject A, february 2013). 
                                                                                                                                                                          
one cluster of project activities was able to occur prior to securing an erC. These activities were
designed to tackle the threat of land in the targeted project area being converted to oil palm plan-
tation, through collaborating with local government in revising spatial land use plans. to try
and prevent palm oil plantation development simply being shifted to other valuable forest areas,
ffi worked with district and provincial government to identify areas of degraded forest and
agricultural land that are better suited to oil palm conversion. Monitoring of emissions reductions
activities in the area has also taken place since 2010, when the first baseline satellite images of
land use in the area were captured (ffi et al 2012). negotiations with communities to gain their
consent for the full range of project activities also occurred during these initial stages. 

However, the project then became stalled over a protracted period of several years, after project
proponents were unable to obtain approval for the required erC licence, following resistance to
signing off on the approvals from the Provincial Governor’s office.9 There was therefore little activity
at the community level after 2012, as project proponents continued to wait for the necessary gov-
ernment approvals to proceed to the next stage of the project (interview with subject b, february
2013). During this time, WHn’s main focus became advancing the process of obtaining a licence.

Project development was further complicated by revisions to government classifications of the
land in the project area, with implications for the area of forest eligible for the erC concession.
The Project Area was originally zoned as Convertible Production forest (which is eligible for
an erC). Alteration of this legal designation can only occur with approval of District, Provincial
and Central government. There were nearby areas of Protection forest (not eligible for an erC)
that were also envisaged to be conserved through implementation of project activities, though
these were not formally included within the project area (ffi et al 2012, p.41). During the initial
stages of project development, however, the national level forestry Ministry was reviewing the
land zoning in the area, with the prospect of re-zoning production forest (available for conver-
sion to reDD+ projects) into protected forest (which cannot be used for any other purpose).
A decision was subsequently made to re-zone part of the project area from production forest
to protected forest (kawasan hutan lindung), requiring revisions to the planned project area.
This latter classification is less strict than conservation forest, allowing local communities to
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assessment by the Ministry of Forestry; followed by issuance of a second letter to the Director General of Forestry re-
questing preparation of a working map of the concession site. Only at this stage would an official Ministerial Decree
be issued awarding the ERC licence to PT WHN (FFI et al, 2012).



harvest non-wood products and plant tree crops such as rubber. timber harvest and production
forestry concessions, such as for timber planting, logging or ecosystem restoration, are however
not possible under this classification. 

After protracted delays, the ongoing failure to obtain an erC licence and ongoing uncertainty
about tenure over the planned project area led to the withdrawal of bioCarbon, and discontin-
uation of the planned project, though ffi remains engaged with the district government around
conservation activities in the area.  

Affectedpeople

in analysing the operation of this project, our central objective is to understand how local com-
munities have engaged with consultation and grievance handling processes linked to the project.
before we can analyse this central question, we must review some details of the communities af-
fected by the project, and the range of human rights issues potentially impacted by project activities. 

The project planning documents defined project affected communities as “all groups of peo-
ple—including indigenous Peoples, mobile peoples and other local communities—who live
within or adjacent to the Project Area (within the Project Zone) as well as any groups that reg-
ularly visit the area and derive income, livelihood or cultural values from the area” (ffi et al,
2012, p.6). Working within this broad definition, eight villages were identified as directly affected
by the development of the siawan belida reDD+ project. All are located in Kapuas Hulu District
in West Kalimantan. The eight villages are: Jelemuk, Kepala Pintas, Keliling semulung, bunut
Hulu, bunut tengah, nanga tuan, tanjung entibab10 and tekalong. These villages all have ad-
ministrative and/or customary boundaries that overlap with the project area, and residents of
the villages have significant economic, cultural and social ties to the project area (ffi et al 2012). 

The villages vary considerably in size, ranging from Kepala Pintas, the smallest, with 84 house-
holds, to the largest, tekalong, with 532 households. The total number of people living in the des-
ignated Project Zone is estimated to be 7280 people. The dominant ethnic groups are Malay and
Dayak, who are both considered indigenous Peoples. Dayak groups speak Kantu and suruk lan-
guages, while the Malay ethnic groups speak bahasa Melayu. bahasa indonesia is also prevalent,
particularly amongst those who have received formal education. settlement patterns are clearly
divided along ethnic lines with Dayak Kantu located in northern and eastern parts of the project
area and Malay settled in the eastern and southern parts of the area. These settlement patterns
are reflected in four predominantly Malay villages and four predominantly Dayak villages (ffi et
al 2012). our data collection focused mainly on three villages—bunut Hulu, Kampung baru and
Pala Pintas—which reflect a mix of these varying characteristics. A small number of supplemen-
tary interviews were carried out with members of tekalong and bunut tengah villages.

settlements within these villages are comprised of houseboats, floating houses and stilted houses
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situated alongside the river system. inside the project area there are two fishing settlements, and
a further estimated 18 temporary housing structures, in the form of floating houses. some house-
holds live permanently in these fishing villages, inside the project zone, though most people live
in one of the eight village settlements outside the project area, moving to their floating houses
during the dry season when fishing is most productive (ffi et al 2012).  The settlement pattern
of floating houses close to the project area has produced some inter-village conflicts, as many
people dwell either at the borders of their village, or in the area of other villages. for example,
the floating settlement of bunut Hulu and bunut tengah fisherman at Danau Pontu is located at
the border with Keliling semulung (Dayak Kantu village). During the logging era, this location
was the site of significant conflict between these ethnic groups as a result of competition to gain
access to timber surrounding siawan lake, with both groups making historical and cultural
claims. several other hamlets in the lake, especially near sabit and belida lake, have also been
involved in tensions surrounding claims and counter-claims, as village proliferation has led peo-
ple from the older village to stay at the lake, which is administratively located in the new village.
such inter-ethnic and inter-village tensions regarding settlement claims have influenced
processes seeking to establish consensus regarding their collaboration in the reDD+ Project.

Households in these villages are highly dependent on land and natural resources in the Project
Zone, for both subsistence and income generating activities. some of the most important re-
source-dependent livelihood activities include hunting, rice and agriculture, for subsistence,
rubber as an income generating crop in the dry season, and for the purpose of both subsistence
and income generation, fishing, aquaculture, small scale logging, non-timber forest products
including honey, rattan and medicines, and added value processing of fish products (ffi et al
2012). Patterns of economic activity shift between flood and dry seasons. Although some people
continue trying to sell timber illegally, many are largely dependent on rubber and fisheries to
get sources of income. There are some activities in the area that are not dependent on natural
resources in the project zone (livestock, trading, as well as staff working for the government
and private companies), but these offer livelihood opportunities for only a small minority of
people living in the area (ffi et al 2012). forests also have non-economic value to communities
– in Dayak culture, for example, forests have a spiritual significance, because they are viewed
as the home of the gods.

Humanrightsissues

Background

A number of factors make the analysis of human rights impacts more complex than for many
other cases in this series of reports.  first, many central project activities had not yet commenced
at the time of our research, making analysis of relevant human rights issues in part speculative.
second, as the project sought to protect the status quo from other, less desirable, alternatives,
its impact must be conceptualized with reference to a counterfactual (or, in the language of
reDD+, ‘baseline’) scenario—intensifying the speculative character of the analysis. The analysis
below encompasses consideration of actual and prospective impacts of the project on commu-
nities, as well as both direct and indirect impacts. 
The way (hypothetical) counterfactual scenarios are conceptualized clearly has a significant im-
pact on how the prospective human rights impacts are evaluated. As discussed above, land in
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the project area was originally designated as Conversion/Convertible Production forest (Hutan
Produksi Konversi – HPK), which could be converted to other uses by a simple Ministerial de-
cision (ffi et al 2012). Analysis conducted by project proponents assumed that the most likely
alternative scenario (in the absence of the reDD+ project) for such areas of land was the de-
velopment of palm oil production. Development of other commercial agriculture or timber
based economic activity were also possibilities, as was the conversion of these areas of project
land to a protected forest classification.11

Many of the actual and prospective project impacts we identify below implicate a range of in-
ternationally recognized social, economic and cultural rights—particularly those issues that
relate to resource use and livelihoods. other relevant rights include the rights to meaningful
consultation and fair compensation guaranteed by indonesian law; rights of indigenous peoples
under international law to control communal land and natural resources; and the internationally
recognized rights to security of person, non-interference with privacy, family and home, and
the peaceful enjoyment of possessions (Human rights Watch 2013). 

Potential benefits of the REDD+ project for community rights

Widespread human rights problems prospectively associated with palm oil production12 and
other alternative scenarios mean that in some respects, the reDD+ project had the prospect of
generating significant human rights benefits, via the (counterfactual) avoidance of such harms. 

A number of more direct prospective benefits were also identified. The first was the project’s po-
tential to strengthen governance institutions in the project area in several ways. Project propo-
nents aimed to support customary institutions ‘to (re)build institutional forms and practices that
combine the strengths of customary governance with the principles of good governance, equity
(including gender equity) and environmental management’ (ffi et al 2012, p.72).  some village
members in the project area we spoke with were hopeful that positive impacts of this kind would
result. efforts to strengthen local institutions and associated social cohesion were also directed
towards strengthening community land and resource tenure, through clarification of customary,
village and sub-village boundaries of authority (ffi et al 2012). Participatory land and resource
mapping activities played a central role in seeking to generate benefits of this kind (ffi et al 2012).
Development of inter-community governance institutions and project dispute handling mecha-
nisms (discussed further below) were also designed to contribute to this goal (ffi et al 2012).

by supporting continued access to natural resources on which traditional livelihood strategies
depend, the project also aimed to support traditional livelihoods of communities (ffi et al
2012).  improved livelihoods are associated with a range of benefits, including improved food

11While bearing in mind such inherent uncertainty associated with identifying project impacts, our assumptions in
this regard draw both on analysis of prospective impacts and associated counterfactual scenarios carried out by the
project developers (drawing in part on consultations with communities, as well as on broader analyses), and on views
expressed to our researchers in interviews as part of this research process.
12 As discussed in other reports in this series, a range of negative impacts for communities are often associated with
palm oil development, including water, air and fire pollution, flooding, reduced water quality and fires on drained peat-
land rendering community fishing areas inaccessible.



security leading to better nutrition, and increased resilience and capacity to adapt to economic,
socio-political and environmental change (ffi et al 2012). Moreover, monetary income derived
from reDD+ has the potential to improve the lives of people in the project area through new
infrastructure, development of long-term economic activity, and employment opportunities—
though as noted in the next section, such benefits would be predicated on the capacity of com-
munities to secure their tenure rights, and retain significant shares of the financial benefits
flowing from any project revenue.

Negative impacts on human rights

The first major area of concern expressed by communities in the project area about potential
negative impacts of the project related to their continued access to forest and lake resources.
for many within affected villages, incomes and livelihoods depend crucially on access to natural
resources in the forest area, for activities such as hunting, fishing and honey harvesting. Many
also rely on access to sources of timber, medicine, water and other non- timber forest products
to sustain livelihoods (ffi et al 2012, p.25).  Any activity in the area that destabilizes established
community use rights over land and forest resources has potentially negative implications for
community livelihood strategies, and for inter- or intra-community conflict. 

The experience of a nearby national park (Danau sentarum), which restricted access to forest
resources for communities living in the area, intensified concern amongst some community
members that the project’s conservation agenda may have negative implications for their access
to forest resources. According to one villager we interviewed in Kampung baru, “people are
afraid whether this program is actually the same as the one in Danau sentarum. People [there]
can’t take the wood anymore” (interview with subject C, february 2013). According to a villager
in another village “At the end, maybe … if the approval is signed, when we cut the trees we
might get arrested by the police” (interview with subject A1, february 2013). our interviews
suggested that there was persistent confusion amongst some villagers between the reDD+ proj-
ect and other conservation schemes, including the nearby national Park. Those who supported
the project tended not to share these concerns about future resource access, and believed that
“with reDD+ we can still catch fish” (interview with subject C, february 2013). 

Concerns about the impact of reDD+ projects on community access to forest resources res-
onate with documented concerns in other sites in indonesia, where weak legal protections for
the rights of local stakeholders are pervasive (Cotula & Mayers 2009). numerous researchers
have found existing land tenure protections in many sites to be inadequate for the effective im-
plementation of reDD+ (sills et al 2014; Cotula & Mayers 2009).

A second, associated concern related to the consequences for community access to alternative
sources of livelihood. Although avoidance of commercial agriculture development such as palm
oil in the project area has some positive consequences for communities, the downside of this is
the loss of cash wage income-generation opportunities often associated with such sectors. Plan-
tation development is often also associated with the development of infrastructure such as roads
and medical and educational facilities, all of which are forgone under the reDD+ project. in
this regard, participants in the project needed to be convinced that the project would provide
benefits that outweigh the opportunity of employment or other revenue streams derived from
palm oil development (sills et al 2014).
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These concerns also resonate strongly with concerns expressed by communities in other reDD+
project areas in indonesia. one survey of affected people suggested that half the surveyed house-
holds had engaged in activities such as forest clearing that would be prohibited under the terms
of reDD+. Concerns that livelihoods would be harmed by the project and that other promised
benefits might not eventuate were prevalent amongst these communities (sills et al 2014). How-
ever, in contrast to numerous other reDD+ projects elsewhere in indonesia and internationally,
communities within the siawan belida zone are not currently engaged in livelihood activities
such as large scale livestock or crop cultivation that would be restricted or prohibited under the
terms of reDD+. Although they would be prevented from shifting into such forms of production
in the future, the project’s initiation has not been envisaged as demanding the kind of disruptions
to established practices that have often provoked intense forms of company-community conflict
(including violent confrontations) in some other reDD+ projects in indonesia and elsewhere.

A third set of concerns related to uncertainty about the distribution of benefits from the project,
especially the revenues generated by the ecosystem restoration Concession (erC) and income
streams associated with a future carbon market. both uncertainty and disagreement concerning
benefit sharing arrangements have the potential to fuel intra- or inter-community conflict, as well
as raising questions about fairness. experiences from the logging boom during the 1980s-1990s,
during which fees were provided directly to the village chief, played an important role in shaping
people’s understandings of what kinds of resources or benefits they might gain from the collabo-
ration with ffi. later on also, past experiences of elite capture, and concerns that such experiences
would be repeated, contributed to increasing tensions between administrative chiefs of the villages,
customary leaders, and other influential players in the local economy. such tensions generated
some jealousies and a competitive atmosphere among elites within and between villages. More
fundamentally, some feared that the shift towards commodification of natural resources associated
with the project’s heightened focus on the allocation of property rights over resources that were
previously shared, and associated generation of cash revenues for owners of such property rights,
had the potential to intensify conflict. The process of demarcating boundaries can incite resent-
ment, both with regard to forest resources, and also in relation to claims on resources such as lake
fisheries that were shared across multiple villages under prior customary arrangements. 

Concerns about benefit sharing have been widely recognized in the development of national and
international policy frameworks for reDD+ ‘safeguards’, in light of the central concern that “if
there’s a new revenue stream somebody else is going to come in to claim it” (lang, 2012c). Com-
munities with weak tenure rights are particularly vulnerable to having their resources appropriated
in this way. Although safeguards are intended to ensure transparency and inclusiveness in the al-
location of benefits, there remain significant risks that some people will feel that they have not
received a fair share of the benefits, either in absolute terms, or relative to others. Many villagers
we spoke with expressed concerns about the risk that stakeholders who do not live in the forest
area would seek a share of the benefits under a market-based forest conservation arrangement: 

“…what is important [is that] those who get the compensation should be the real stake-
holder, those who stay and live there [in the concession area] every year, every month,
every day … but because of the demand from outside, those who are not the stakeholder
… also want to get benefits. That’s the problem”. (interview with subject C, february 2013)
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Concerns about both access to forest resources and distribution of revenue flows are intensified
by the considerable uncertainty that communities in this area experience with community or cus-
tomary rights to forest resources. no landowners in the project area appear to have land title cer-
tificates issued by the national land Agency. While the land is not legally titled, it can be registered
via local adat or customary documentary records, though some villagers don’t have any documen-
tation of their land claims, particularly those who have acquired customary use rights through
clearance, rather than through transfer from another landowner. some others have documentary
records such as land information letters, provided by the village head. such documents do have
some legal recognition, but are vulnerable to claims of invalidity or illegality (ffi et al 2012).

finally, questions have been raised regarding the adequacy of community consultation
processes during the process of developing and negotiating the project. Community rights to
free Prior and informed Consent (fPiC) and participation are widely recognized within inter-
national frameworks governing reDD+ activities, yet there are well documented challenges
surrounding processes of community information sharing, consultation, negotiation of consent
for project activities, and ongoing management of community grievances (sills et al 2014). un-
surprisingly, scrutiny of fPiC and grievance handling mechanisms has usually been most in-
tense in projects involving disruptions to established community practices, in which open
contestation between project proponents and some community members and outside groups
has emerged. such overt conflict has not occurred in this project; nonetheless, as we will see
below, conducting meaningful processes of community consultation and negotiation of consent
has been very challenging. 

Kapuas Hulu district, West Kalimantan. Photo: Sindhunata Hargyono
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Consultationandgrievancehandlingmechanismsatthe
projectlevel

The main mechanisms used by communities affected by the project to channel feedback to proj-
ect decision makers have been conventional ex ante processes of community ‘consultation’. in-
dividual or collective concerns about the project during its initial development stages were also
communicated to project proponents through informal channels facilitated by the local nGo
Kaban. A formal grievance mechanism intended to operate as a conventional ex-post redress
channel has been designed, but is not yet operational.

Box 1: 
Project level consultation and grievance handling mechanisms

the project was designed to ensure fPiC through five steps: identifying community stake-
holders; education and awareness-raising; community analysis of the project; community
meetings working towards in-principle agreement; and finally establishment of a collab-
orative management agreement between the company, communities and local govern-
ment, through which communities would participate in governing the project.
Education,awarenessraisingandformalconsultations
local nGos conducted capacity building and awareness activities side-by-side. local for-
est conservation facilitators were trained and deployed throughout the project area. so-
cialization and education activities aimed to develop critical engagement by communities. 
Communitymeetingsandanalysisoftheproject
Community consultations, to foster critical engagement and collective decision making,
were held between 2010-2012, with eight villages and the Dayak and Malay communities.
Meetings focused on mapping and discussing scenarios with and without the project. 
Informalhandlingofcommunityconcernsduringprojectdevelopmentstage
throughout the project development stage, communities were able to informally com-
municate grievances or concerns directly to local nGos involved in the project develop-
ment process. 
Formalgrievancemechanismattheprojectlevel
A formal grievance process conforming to CCb standards was established, but was not
operational during the research period. the process was designed to provide an initial
local nGo point of contact to receive community and other stakeholder complaints, to
be followed by written documentation of the complaint, and some kind of recorded re-
sponse. Discussions about how the design could be elaborated to help overcome com-
munication barriers with remote communities were ongoing.
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Consultationandgrievancechannelslinkedtoprojectplanninganddevelopment

Project developers sought explicitly to ensure that project consultation processes conformed to
principles of fPiC—as required by overarching international reDD+ principles and policy
frameworks, and specifically as required by the CCb certification being sought by project pro-
ponents. The project’s fPiC processes were designed to provide the foundations for consultation
and grievance and to ensure that affected communities had sufficient leverage to negotiate an
agreement under which the project would leave them better off than under alternative scenarios
(ffi et al 2012). 

The project was designed with a goal of implementing fPiC principles through five steps: iden-
tifying community stakeholders; education and awareness-raising; community analysis of the
project; community meetings working towards in-principle agreement; and finally establish-
ment of a collaborative management agreement between WHn, communities and local gov-
ernment, through which communities would participate in governing the project—thus
recognizing the authority of village government and customary institutions, and building their
capacity through active involvement in the project. Throughout the project development
process, there has also been regular engagement with government agencies at national, provin-
cial, district and sub district levels, beginning from early 2009 when an erC reservation request
was first submitted. engagement with local government has involved representatives from the
office of the District Head (bupati), and local forestry, fisheries and agriculture departments.

initial community consultations followed the planned stages. However, although plans were
made for the subsequent development of a community fund and collaborative project manage-
ment structure, these were not able to commence on the original timeline, because an erC had
not yet been issued by the government. 

Identifying community stakeholders
 
in order to understand the structure of community interests and decision-making processes,
an initial process of community and stakeholder mapping occurred. Kaban carried out two
initial assessments in 2010 – one focused on the historical and economic ties communities have
to the project zone, and the other analysing the role of natural resources in the zone in sustaining
community livelihood strategies. A large team of researchers from the university of indonesia’s
(ui) anthropology department then spent four months living with each of the communities in
the project area, documenting and analysing social, economic, cultural and institutional aspects
of community lives, and their connections with local land and forest resources (ffi et al 2012). 

This mapping process fed directly into the subsequent design of processes of community rep-
resentation, used for the remainder of the consultation process. one important set of institutions
at community level was clearly identified as being the village level government. stakeholder
mapping conducted initially in 2010 further concluded that there should be representation from
customary as well as village institutions, in recognition of the importance of both sets of insti-
tutions in governing communities (ffi et al 2012).13

13 Customary institutions were marginalized and weakened during the logging era in the region, reflecting the na-
tional government’s policy to promote a uniform administrative governance structure throughout Indonesia at that
time. However, more recent laws have attempted to revitalize traditional authorities. Villages have been given in-
creased autonomy, and regional governments have been encouraged to institute regulations supporting customary
forms of village government (FFI et al, 2012). 



lake user groups were identified as significant customary institutions regulating natural re-
sources in the area. They play an important role in managing access and use of forest resources
around the periphery of the lake, and regulating access to water and fisheries—both to regulate
distributions between individuals and villages, and to protect the conservation of the resources
(such as by prohibiting access during spawning season to protect fish stocks). in addition, this
process identified other customary groups involved in managing non-timber forest products
such as honey, fisheries and land tenurial systems (for Dayaks) in the project area. As a result
of this mapping and analysis, the fPiC process was adjusted to include customary leaders of
fishing, honey and rivers/lakes groups, in addition to village level customary leaders, village ad-
ministrative leaders (village heads, secretaries and heads of village empowerment boards), and
women’s representatives (ffi et al 2012).

This initial analysis of community institutions not only informed design of the subsequent stages
of the fPiC process, but also supported the parallel project activities targeting capacity building
amongst local institutions. According to an nGo staff member, “it is important to empower
people to manage the forest according to their own rules and knowledge … this is the goal we
are working towards” (interview with subject b, february 2013). ffi and Kaban supported
communities to establish forums from each of the eight villages, as well as a Dayak, a Malay,
and a joint Dayak and Malay forum. They also worked with individual communities to
strengthen forest management practices, to clarify border areas between villages, and to facilitate
increased communication and experience sharing between villages (interview with subject b,
february 2013).

Education, awareness raising and formal consultations

Capacity building processes were linked to broader education and awareness raising activities
carried out amongst communities in the project zone. Throughout the period 2009-2012, the
nGos ffi and Kaban carried out a range of activities with the goal of raising awareness and
building capacity within communities to make informed choices about how the communities
wanted to manage their collective resources and livelihoods, and what role the prospective
reDD+ project might play in this. According to one local nGo staff member, the central goal
was: “to translate the abstract concept and goals of [the reDD+ project] to the community:
what is the purpose of reDD+ area, carbon trade, and so on. We need to translate it into easier
language” (interview with subject b, february 2013). According to another: “The goal of these
activities is that … all the community can get ready to do community forest management …
As part of this process, we also needed to educate and inform people about reDD+, carbon
trading, forest management, conservation training, analysis of land tenure … and so on” (in-
terview with subject f, february 2013).
                                                                             
A range of formal activities were carried out to facilitate this process, including training and
capacity building events, and community workshops (interview with subject f, february 2013).
ffi’s locally based Community engagement Coordinator played a key role in coordinating these
socialization and consultation activities, together with Kaban. socialisation activities covered a
range of topics, including general information about greenhouse gas emissions, deforestation
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and the value of forests in conserving carbon; information about reDD+ and carbon markets;
and details about the specific land concession and project activities they envisaged for this area.
in the course of these socialization and education activities, Kaban stressed that they wanted
to develop critical engagement from communities “to make communities aware of the good
and bad effects of these issues” (interview with subject b, february 2013).

Processes of socialization and consultation were also facilitated by the training of local facilita-
tors on forest conservation, who worked with ffi and Kaban staff to educate the community
about these background issues, and introduce details of the project. The aim of deploying local
facilitators was described by Kaban as being “to create a network of information in every village,
and every hamlet within the lake. We have people to communicate what happens … and inter-
mediate between ffi, Kaban and the local community.” in addition to the 8 main village settle-
ments in siawan belida, there are also 11 hamlets within the lake area, where fishing
communities are based. These are administratively part of the villages, though they are remote
from the central village settlement. several hamlets are located adjacent to the project area,
while small numbers are located inside the area. Developing a network of local facilitators helps
to enable communication to these dispersed community settlements (interview with subject
b, february 2013). local village facilitators were themselves trained through both workshops
and village level training activities. 

Community meetings and analysis of the project

These socialization and education activities were designed to directly inform the subsequent
community forums through which collective decision making regarding prospective partici-
pation in the reDD+ project was intended to occur. According to one staff member from
Kaban: “Afterwards, if community is already aware about the [relevant] information … Kaban
wants the community to also critically respond. The community should have a critical perspec-
tive, and afterwards they can decide. This is how fPiC comes in and this is Kaban’s role” (in-
terview with subject b february 2013).

such consultations with communities have been carried out over a 2-3 year time period, from
2010 until 2012 (ffi et al 2012, p.101). Meetings were held with representatives of the eight vil-
lages and of the Dayak and Malay communities (ffi et al 2012, p.103). some consultations oc-
curred in central locations at district or sub-district level, involving the participation of village
representatives from the project area. some other consultations occurred in individual villages,
enabling more direct discussion with ordinary villagers to occur. 

An important focus for these meetings has been mapping and discussing possible scenarios
with or without the project. According to one staff member from Kaban: “When Kaban facili-
tates the discussion within the villages, Kaban tried to make a projection – what if in the future
the program is established. What do you expect or want?” some of these discussions were rel-
atively high level, mapping out alternative scenarios such as palm oil, and discussing implica-
tions for the community. other discussions were focused on detailed questions of what kinds
of resources and support communities need to support existing livelihoods (interview with
subject b, february 2013). 
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by late 2011 as scheduled formal consultations were coming to their conclusion and the licence
seeking process was still dragging on, community leaders began to raise questions about why the
company WHn had not been directly involved in consultation processes—as discussed further
below. in early 2012, ffi facilitated an additional meeting in Putussibau involving village repre-
sentatives and representatives from WHn, so community representatives could communicate
their unresolved concerns about benefit sharing and access to forest resources, as well as unre-
solved questions about how the planned collaborative forest governance process would work.

Informal handling of community concerns during project development stage

Particularly during later stages of project development, some community members became in-
creasingly concerned about remaining areas of uncertainty in project planning. Mechanisms
through which communities could informally convey their concerns to project proponents on
both an ad hoc and ongoing basis therefore became increasingly important. ffi and Kaban
played a central role in handling such processes of informal communication and grievance han-
dling—which in practice have been closely intertwined with the more structured processes of
community consultation described above.

The ffi office in Putussibau was responsible for receiving and responding to communications
from community and other stakeholders as an interim arrangement prior to the erC license
being obtained (ffi et al 2012). The primary means of conveying concerns of these kinds was
through face-to-face communication with Kaban during physical visits by staff, as well as phone
or sMs contact with ffi or Kaban staff (interview with subject f, february 2013). issues raised
included project-specific queries such as the likely timing of government issuance of an erC
licence, and requests for assistance with broader livelihood difficulties such as flooding, forest
fires, or concerns about nearby oil palm plantations seeking to expand towards village areas. 

Formalgrievancemechanismattheprojectlevel

A formal grievance channel for the project had been developed, but was not operational during
the research period. upon approval of the erC, the intention was for this mechanism to be co-
ordinated by project proponents and their local partners, in conjunction with the collaborative
management arrangements to be established between community representatives and WHn.
The grievance mechanism’s stated purpose is to address “complaints, feedback, grievances, sug-
gestions and criticism related to reDD+ siawan belida programmes” (ffi and Kaban, 2012,
p.2). This is presented as a means of providing continuity of principles of community partici-
pation through from the fPiC stage to the implementation of the project, reflecting the view
that: “full participation of the community is required not only in response or initial planning,
but also during the project implementation” (ffi and Kaban, 2012, p.5).

There has been an explicit effort to design the project grievance system in accordance with the
CCb standard being used to guide the project design (CCbA, 2013). specific requirements of
this standard include feedback and grievance redress procedures that respond to and attempt
to resolve grievances through negotiation, mediation and/or arbitration or adjudication, taking
into account traditional conflict-resolution methods. The design of the project grievance mech-
anism was also informed by a focus group discussion that took place involving representatives
from ffi and six local nGos active in West Kalimantan.
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The proposed procedures were relatively simple. in formal terms, the mechanism would involve
little more than a point of contact, inviting community members or other stakeholders to contact
project proponents with complaints or suggestions, via mail, phone call, letter or text message.
Those receiving these complaints would fill in a written form making a brief record of the issue
raised, before making and recording some kind of response (ffi and Kaban, 2012). in addition,
the project grievance mechanism design outlined a number of good practice principles: trans-
parency/visibility (requiring that the mechanism is ‘widely socialised’), accessibility (meaning
that complaints can be addressed through various channels, including sMs, phone, email etc.),
responsiveness (confirmation of receipt of complaint will occur, and there will be subsequent
communication and follow up), objectivity (each complaint will receive equal treatment), confi-
dentiality (complaints will not be distributed to other parties), accountability (the process will be
open for public assessment) and continuous improvement (levels of complaint settlement will be
monitored and form the basis of continuous improvement efforts) (ffi and Kaban, 2012, p.7).

While criteria such as these relate mainly to the way in which complaints are handled once re-
ceived by project proponents, considerable discussion was also ongoing during our research
period regarding how local nGos might develop ‘information systems’ as part of the practical
operation of the grievance handling mechanism, as a means of overcoming communication
barriers with remote communities. it was envisaged that project information centres would be
established in the project zone, managed by staff employed from communities (conservation
facilitators) who would eventually be responsible for recording grievances. 

to further improve the design, Kaban and ffi were seeking to learn lessons from another local
nGo, lPs Air, who had developed an sMs-based software called Arus informasi rakyat (people
information flow/circulation), as a means of sharing information with remote communities
about issues concerning climate change, tenure conflicts, natural disasters and forest degrada-
tion. This system not only disseminates information, but also enables communities to report
events or communicate other concerns to nGos, companies or government officials (interview
with subject G, february 2013).

Evaluation of project level consultation and grievance
mechanisms

Analysis of these project level consultation and grievance mechanisms suggests that engage-
ment, consultation, and informal complaint mechanisms have generally worked well, enabling
meaningful community influence over processes of project design and preparation, establishing
high levels of trust between community representatives and project proponents, and building
significant levels of community support for development of the project.

The generally positive perception of these processes is notable in view of the inherent challenges
of negotiating advance ‘consent’ from heterogeneous communities with respect to complex
and unpredictable forms of business activity, which project proponents have needed to navigate.
such challenges include complex dynamics of possible tension between and within some com-
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munities, grounded in messy histories of social and economic development in the region - par-
ticularly given the potential for the prospective revenue streams associated with reDD+ to ex-
acerbate such tensions. Processes of establishing informed consent are also very challenging,
given difficulties of conveying complex information to communities, as well as inherent unpre-
dictability around decisions and processes that could potentially affect community welfare.
                                                                                                                              
our analysis highlights a number of strategies and capacities of project level managers that can
play a positive role in facilitating effective processes of community consultation and grievance
handling. of particular note, we suggest that this project’s generally positive performance in this
regard has been facilitated by consultation practices that have been strongly embedded in the
local context, enabling meaningful responsiveness to local values and expressed preferences. in
facilitating consultation processes that were widely regarded as legitimate by participating com-
munities and stakeholders, the role of local nGos with knowledge and understanding of the
local context, as well as physical presence near to communities over an extended period of time
(multiple years) has been very important. Community consultation and consent processes in
this case have also been importantly facilitated by the willingness of private sector project pro-
ponents to give significant autonomy to local partners working on the ground with communities. 

such strategies have in turn been facilitated in some respects by external enabling conditions—
particularly with regard to the rather unique ‘political economy’ of private sector financing of
reDD+ projects, which creates incentives for responsiveness to communities that are quite un-
usual when compared with the other case studies of transnational business activity considered
in this series. Private sector proponents of reDD+ projects also have economic and political
incentives to grant significant autonomy over project management to communities and nGos
at the local level, given the practical importance of local ownership and participation for secur-
ing successful and sustained conservation efforts. This is in contrast, for example, to the strong
incentives for many companies investing in extractive resource sectors to retain tight control
over engagement with communities, as a basis for controlling productive economic activity and
managing risk of disruption. Formalized international guidelines requiring community con-
sultation, and multi-year financing to support these processes were also notable enabling factors
facilitating strong processes of community consultation surrounding this project.

nonetheless, ultimately, despite these strong processes and institutional structures, so far the
expressed wishes of communities have not been followed, in the specific sense that the project
has not yet been able to go ahead on the terms to which communities expressed their consent.
Moreover, some key issues such as benefit sharing that communities are concerned about cannot
be resolved at the project level, because of their dependence on government policy processes
external to the project. These constraints have created tensions and undermined trust, at least
to some extent, between communities and project proponents.

These problems are linked to some significant external political constraints that have ultimately
impeded the ability of project proponents to progress the project. responsiveness to commu-
nities is impeded by project proponents’ lack of influence over important elements of the wider
policy and regulatory environment, such as decisions about benefit sharing or land zoning and
tenure regulation. our analysis thus also highlights the structural limits to what we can expect
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project level consultation and grievance processes to achieve - even where project managers
and investors are doing ‘the right things’ with regard to both local engagement and external po-
litical management.

Challengesconfrontingconsultationandgrievanceprocesses

Any analysis of strategies and mechanisms for community consultation and grievance handling
around reDD+ projects in indonesia needs to begin by acknowledging some of the inherent chal-
lenges of such processes. These include: managing differences of opinion within communities;
communicating effectively over time with remote communities; and communicating and negoti-
ating with communities about complex policy processes and inherently uncertain future scenarios.  
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Box 2: Challenges of community level consultation and grievance
processes

Managingdifferencesofopinion,withinandbetweenaffectedcommunities
Community level consultation and grievance handling processes often depend on a sig-
nificant degree of agreement amongst community-members regarding the nature of com-
munity engagement with a proposed project, or requested remedies in the case of
grievance. the search for a shared ‘community’ voice on such matters can be very chal-
lenging in the presence of internal disagreements within communities, power imbalances
between community leaders and ordinary villagers, political factions within the villages,
and other forms of power imbalance or exclusion within communities (based for example
on gender). Where multiple villages are affected by a proposed project, as in this case,
disagreements between villages also need to be managed.
Communicatingwithremotecommunities
the capacity of consultation and grievance handling processes to respond to community
needs can be significantly constrained when communities are geographically isolated,
particularly in the presence of poor transportation and communication infrastructure.
such isolation can also increase the power of elite village-level gatekeepers.
Communicatingandnegotiatingaroundcomplexanduncertainissues
the complexity and unfamiliarity of many issues associated with project design is a major
difficulty confronting efforts to ensure that communities are properly informed and em-
powered within consultation processes. for example, carbon markets are technically com-
plex, as is their relationship to forest resources, conservation, and livelihoods, and many
of the concepts and mechanisms are culturally unfamiliar. it is particularly difficult for
communities to assess the advantages and disadvantages of their engagement with a pro-
posed project when relevant government policy frameworks are unclear. such complex-
ities and uncertainties pose challenges for project proponents in deciding how much
information to share with communities at different stages in the process, and in what
form such information should be communicated.
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Managing differences of opinion within and between affected communities

The task of seeking ‘consent’ from affected communities is greatly complicated by disagreements
within and between communities concerning specific issues of benefit sharing, and broader at-
titudes towards participation in reDD+.

Within villages, one challenge for outside organisations seeking ‘community’ consent is to first
properly understand key issues on which there is significant internal disagreement within com-
munities, and then to enable community members to negotiate a collective community position
through appropriate local decision making processes. such challenges are complicated further
by power dynamics between elites and ordinary villagers, meaning that consultations may
often be dominated by small numbers of community leaders. such power dynamics operate
through consultation and communication channels of diverse kinds. for example, at collective
public forums based in villages, one villager described how at the consultation discussions, most
lay people sat and listened to the facilitators and the village elites. Many people can understand
bahasa but have trouble speaking it. “Most people in here cannot speak bahasa indonesia flu-
ently, so most of the people just sat and listened at the consultation. Those who asked [questions]
were only the village elites or those who graduated from senior high. … They understand [ba-
hasa indonesia] but to speak out, it’s hard for them” (interview with subject H, february 2013).

such dynamics were also reflected in the reported absence of more informal reporting back
processes and ongoing consultations with ordinary village members before and after many
meetings—a feature of the consultation process that is closely linked to intra-community dy-
namics and practices. According to one community member: “The heads of the village have
never held any meeting with the people [about reDD+], they have never gathered the people
after consultations … [as a result] the people are depending on the head of the village” (interview
with subject C, february 2013).  

some described a similar pattern of elite domination or gatekeeping with regard to informal
communication between project nGos and community members via sMs. one nGo working
on designing sMs based information systems to support community grievance processes told
us that “the sender [of an sMs] would usually only be the head of the community … Actually
it is possible for other members to send [an] sMs, but commonly the senders are only those
who … have close personal relationships with this nGo here. usually it would also just be the
leader of the community. This is because usually in the community they let the leader send the
sMs as the representative for them” (interview with subject G, february 2013).

Political factionalism is another significant factor that constrained the effectiveness of community
consultation and grievance handling processes. While ffi and Kaban succeeded in establishing
a degree of consensus in each village and selecting a local facilitator, the elites who remained
uncaptured by this process—often including former village leaders and local elites from the log-
ging era, who continued to control significant political-economy resources—continued to play
a significant role in influencing the attitudes and engagement of some ordinary villagers toward
the project. As a result, in at least one of the villages (Jelemum), rumours and gossip intertwined
with official narratives concerning potential project impacts (Afiff et al, 2011). 



inclusive consultation processes have also sometimes been hindered by the challenges of man-
aging gender-based power relations within local communities. The head of one village discussed
the challenges of engendering participation of women’s representatives in meetings, in which
“…the women representatives rarely speak out. Actually in this case, the presence of women
representatives was to fill the procedural requirement. but at the meeting they don’t speak out…
because they don’t know what to be asked” (interview with subject J, february 2013). such
gendered dynamics were further compounded by the small number of women attending stake-
holder meetings, meaning that in some locations men were performing the role of women’s
representatives. efforts were made to redress this situation by specifying the number of women
invited to meetings and holding women’s focus group discussions, but this continued to be a
significant obstacle. 

efforts to strengthen grassroots engagement within communities were also impeded by a lack
of confidence amongst some participating community members, in turn underpinned by low
levels of formal education in communities (ffi et al 2012, p.102). ffi and Kaban trained local
‘community facilitators’ to conduct information sharing sessions at the community level, but
some expressed insufficient confidence, and requested that ffi and Kaban lead sessions. efforts
to strengthen more broad-based, grassroots engagement from within communities are also
often hindered by a lack of organised discussion within communities to feed into these
processes. one nGo staff member closely involved with the project told us that “one challenge
relates to the organisation within the community – they need to be more independent from
ffi and well organised. They also need more discussion and consultation within the commu-
nities, as well as between communities and WHn, and between different communities” (inter-
view with subject f, february 2013 ).

efforts to facilitate processes of consultation that command widespread trust and perceived le-
gitimacy must also find strategies for managing disagreements between villages. Within the
project area, there have been some disputes between villages or sub-villages regarding control
over fishing territory, or accusations of timber theft—in turn linked to underlying disputes
concerning authority over resources in nearby lakes and rivers. Prior to the emergence of both
legal and illegal logging in the project area (most intensively in the late 1990s), customary in-
stitutions mainly focused on regulating fisheries and honey extraction. During the logging era,
cultural claims over land ownership became important as a basis for seeking financial compen-
sation from logging companies, and the concept was increasingly used by local elites as a basis
for claiming forest areas near the villages. such negotiation and claim-making dynamics have
continued to evolve in the post-suharto era during successive legal and policy reforms, through
which community rights over ownership and use of forest resources have been repeatedly re-
defined (Afiff et al, 2011). Conflicts over boundaries and resources between villages have also
sometimes been linked to differences between de facto use and de jure administrative bound-
aries, as government administrative boundaries were determined in 2007 in ways that did not
always reflect existing practice (ffi et al 2012). 

varying livelihood strategies also drive differences in attitudes towards reDD+ amongst differ-
ent local villages. such strategies are linked in turn to varying histories of past land, water and
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forest use patterns. two of the eight communities were generally more favourably inclined to-
wards palm oil, and thus more hesitant about embracing reDD+. The head of one of these vil-
lages told our researchers that livelihoods had become very difficult in recent years because of
the declining productivity of old modes of production such as fishing and honey farming. As a
result, many are looking for new income sources such as palm oil plantations, which he saw as
part of a “mission to save the future of the village - because the young are fleeing to other areas
for better livelihood” (interview with subject K, february 2013). in contrast, some other village
heads saw reDD+ as offering a possible solution to difficulties with current livelihood strategies:
“it’s going hard since the fuel is now expensive, it’s 12,000 [rupiah] per litre. The people are
grumbling… fishing is hard, the paddy harvest was failed; the rubber can’t be harvested. People
live a hard life” (interview with subject l, february 2013). some suggested that varying attitudes
towards the prospective reDD+ project were also influenced in part by differences between
Malay and Dayak villages, with the two villages tending to favour palm oil driven livelihood
strategies both being Malay (interview with subject M, february 2013).

Communicating with remote communities

Another significant challenge with community consultation processes is linked to the geograph-
ical isolation of communities, with a combination of remote location and poor transport and
communication infrastructure placing significant limits on the feasibility of sustained consul-
tation and grievance handling processes.

The closest major population centre to the project zone is Putussibau, the district capital of Ka-
puas Hulu, approximately 25km from the northeast of the project boundary. Kaban staff are
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based in Putussibau, the District capital closest to communities. outside of their Jakarta office,
ffi has staff based in Pontianak, the Provincial capital, as well as in Putussibau. travel from
Putussibau to the provincial capital, Pontianak, takes at least 16 hours by car or truck. Putussibau
also has a small airport with daily return flights to Pontianak, though flights are often cancelled
at short notice or non-operational for months at a time. overland travel in Putussibau District
is demanding and regular delays are common due to poorly maintained or impassable roads.
river transport is the only way to access seven of the eight villages - all but tekalong. Mobile
phone coverage is available in six out of the eight settlements, though signals are not reliable,
and coverage is very limited outside of the village centres (ffi et al 2012, p.31). These geograph-
ical distances and transport barriers create significant challenges for regular communication
with villagers, given the significant resource demands involved in frequent travel between vil-
lages and population centres, even for local nGos: “it is very costly if Kaban every two months
goes around to each village, so the question is how to do this. it is not good if local people just
wait to speak something until ffi or Kaban come to their village, so they are just waiting and
speculating” (interview with subject b, february 2013). 

such geographical isolation also tends to intensify dependence on communication with elite
gatekeepers—thus compounding challenges of intra-community power imbalances. barriers
to regular physical presence by nGos in communities compound the inequalities in intra-com-
munity access to consultation processes, given the significant reliance on sMs communications
with key village elites or leaders noted above. More regular direct and informal communication
with ordinary villagers would also be dependent on more regular and long term presence by
project partners or designated intermediaries in the villages.

Communicating and negotiating around complex and uncertain issues

Another inherently challenging demand of consultation processes with communities is the need
to try and negotiate with communities and seek their ‘consent’ regarding decisions that are com-
plex, and entail high levels of uncertainty. 

The technical complexity of concepts and mechanisms surrounding carbon markets, as well as
the cultural unfamiliarity of many of the concepts and mechanisms entailed, was one major
difficulty highlighted by many with direct involvement in consultation processes. such chal-
lenges were linked in part to the unfamiliarity of community members with concepts related
to the commodification of carbon, and its relationship to forest resources, conservation and
livelihoods. According to one local development worker: “When we speak of reDD+ the people
would ask about its mechanism – is our system about selling carbon and putting it inside a plas-
tic bag? They don’t understand exactly what it is about” (interview subject n, february 2013).
According to one local customary leader, “we don’t know how to sell that carbon… is it like
forecasting the weather? We really don’t know, no one has ever explained to us, they just kept
saying about selling carbon… We also don’t know how to calculate the output per year; they
told us they have the tools, but we haven’t seen the tools… Maybe it is like that thing which is
used by the people in laptop … what’s that thing called? internet? yes internet” (interview with
subject l, february 2013).  some consultations at the village level were conducted with reference
to concepts of conservation (konservasi). According to one villager, “we were told that conser-
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vation is needed to conserve the lungs of the world, it is because of global warming” (interview
with subject H, february 2013). 

There were also difficulties in developing required knowledge and familiarity with key concepts
amongst community representatives and nGo staff working with communities. According to
one nGo staff member: “At the nGo level as well, there is a confusion about reDD+ as a dis-
course. There was little engagement of local nGos here in West Kalimantan in the CoP meet-
ing, since there were no resources to travel” (interview with subject o, february 2013.).
Challenges were compounded in some cases by high levels of turnover of representatives for
some villages. According to one frustrated village head: “i think the people will never understand
[about reDD+]. Why?... every meeting they send different representatives, so how can they
understand? We who always come in every meeting are sometimes still confused with it
[reDD+]. i told [the ffi representative] that if there’s another similar meeting, i will not come,
because they kept talking the same thing. Why? because the people who were coming were al-
ways changing, so we had to start over” (interview with subject P, february 2013).

Communication challenges associated with efforts to achieve ‘informed’ consent of communi-
ties were compounded by the high levels of uncertainty surrounding policy frameworks. A
Provincial government official observed that, “it is hard to explain to communities about carbon
trade - they are asking about it, but how the mechanisms of the trade will work, when it will
come, is hard to explain … This question is hard … to answer, because it is related to profit
sharing and money” (interview with subject Q, february 2013). such uncertainty is a significant
source of anxiety for some community representatives. one described to us his concerns that,
“we [the village representatives] don’t want to be scapegoats if one day something bad happens”
(interview with subject r, february 2013). 

uncertainty is to some extent unavoidable for processes of ‘free prior and informed consent’
concerning long term commitments to projects such as reDD+, in a complex and perpetually
evolving political, market and policy environment. in the presence of such uncertainty, explicit
and implicit comparisons between the reDD+ proposal and familiar experiences from previous
time periods or neighbouring communities played an important role in informing decision
making processes. Community members were particularly anxious about the possible impli-
cations of the reDD+ project (which they understood to have conservation aims) for their ac-
cess to forest resources. Although oil palm and other sources of large scale land use conversion
have not been widespread in the project area, from the early 1970s until 2000 logging conces-
sions were given directly to logging companies, and community authority over the forest was
progressively eroded (ffi et al 2012). in 2005 the central government banned all logging activ-
ities in the area and increased its efforts to combat illegal logging (ffi et al 2012). one village
head suggested that some community members “are still in trauma because of the logging com-
pany era [when] they were tricked… When people wanted to work near the coast, they told the
people that they were breaking the law, that area was only for the company, and the people will
be punished if they work there” (interview with subject s, february 2013). 

A customary leader in another village similarly suggested that people were anxious about im-
plications for forest resource access because of their perceptions about negative impacts of the
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nearby Danau sentarum national Park on communities in that area: “The people are still not
sure (about reDD+). We have an example from sentarum. until now, don’t even mention
medium sized wood, they can’t even take the small wood, or the fish… so in our opinion, if
there is a plan to make our livelihood like that, we don’t agree at all” (interview with subject l,
february 2013). The head of another village told similar stories of past experiences in which
the government had zoned certain areas under the ‘protected forest’ classification without mean-
ingful consultation processes, despite some villagers’ rubber plantations and houses being within
designated protected areas. He observed that “the livelihood of the people in those areas are
bad - the programs have contributed nothing but pain for the local people” (interview with sub-
ject K, february 2013). such experiences have led some to approach engagements with external
actors around conservation objectives with suspicion. Another village head said that he was
worried that the company might manipulate the legal papers, just like the community had ex-
perienced before in the era of the logging industry. “What is wrong is there is no government
element involved in the consultation process. so we are afraid of being tricked in legal status
matters” (interview with subject t, february 2013). 

The shadow of these past experiences can increase the difficulties in enabling communities to
impartially weigh up information they receive regarding the probable consequences of the differ-
ent choices and scenarios (with or without reDD+) they are asked to choose between. As a staff
member from one nGo working closely with the consultation process described: “usually local
communities are asking whether if in siawan belida it becomes a reDD+ area, can they still cut
up the trees, access the forests and so on? Communities are comparing the project with the pre-
vious experience with logging companies. in that era they didn’t have any access to the forest.
This is very hard for ffi to answer. The community doesn’t have a clear perspective on this proj-
ect. it is very different from the previous projects, but they are comparing to the previous projects”
(interview with subject b, february 2013). such tendencies to compare the future with past or
present scenarios, which may or may not still be relevant within a rapidly changing economic
and political environment, intensifies the complexities of ‘informed’ community choice.

such challenges create dilemmas for those managing consultation processes regarding how much
information it is productive to provide to communities at different points in the process - where
this information is difficult for people to draw meaning from, and when issues being discussed
are in any case inherently uncertain. one observer suggested that in some reDD+ project sites
in indonesia, some villagers had not been consulted about reDD+ interventions in their com-
munities at all, and “sometimes that was an intentional decision on the part of reDD+ propo-
nents because the whole reDD+ thing is so uncertain in terms of whether or not there’s going
to be an agreement or whether there’s going to be finance … There is an ethical dilemma that
project proponents are facing between fPiC and raising unrealistic expectations” (lang 2012c).
one district government official in Putussibau said they had decided in their program not to
speak with people about the question of benefit sharing first: “We are not bold enough to speak
about benefit sharing to the people because if we put such discussions at the initial stage, it will
take a long time to progress. What we want is for sustainable forest management to be imple-
mented, that’s the most important thing. About the carbon matter and whether it will come or
not, it’s not our concern at the moment … Don’t speak about the money matter – we will just
fight because of it, and the money is not certain” (interview with subject u, february 2013).
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StronginvolvementandautonomyforlocalNGOshasfacilitatedmanagementofthesechallenges

Community consultation needs to engage with existing patterns of knowledge, communication,
representation and governance at the local community level. in part this requires incorporation
of established community governance institutions. it also necessitates more informal under-
standing of and responsiveness to community dynamics. The project management and inter-
mediation functions performed by local nGos who are physically located relatively near to the
project site, and who have expertise in local culture and politics, have therefore played an im-
portant role in enabling capable management of the challenges described above, including ge-
ographical barriers, managing elite gatekeeping or intra-community conflict, and
communicating complex issues. facilitation of high levels of autonomy for such local NGO
partners has been an important factor enabling them to perform these functions.

The skills and knowledge of staff from locally based nGos, particularly their capacity to inter-
pret and respond appropriately to local cultural and political conditions, and thus to build strong
relationships with local communities, allows them to establish legitimacy, navigate complex
and conflictual intra-community relationships, and negotiate other complex and changing social
and political dynamics at the local level. 

once the consultation process was underway, communication and relationship building with
communities rested centrally on the capacity of local nGos (particularly local ffi staff and
Kaban) to sustain strong communication and trust with communities over a relatively sustained
timeframe at the local level. This is particularly important given the lack of trust in outsiders en-
gendered by past community experiences related to logging, and facilitated greater understanding
of complex issues, and supported meaningful consent. As some community members highlighted,
establishment of community trust has been impeded by past experiences with “outsiders”: “some-
times the people don’t believe in such promises [reDD+] because they have had enough promises
from the outsiders without any realization” (interview with subject H, february 2013).

in dealing with conflicts within and between communities, project proponents drew on local
historical, cultural and political knowledge to design structures of community representation

Box 3: Capacities and functions of local NGO partners

A high level of autonomy in steering consultation processes was given to local nGos
with strong understanding of the local context, and a physical presence near to commu-
nities. this enabled them to build strong relationships, establish legitimacy, manage com-
plexity in community relationships, and negotiate shifting social and political dynamics.
effective communication and trust was maintained for extended periods throughout the
project. this process has been resource intensive, and has entailed a time-commitment
spanning several years. 
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that could accommodate established administrative and customary institutions, while also cre-
ating new processes to address potential power differentials or conflict within and between
communities. Appropriate design of formal consultation processes was importantly informed
by the study of local social and cultural practices by indonesian anthropologists contracted
from universitas indonesia, who carried out extended research in the communities, as an input
to the initial project design. 

Detailed knowledge of the local context—together with strong facilitation skills—also helped
local organisations to manage informed consent processes with respect to complex historical
legacies. local nGos used their understanding of these complex legacies to design scenario
based discussions that drew on familiar experiences to aid understanding, while also trying to
convey distinct features of proposed or probable alternative scenarios. strong local, contextual
knowledge also enabled nGo staff to shape their communication with community members
in subtle ways that could help convey information in ways that would make the most sense in
the local context. for example, one local development organization working to promote reDD+
at the District level told us that when they did their consultations they changed the term reDD+
to sustainable forest management so the basic concept would be more familiar for both people
in villages, and members of the district level government (interview subject n, february 2013). 

Provision of resourcing for the sustained involvement of local actors in consultation and griev-
ance handling processes has also been important. to the extent that ffi and Kaban have carried
out effective consultation and community engagement processes so far, this has required con-
siderable resources, which have been provided by bioCarbon and ffi, who put aside approxi-
mately us$400,000 each year as costs for community development, not including additional
costs of managing the area each year, in the form of rehabilitation, patrolling and monitoring
activities. some nGo staff we spoke with suggested that these investments are one of the reasons
the District government has been supportive of the project so far (interview with subjects W
and W1, february 2013). 

This is not to suggest there were not still challenges with regard to the resources required to
manage processes of consultation and project governance of an inclusive kind. in relation to
negotiations between villages, one informant highlighted the importance of a broader agreement
between villages to manage any future disputes about rights to get compensation. but he said
that the company was selfish, because they asked the eight villages to create agreed village bor-
ders without giving them funding to do so “yes, we can do it by ourselves, but if there is no
funding it is hard to be done because it involves different villages. We keep trying, if Kaban-ffi
can help us with funding, we can accelerate the process, but no, they don’t want to help even
though it is in their interest” (interview with subject r, february 2013). The patterns of short
term funding that often underpin relationships of these kinds are another resourcing issue that
generates challenges. Kaban for example experienced some challenges as a result of the short
term funding arrangements through which their involvement in this project has been funded,
whereby they are just paid for services as a facilitator or supporter for ffi activities, rather than
receiving long term project funding. This impedes their ability to plan longer term activities,
such as ongoing community mapping of land boundaries to help with disputes—an activity
that was initiated by communities, but isn’t part of the land use mapping funded by ffi (inter-
view with subject b, february 2013). 



Localcontroloverprojectdevelopmentenabledbyexternalpoliticalandeconomic
environment

The high levels of control over project development and community consultation held by local
nGos, and the commitment of sufficient resources and time to enable meaningful consultation
to occur, contrasts significantly with project development processes documented in other re-
ports in this series, which examine private sector investment activities in other sectors. 

The empowerment of local processes documented in the previous section has depended in sig-
nificant ways on distinctive features of the wider political and market environment in which
private sector investments in reDD+ projects operate. We can identify a number of conditions
contributing in this context to unusually strong incentives for principles of community consul-
tation to be taken seriously, and crucially, for control over such processes to be relinquished in
significant ways to local actors. 

in part the significant role of locally based nGos is clearly a function of the constitution of this
project as a multi-stakeholder initiative, where ffi and private investors work in partnership,
as opposed to the independent private sector investments that we consider in other reports in
this series. The associated project-level governance arrangements entail a central role for nGo
partners to work with communities to respond to their concerns, and to maintain relatively
high levels of autonomy in doing so. Moreover, the company WHn has an unusual governance
structure, being established as a company whose primary shareholder (99%) is a not-for-profit
foundation (interview with subject W and subject Q, february 2013). such autonomy was fur-
ther facilitated by the capacity of ffi indonesia and Pt WHn to exercise significant control
over day to day management of the project, though some project participants reported that bio-
Carbon remained quite actively involved in day to day management issues, creating some chal-
lenges in delineating respective roles. The project level economics of the investments are also
distinctive in some respects, insofar as the success of the investment depends on successful con-
servation activities and their sustainability over extended timeframes. if forest conservation is
to be sustained, and thus reDD+ revenues secured, this in turn depends in very practical ways
on effective community engagement and empowerment. 

such project-level considerations themselves, however, are products of the wider political econ-
omy of reDD+ financing. We must ask here why private sector investors might agree to become
involved on these terms in the first place? This is in large part a private sector financed project,
designed to ultimately generate profitable income streams for private participants. nonetheless,
the range of stakeholders involved in both shaping the policy and regulatory environment in
which the investments occur, and in influencing the ‘market value’ placed on the investments,
are different—reflecting a much larger public sector footprint at a number of levels. 

one important consideration is the distinctive regulatory and policy environment surrounding
reDD+ projects, and the high levels of political scrutiny of community level impacts that such
projects receive. The environment is highly regulated through a mix of international policies
and standards, and national regulatory frameworks—both of which are in turn influenced by
a range of stakeholders concerned with social and environmental as well as economic implica-
tions of reDD+ activities. 
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international economic and political pressures work to support the clarification and strength-
ening of regulatory frameworks concerning problematic issues such as land use, community
tenurial rights, or human rights based forestry conflict resolution processes (lang, 2013a). Many
donors have been explicit in their view that reDD+ can provide a means of helping “to tackle
the underlying causes of deforestation”, including issues regarding land tenure security and con-
flict, and ambiguities and conflict around land and forest boundaries (lang 2012a). large vol-
umes of resources have been put towards reDD+ finance not only through the World bank
(via a range of multi donor funds, in particular the fCPf, fiP and Gef) but also unDP, uneP,
fAo, and a range of bilateral donors. of particular note within the bilateral sphere is an agree-
ment signed between indonesia and norway in June 2010, in which indonesia committed to a
two-year moratorium on the allocation of new licences for conservation of native forests (Gov-
ernment of norway and Government of indonesia, 2010). Many donors have also provided
technical and political support for policy initiatives linked to reDD+ ‘readiness’, incorporating
strengthening of conflict resolution processes, land tenure security, land use mapping activities,
land use regulatory enforcement, and so on. As one interviewee noted: “the reDD+ debates
are quite sophisticated in terms of human rights because the origins of reDD+ are in the in-
ternational framework developed by the un … With reDD+, the nGos had more access to
the policy and legislative processes from the beginning because of the task force at the Presi-
dential level, which involved nGos specifically” (interview with subject y, september 2012).
Moreover, in relation to specific rights such as fPiC, “although fPiC has a background in in-
digenous rights, reDD+ says that fPiC is applicable for ‘local communities’, which means that
it doesn’t require recognition of a particular community as indigenous in order for fPiC to
apply. so this is another way in which the reDD+ debate is more sophisticated than other con-
texts such as in palm oil” (interview with subject y, september 2012).

such external drivers can also influence national regulatory processes—providing leverage that
generates incentives, momentum and deliberative space to create critical discussion around
problems of resource governance within national policy making forums, particularly but not
exclusively with regard to forests. According to one observer from an indonesian organisation
promoting governance reform, the multi-stakeholder reDD+ process and associated initiatives
from donors are “putting on the table sensitive issues like clarity of tenure and indigenous peo-
ple’s rights that haven’t been discussed in public before” (lang 2012b, no page). similarly, frances
seymour from the Centre for international forestry research (Cifor) noted that the norwe-
gian deal with indonesia “prompted a tectonic shift in the dialogue about forests, who partici-
pates in it, realignment of domestic constituencies among themselves and vis a vis international
constituencies in a way that i haven’t seen in 25 years” (lang 2012c, no page). such constituen-
cies include those narrowly associated with the promotion of reDD+, broader constituencies
promoting forest protection as a means of both mitigating and adapting to climate change, and
broader established constituencies aligned around issues such as land and forest tenure reform. 

Private international regulatory standards also play an important role in shaping the incentive
structure of private investors in projects such as these—with the consultation processes used
in this reDD+ project being subject to numerous formal procedural protections, as detailed
earlier. to this extent, the private carbon markets from which reDD+ income may be derived



in the future are likely to demand credible demonstration of compliance with social and envi-
ronmental standards as a precondition for sustained profitability.

Moreover, the value of reDD+ investments is defined not only by private investors, but also
through broader political processes, within the reDD+ and wider climate change governance
frameworks at national and international levels. There is a certain amount of murkiness around
figures on reDD+ financing, in part linked to blurred boundaries concerning what range of
forest conservation activities fall within the parameters of reDD+ (Henderson & Coello, 2013).
nonetheless, it seems clear that private investors in reDD+ projects still rely indirectly in var-
ious ways on public sector backing for these investments. Additionally, to the extent that
prospective future buyers of forest carbon are likely to include public sector organisations and
businesses seeking to bolster ‘beyond compliance’ Corporate social responsibility (Csr) and
branding activities, the credibility of reDD+ project governance arrangements amongst influ-
ential social and environmental constituencies plays an important role in defining the value of
such investments. in turn, such credibility is importantly linked to the perceived robustness of
systems for handling community consultation and consent, and grievance handling (schneck
et al 2011). such factors further influence the incentives that companies face within the external
market environment—creating greater incentives to invest in serious and sustained processes
of community consultation, and to devolve meaningful control over such processes to local ac-
tors, than would be likely in many other sectors of private sector investment. 

Externalpoliticalconstraintsunderminingrelationshipwithcommunities

The project’s development also encountered a number of external obstacles, which impeded the
capacity of project proponents to respond effectively to the expressed wishes of communities on
some key issues. The lack of control over decision making timelines on the project created by
delays in government licensing threatened the trust previously established with communities.
other regulatory constraints on the company’s direct dialogue with communities had a similar
effect. Moreover, some of the issues of most concern to communities, such as issues of benefit
sharing, land tenure security and forest use rights, were determined by policy processes beyond
the project level – particularly at the national level. This placed structural constraints on the ca-
pacity of project-level consultation mechanisms to respond to such dimensions of community
concerns. nGo staff expressed some frustration that when communities expressed concerns to
them regarding issues of these kinds, they lacked the capacity to provide substantive responses,
being limited to the provision of advice (interview with subject v, february 2013). one nGo
staff member expressed frustration about his inability to assist villagers concerned about nearby
oil palm plantation expansions: “What can you do? We just reply, and tell them to pray!” 

Government control over land licensing

As described earlier in the report, development of a reDD+ project requires government ap-
proval for a special kind of land-use licence called an ecosystem restoration Concession—ap-
proval of which requires sign off from district, provincial and national governments.
Consultations with communities about whether they wanted to participate in the reDD+ proj-
ect proceeded while applications for the licence were still in process, at the end of which there
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was strong support within the villages in the project area to move forward to the final stages of
project planning and initiation. Despite sustained efforts over several years, however, project
proponents were ultimately unable to secure a licence. 

The district government was supportive of the process, which they viewed as a positive contri-
bution to their wider conservation efforts within the district: “Kapuas Hulu just declared them-
selves as a conservation regency, so one of their missions is to create more eco-friendly activities
in their area”, making the project a good fit (interview with subject A, february 2013). 

nonetheless, the provincial government had reservations about reDD+’s ability to deliver in-
come streams as an alternative to palm oil, and was particularly concerned about the prospect
of international project financers capturing the benefits. several observers speculated that be-
cause there are no strong examples from elsewhere, senior figures in the provincial government
questioned the feasibility of reDD+ as a source of revenue. According to one interviewee: “the
government wanted to create something with instant benefit, while carbon is still hanging in
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Box 4: External political constraints
Governmentcontroloflandlicensing
A special kind of license – an ecosystem restoration Concession – is needed for this type
of project. While the district government was supportive, the provincial government had
reservations, delaying approvals and preventing the project from moving beyond its initial
development phase. these delays strained relationships between the community and
nGos, and made it difficult for the company itself to establish a direct relationship with
the community. these obstacles also impeded the establishment of formal collaborative
governance arrangements between villages.
BroaderPolicyFrameworks–benefitsharing,safeguards,forestaccessandlandtenure
the ability of project proponents to respond to community concerns regarding potential
project impacts was constrained by uncertainty surrounding broader regulatory and pol-
icy frameworks, over which both project proponents and communities themselves had
little influence. for example, there was a lack of clarity around benefit sharing arrange-
ments within the national reDD+ policy, exacerbated by conflicts between different gov-
ernment agencies over policy design, making it particularly challenging to influence or
anticipate future policy frameworks. similar uncertainty extended to wider policies on
forest access and land tenure. 
ExternalinfluencesandimportanceoflocalNGOs
the significance of such external influences in shaping future project impact increases
the value of strong relationships between communities and local nGos who are able to
act as brokers or intermediaries, helping to facilitate some degree of community voice
within wider policy processes. 



the air somewhere and is unclear. The Governor’s statements have been about that we want to
see that it will create benefits for communities” (interview with subject A, february 2013).
There was speculation also as to whether the Governor’s office was concerned about control
from international agencies in the agenda, because of the involvement of bioCarbon and ffi,
and the lack of government influence over the direct governance of the project. According to
one senior provincial reDD+ advisor, the Governor was sceptical about the reDD+ scheme
and the likelihood of support from developed countries for progress on deforestation and cli-
mate change, and was more inclined towards local initiatives for managing natural resources
(interview with subject Z, february 2013). such processes were reportedly complicated further
by processes of restructuring of reDD+ governance at the national level, described earlier in
this report, which were viewed by some as fuelling stagnation in development of reDD+ policy
in indonesia as a whole. one person close to the project we spoke with further described specific
disagreements between project proponents and the Governor’s office regarding the share of rev-
enues from the project that the Governor’s office would be able to retain. Although the weight
of these various concerns was interpreted differently by different participants in the process,
together they led to the provincial government continuing to stall, leading to the eventual aban-
donment of the project.

These delays had a number of negative consequences for project-level processes of community
consultation and grievance handling. first, there were negative consequences for the trust built
up between communities and the NGOs managing the consultation processes around the proj-
ect. As the project timeline dragged on, and the kinds of livelihood activities discussed with
communities had not started, many in some of the villages began to grow disillusioned, and
trust started to erode. one villager expressed a lack of faith in the program, saying that it was
“no Action talk only” (interview with subject H, february 2013). According to a village head
from a different village, ordinary villagers started asking questions about why there were still
no outcomes when discussions about the project had carried on for years: “They kept asking
(about reDD+). As the village representatives we can understand, but they ask why even though
it has been planned for a long time, reDD+ still has no end. Promises are just promises. We
don’t know what to say to the people” (interview with subject l, february 2013). As described
by the head of another village, “i think the people are not ready yet, they are confused, they are
hurt; it’s been two years and there is no continuity” (interview with subject t, february 2013).

As the delays in the approvals carried on, and there were many months without communication
or consultation with the nGos, the relationship with partner nGos started to erode. The head
of one village likewise suggested that the nGos, which have always been loyal partners of the
community (ffi and Kaban), are starting to become separated from the villagers: “Kaban and
ffi are not synchronized anymore” (interview with subject t, february 2013). This disillusion-
ment has been shared by some local government officials. According to one official, “i don’t
have a good feeling about reDD+, it is not clear … it’s been years and still there is no certainty.
The people ask us about this, and we have had enough. if they want to stop, just stop it. There
is no clarity in what they bring” (interview with subject A1, february 2013). As a result of these
concerns, he told us he had advised village heads not to get in contact with ffi for a while, be-
cause of the lack of certainty in the process (interview with subject A1, february 2013).
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The delays in securing the license created particular difficulties with regard to the capacity of
the company to build direct relationships with communities. There are significant restrictions
placed by indonesian law on the capacity of the company itself to directly communicate with
communities prior to the project license being issued. As described in the project report, meet-
ings between the company WHn and communities were only permissible “following issuance
of a first warrant letter from the Ministry of forestry’s Director General”. There was a certain
degree of ambiguity as to how this was to be interpreted, with provincial government officials
telling company staff they couldn’t go and meet people in the communities without the licence,
and district level officials saying they should establish links of this kind (interview with subject
A, february 2013). According to one local nGo: “everyone has a different interpretation of the
rules and regulations … ffi think fPiC should be done before the permit letter is issued because
the community should know first about the plans. if the local community don’t agree with the
reDD+ scheme, they can oppose it, and the company would not stay in that case. The govern-
ment thinks they should get their licence first. They think talking to communities is part of the
project activities” (interview with subject b, february 2013). to play it safe, the company initially
left it to the local nGos to lead engagement with communities on the ground. A company rep-
resentative expressed the frustration that: “we want the community to know from the start so
they can give their consent, but if the legal process takes so long, then they already have raised
expectations, and then they start to question: why isn’t it happening, is the company serious,
and so on?” (interview with subject A, february 2013).

Although the nGo lead role in consultations was effective in facilitating the kinds of consulta-
tion processes described above, as the process dragged on, some within villages starting ques-
tioning the role of the company, and pressing the nGos for a meeting with representatives from
the company, to reassure themselves about the company’s role and commitment, and to directly
convey their concerns and questions to the company staff. in response, the company arranged
a meeting in 2012 in Kapuas Hulu attended by representatives of all eight villages, to update
them on what was happening. 

According to one village head, when they met with the company, “they told us that they need
some kind of support or approval from the people. i protested, i told them that we haven’t given
them our approval, because their program’s direction is still unclear” (interview with subject
K, february 2013). This lack of trust on the part of some community leaders led them to request
a formal Mou from the company. As a village head explained: “We wanted commitment from
them, but they told me that they have to wait for the approval (from the Governor). it’s weird,
commitment should be prioritized over such approval, what if their commitment is not good
in the future and they have already got the approval? We are being tricked. i told them that day,
in that way we are not brave enough to support them” (interview with subject K, february
2013). According to a company representative: “They understood [this constraint] but also said
that we cannot support the project if there is no commitment from the company in written
form. They said they support the project but they can’t really trust in it because there is no writ-
ten agreement and no activities on the ground” (interview with subject A, february 2013). 

Delays resulting from the obstacles to establishing an erC licence also impeded the capacity of
project proponents to establish formal collaborative governance arrangements between the
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villages. Although there is some grey area around what counts as a ‘project activity’ and can
therefore begin in the absence of a licence, the proposed collaborative inter-village governance
arrangements were, as described by one ffi staff member we spoke with: “quite specific to the
reDD+ project, so it would be difficult to make the case that it was unrelated, from a licencing
perspective” (interview with subjects Q & W, february 2013). This situation creates direct ten-
sions between principles of community consent required by international standards, as well as
the indonesian PrisAi reDD+ safeguards developed by the reDD+ taskforce in 2012, and
the processes encouraged or in this case even permitted within the parameters of broader in-
donesian legal and regulatory processes. one interviewee explicitly highlighted tensions be-
tween “the ideal consent process that we want” versus “the legal aspect and procedures”
(interview with subjects Q & W, february 2013).

According to an nGo, “the collaborative forest management is important, even though the li-
cence is not established yet, because the customary regulation between Malay and Dayak is
quite similar, so they need to communicate between the hamlets to build good forest gover-
nance. … it doesn’t matter if [the licence] is established or not, it is still important to establish
an institutional arrangement between communities. yet the delays around acquisition of a li-
cence constrained the ability to engage in consultations with communities around planned col-
laborative governance arrangements. last year, WHn designed the CfM [collaborative forest
management] but they haven’t socialised it yet … because they don’t have a licence. … Kaban
can’t respond to questions about people’s rights to the forest until this is clarified” (interview
with subject b, february 2013). 
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All of this highlights the challenges of managing community expectations over long time periods
of consultation and negotiation, in the face of external obstacles and delays. This issue also high-
lights the way in which these external constraints can impede efforts of the project proponents,
including the private companies involved, to put in place effective processes of project level fPiC. 

Broader policy frameworks regarding benefit sharing, safeguards, forest access, and land tenure

external obstacles to meaningful responsiveness to communities by project proponents result
not only from dependency on government regulations or approvals concerning the project itself,
but also from broader regulatory and policy frameworks affecting project impacts, over which
project proponents have little influence. 

one important example is the incapacity of project decision makers to deal with community
concerns regarding lack of clarity around benefit sharing arrangements within the national
reDD+ policy framework. Communities raised a number of queries with regard to benefit shar-
ing arrangements: “if the carbon is sold, then how would the money get to them? And if it comes
in, how will they spend it? is it for communal projects, or what? They are eager to know that.
but the company cannot say something concrete about this … to make it worse, nobody knows
when they ask about when the money comes, who is the buyer, who is the seller. so there is a
strong element of uncertainty around the carbon transactions” (interview with subjects Q & W,
february 2013). The original project plan stated only that communities in the Project Zone would
receive a share of carbon revenues generated from project activities in compliance with the rel-
evant Government regulations. (ffi et al, 2012) However, the details of what such benefit sharing
arrangements would entail in practice continued to be a source of confusion and concern. At
the time our research was being carried out in indonesia, a number of provisional regulations
regarding ‘vertical’ benefit sharing arrangements (to determine distributions of revenue between
project proponents, central government, community and provincial and district governments)
had been developed, but elements of these arrangements remained unresolved. 

uncertainty concerning relevant parameters of these policies was intensified by conflicts be-
tween different government agencies over the determination of these frameworks. for example,
the development of national policies and frameworks around rules on benefit sharing was sig-
nificantly complicated by tensions between the Ministry of forestry and the Ministry of finance
concerning jurisdiction over such policy. in 2013, the Ministry of forestry had issued regula-
tions about the distribution of carbon revenue, but the Ministry of finance said this regulation
should come from them, claiming that it was beyond the jurisdiction of the Ministry of forestry
to regulate the revenue income from reDD+. The changing role and powers of (what was) the
Presidential taskforce on reDD+ complicated such processes further. since that time, there
has been even more fundamental restructuring of governance arrangements for reDD+. There
were proposals at one point for reDD+ money to all be channelled through a new reDD+
agency that was created in 2014, but this agency was then disbanded in 2015.

such ongoing institutional conflicts and reforms make it even harder for project proponents to
either anticipate decisions coming from higher-level policy processes, or contribute to influ-
encing them in structured or predictable ways. These conflicts intensify uncertainty about policy
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outcomes, and make meaningful information provision and negotiation at project and com-
munity levels very difficult. Communicating the nature of such obstacles, delays and uncer-
tainties to communities in ways that can still maintain trust and strong relationships is thus
very challenging (interview with subjects Q & W, february 2013). 

similar challenges regarding lack of influence over external policy frameworks confront project
proponents with regard to wider policies on forest access and land tenure. irrespective of formal
rules about benefit sharing, the ‘community share’ of revenues depends in part on security of
community land tenure, and clarity of ownership boundaries (lang 2012d). These issues are
profoundly influenced by wider national and sub-national policy frameworks. relevant policies
include those that directly regulate tenure rights, land mapping and usage classifications or zon-
ing, as well as broader economic policies that contribute to shaping market pressures on forest
and land use—many of which are deeply contradictory with one another (lang 2012c; Human
rights Watch 2013; lang 2013b; strategic Asia 2012). The legal and policy frameworks that
govern land and forest use in indonesia are enormously complicated, involving large numbers
of separate pieces of legislation and regulation governing land use, significant legal ambiguities
surrounding tenure rights (involving frequent mismatches between statutory, customary and
de facto property rights and land use practices), and additional uncertainty associated with de-
centralized control over allocations of land use rights (ffi et al, 2012). 

The capacity of project consultation or grievance processes to directly influence broader policy
frameworks is minimal. This presents a dilemma, since it is difficult for reDD+ projects to op-
erate ‘responsibly’ without these issues being properly governed at higher levels, yet communities
affected by specific reDD+ projects don’t have any special opportunities or channels through
which they might feed back into these broader policy debates. As a result, although project level
consultation and grievance processes have been designed in ways that instil multiple procedural
protections for communities, the level of information and control that communities are able to
attain through such processes remains constrained by significant external forces, within a com-
plex and multi-level policy environment governing forest land and resource use in indonesia.

PowerfulexternalinfluencesheightentheimportanceofbrokeragerolesoflocalNGOs

structural barriers impeding the ability of project proponents to directly influence many im-
portant issues that local stakeholders raise within project consultation and grievance handling
processes place a particular premium on the capacity of local nGos to perform brokerage
roles—in which they try and assist communities to achieve some direct or indirect voice or in-
fluence within government policy processes. for example, a local ffi staff member based in
Putussibau took on the role of introducing key community stakeholders with District level offi-
cials—facilitating local community meetings and communications between villages to help
clarify the delineation of borders between the eight villages in the project zone (interview with
subject Q1, february 2013). in this way, established connections to national or sub-national
policy networks possessed by project staff and partners can facilitate small degrees of influence
over policy processes that lie beyond the control of project proponents themselves. 

At times the nGo partners were explicit in characterizing the intermediary or brokerage character
of their role. subject Q and subject W (interviewed in february 2013) described how they would
like community members to be able to directly discuss issues with responsible government officials,
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but in the meantime, they considered that part of their role as nGos was to help build community
knowledge of policy issues, and where possible broker direct contacts with government: 

“i think that the capacity of Kaban or ffi is just to [perform capacity building and bro-
kerage roles] – we can’t make decisions about bigger issues on land tenure, palm oil
concessions and so on but we can provide information and act as mediator. This can
also be dangerous, because we can misinterpret community information and give wrong
information to government partners. We are trying if there is an issue in the community
to pass on to the government agency responsible for that, but … the best thing we can
do is to set up a meeting directly between the community and the government. … We
should also be using influence as facilitator, something like that”. 

At the national level also, ffi staff have been actively involved in discussions about policy issues
such as benefit sharing. The foundation controlling the company WHn also has a number of
board members who are well connected to influential policy networks within the country, in-
cluding a board member who had served as an advisor to the president, and others with ongoing
or previous roles at senior policy levels in the governance of forestry, reDD+ and carbon trade
(interview with subject C1, february 2013). 

Constraints to the responsiveness of project proponents to community wishes result not only
from gaps between local consultation processes and the higher ‘levels’ at which relevant policy
frameworks are shaped, but also from the gaps between relatively short timeframes over which
consultation processes often occur, and the long and unpredictable time frames over which
broader policy frameworks are negotiated, implemented and revised. The protracted timeframes
associated with negotiations around benefit sharing arrangements or land tenure reforms illus-
trate this clearly. The capacity of nGos to effectively intermediate between communities and
broader processes of policy making thus depend importantly also on the longevity of their roles
and relationships at local level.

Consultationandgrievancemechanismsatnationalandin-
ternationallevels

in addition to project-specific consultation and grievance mechanisms, a range of other mech-
anisms exists at sub-national, national and international levels, which could potentially be used
by communities concerned about impacts of a reDD+ project like this one. of particular po-
tential relevance are national and sub-national administrative and judicial processes, and na-
tional and international reDD+ grievance systems. These mechanisms exist as possible means
of handling grievances surrounding land or forest resource issues more broadly, but little use
was made of them in managing consultation or grievance handling in this case.
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Nationalandsub-nationalmechanisms

Political and administrative consultation processes played a role in shaping the development
of the reDD+ project in the form of routine communication during the project development
process between community leaders, project proponents and sub-district, district and provincial
governments. However, political and administrative grievance mechanisms were not used by
communities, for a variety of reasons. 
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Box 5: 
Other mechanisms available - national and international levels

Nationalandsub-nationalmechanisms
A specialized grievance handling process linked to indonesia’s national reDD+ governance
framework has not yet been established. Civil, criminal, and administrative courts all offer
potential means of handling grievances associated with reDD+ projects, as do investigation
and dispute handling mechanisms within government departments, such as the environ-
ment and forestry Ministries, and the national land Agency. Grievances can sometimes
also be taken to local level police, military, or sub-district government officials.
such mechanisms are often very limited with regard to their scope and/or effectiveness.
often community knowledge of or access to such mechanisms is limited, complaint han-
dling processes can be costly and time consuming for complainants, many relevant in-
stitutions are inadequately resourced, and community trust in the integrity of these
processes is sometimes low. such barriers can impede or discourage communities from
making complaints, and constrain the effectiveness of grievance handling processes when
they do occur. the mandate of many of these mechanisms is also restricted to managing
quite specific types of disputes.
Internationalmechanisms
these mechanisms depend on the type of project financing utilized. Many multilateral
financing bodies have established dedicated grievance-handling mechanisms that are
available to communities at the project level. other grievance systems are under devel-
opment by agencies such as unDP. both multilateral and bilateral funders of reDD+
projects have also sometimes dealt with complaints through ad hoc political processes.
in some cases grievance mechanisms designed for complaints regarding transnational
companies are formally available—such as in the form of oeCD national Contact
Points—though to our knowledge such mechanisms have not previously been used in
relation to reDD+ projects.
international mechanisms tend to be limited in their scope, problem solving capacity and
accessibility.  the large variation in mechanisms also creates access barriers for commu-
nities, as they try to comprehend what recourse is available. these barriers are further
complicated by physical locations distant from affected communities, and operational
constraints to extra-territorial engagement.



Overview of national and sub-national mechanisms

first, it is helpful to review the range of relevant grievance mechanisms available at the national
level. for the purpose of this overview, we take a broad view of ‘grievance’ mechanisms, en-
compassing investigations, informal triggering of routine regulatory compliance activities, as
well as more formalized dispute handling systems. This regulatory and administrative landscape
is complex, with a range of mechanisms existing at national and sub-national levels that could
in theory be used by communities wishing to raise concerns arising during the development
and implementation of a reDD+ project. Available mechanisms vary across sub-national ju-
risdictions, and some are formed on an ad hoc basis in relation to specific disputes. The below
review is therefore intended to be merely illustrative of the kinds of available options, and the
strengths and weaknesses they often demonstrate.

During the period of our research there were few institutional mechanisms available through
the national REDD+ governance framework to enable management of dispute handling. As
noted earlier in this report, the indonesian government has been working for several years to
develop a national reDD+ safeguard system—which is envisaged to incorporate a grievance
redress mechanism—but at the time of finalizing this report, the details of these arrangements
were yet to be finalized. 

outside of the reDD+ framework there exist a range of established mechanisms equipped to
manage some categories of conflict associated with the use of land and forest resources. The
civil, criminal and administrative courts all have potential roles (Deininger et al. 2012). inves-
tigation and dispute handling processes of varying kinds also exist within a number of govern-
ment Departments; of particular relevance are mechanisms managed by the environment
Ministry, forestry Ministry and national land Agency. offices of these Ministries at provincial
and district levels play a particularly important role in handling land-based disputes. for ex-
ample, the Ministry of environment established a special law enforcement unit in 2007, which
established provincial teams encompassing representatives from multiple other agencies (the
plantation agency, forestry agency, police, economic bureau and law bureau), and including a
number of specially trained civil service investigators trained at the police training headquarters
in Jakarta. The focus of this mechanism is on investigating violations of legal or administrative
regulations, and it incorporates a complaint mechanism whereby communities can report al-
leged violations to the environment ministry at district or provincial levels - often assisted in
this task by local nGos (interview with subject D1, february 2013). for example, one envi-
ronment Agency official we spoke with gave examples of communities bringing complaints
through this mechanism in relation to conflicts with palm oil companies destroying mangroves
or starting forest fires (interview with subject Q, february 2013). 

often communities will also take grievances directly at the local level to police, military or sub-
district government officials (interview with subject e1, february 2013).These officials may pass
the disputes up to district or provincial agencies, or attempt to manage the disputes in the first
instance at the local level. it is common for local government authorities to form ad hoc dispute
handling processes at the local level involving representatives from a mix of government agencies,
adapted to the particular circumstances of an individual dispute. some provinces have local in-
stitutions that take on a role in land acquisition, and which also get involved in resolving relevant
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land conflicts. in West Kalimantan, there are district level institutions, as well as similar groupings
at sub-district and village levels. typically these include representatives from the military, police,
local government, as well as village chiefs and Adat (customary) leaders (sirait 2009).

Assessment of national and sub-national mechanisms

Although national and sub-national grievance handling mechanisms of these kinds can be very
important for communities under certain circumstances, they are far from comprehensive in
their scope or effectiveness.

first, existing national grievance handling mechanisms experience significant constraints as-
sociated with limits to community outreach and accessibility. even where administrative griev-
ance handling mechanisms are led by sub-national government teams, the geographical
remoteness of communities living in forest areas can create significant barriers to the accessi-
bility of these mechanisms. A leader of a provincial environment agency investigation team that
we spoke with gave the example of an investigation of a company they had recently undertaken
where it took them eight hours to travel to the district, and then another eight hours to the
plantations (interview with subject D1, february 2013). These geographical barriers also make
managing complaints very costly and time consuming, limiting the capacity of existing mech-
anisms to handle the volume of prospective complaints.

These barriers are thus compounded by broader weaknesses of resourcing of these adminis-
trative mechanisms—both financially, and in training and capacity. According to one govern-
ment official, “our main investigation activities in this unit include forest patrols and intelligence
activities, but currently these two activities cannot reach all of the districts around West Kali-
mantan because of the lack of budget for these activities” (interview with subject f1, february
2013). similarly, officials described the limited capacity of their complaint handling systems:
“right now this scheme doesn’t work because we don’t have enough officers to conduct the
scheme. because there are so few officers, the scheme is too complicated. … We follow the basic
process, but can’t comply with the time frames laid out because of the resource constraints. for
example, at the moment it would often take two years to handle one case, though it varies de-
pending on the case” (interview with subjects D1 and G1, february 2013). An official further
reported that these capacity constraints make them reluctant to carry out socialization activities
to raise community awareness regarding the availability of such mechanisms: “when we conduct
presentations [about the complaint handling process] at the district or sub-district level, we
also tell people that they can bring complaints to this address. but we don’t have more social-
ization about this because we are afraid that if all the communities know about this process,
and they all come here, then thousands of cases would come here, and it would be hard to han-
dle. for example in 2011 we had only 9 cases, and they are not yet finished. so what if 100 cases
came here?” (interview with subjects D1 and G1, february 2013).

Concerns about resource and capacity constraints also undermine the willingness of both gov-
ernment officials and community members or nGos to take cases through the court system.
officials from the provincial environment agency we spoke with told us about a case in 2006
where they had tried to go to court, and it had taken 30 million rupiah to gather the required
evidence. so after that experience, they made a decision to avoid court processes where possible,
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and try instead to rely on administrative sanctions or mediation processes. such disenchantment
with judicial processes was reflected also in the experiences of many nGo organisations we
spoke with. According to one: “many times we needed to bring the cases to the court. but how
to say it … there’s a lack of government enforcement. They like to look for the hole inside the
law” (interview with subject H1, september 2012). Community and nGo use of administrative
grievance handling processes is sometimes further impeded by a lack of trust in these processes,
amidst widespread perceptions in some parts of indonesia that complaint handling processes
will be influenced by close alliances between companies and local officials at district or provin-
cial levels—undermining the impartiality of government-led mediation processes, or dissuading
government officials from taking complaints seriously in the first place.

Another limitation of many administrative and legal grievance mechanisms is that because
their scope is restricted to managing very specific kinds of disputes (such as those involving
violations of particular laws or regulations), they are not equipped to deal with broader com-
munity concerns about issues such as fPiC processes or resource access security—which as
we have seen are primary concerns for communities involved in reDD+ projects such as the
one examined here. These formal restrictions of scope are less of a problem for the ad hoc me-
diation processes that are sometimes established at national or sub-national level. However,
these are also limited in scope, insofar as they tend only to be deployed for handling the most
overtly politicized grievances, often where these have degenerated into open conflict between
communities and companies or project proponents. such mechanisms would be very unlikely
to be established by local government to manage community concerns of the kind experienced
by communities in this case, because of the absence of open, contentious politicization. Com-
plaints in which communities have not (yet) mobilized in antagonistic ways around a perceived
‘wrong’ committed against them, or where no specific legal or regulatory standard has demon-
strably been violated, therefore tend to fall between the gaps of existing legal and administrative
grievance handling mechanisms.

Internationalgrievancemechanisms

Given the limited scope and/or capacity of established national and sub-national grievance han-
dling mechanisms, there is potential for these to be usefully supplemented by transnationally
constituted grievance handling mechanisms. internationally, a range of multilateral and bilateral
complaint handling mechanisms are in place, and are reviewed briefly below. However, all were
ill-suited to the needs of communities in this case. such limitations can be understood as linked
primarily to constraints of scope, accessibility and operational capacity.

Overview of international grievance mechanisms

A number of special purpose grievance-handling mechanisms exist at the international
level,though most are linked to specific financing channels for reDD+ projects, and/or transna-
tional companies participating in these projects. The specific mechanisms that will be available
to communities affected by any individual reDD+ project therefore depend on the structure
of finance for that project. in our discussion below, we give a brief overview of the range of
mechanisms operating internationally with relevance to reDD+ projects, noting as we go along
which were applicable to the specific project on which our analysis focuses.
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Many established international grievance handling mechanisms are linked to multilateral fi-
nancing bodies. The World bank’s Global environment facility (Gef) has a dedicated Conflict
resolution Commissioner who reports directly to the Chief executive officer (unfCCC 2015).
Where a reDD+ project has been financed with World bank funds, the World Bank Inspection
Panel is an established mechanism available to affected communities. The World bank’s fCPf
and forest investment Program (fiP) financing schemes both work through ‘delivery partners’
(DPs), such as regional development banks, the united nations Development business (unDb)
or the food & Agriculture organization of the un (fAo). to accommodate this, the fCPf has
developed a ‘Common Approach to environmental and social safeguards for Multiple Delivery
Partners’, known as the Common Approach (forest Carbon Partnership facility 2012). The
Common Approach stipulates that social and environmental safeguard policies of the World
bank and the DP must have ‘substantial equivalence’ in their ‘material elements’, and where di-
vergences exist, the higher standard should apply. The fiP simply follows the relevant Multi-
lateral Development bank’s (MDb) policies and procedures (forest Peoples Programme 2013,
pp.25-26). This means that each fiP-funded project depends on the particular MDb involved
in the project. The relevant MDb for indonesia, the Asian Development bank (ADb), requires
borrower or client countries to establish and maintain grievance redress mechanisms at the
project level, and also maintains its own Accountability Mechanism to which affected people
have access (rosien 2010, p.9), though to our knowledge this mechanism has never actually
been used in relation to a reDD+ project. 

further grievance systems linked to specific international financing mechanisms are under de-
velopment. for example, UNDP has invested significant resources in development of a grievance
mechanism (unDP 2013), which is envisaged to incorporate both a dispute resolution process
and a compliance review process. This mechanism is also designed to support complainants to
resolve disputes using existing channels at program or country levels (unDP 2013, p.25). 

Multilateral funders of reDD+ have sometimes also dealt with complaints through ad hoc, po-
litical processes, as for example in the case of a complaint to un-reDD from the national Co-
ordinating body of the indigenous Peoples of Panama (CoonAPiP), in which an ad hoc
two-person ‘team’ was established to investigate complaints centred on indigenous groups losing
control over their land (tuckman 2013). Ad hoc, political processes have also been common as
strategies for pursuing grievances linked to bilateral lenders—reflecting the widespread absence
of formal independent accountability or complaints mechanisms providing recourse to project
affected communities amongst most bilateral development funding agencies around the world.

some bilateral funders provide informal guidance regarding grievance processes linked to proj-
ects receiving their funding. for example, in a dispute in Jambi surrounding a reDD+ project
led by the company Pt reKi, the German funder KfW Development bank reported that it had
provided advice on a mediation process and contributed to guidelines regarding compliance
with national human rights laws and standards including ifC’s Performance standards and the
un’s Codes of Conduct for law enforcement officials (Program office of the international
Climate-Change initiative, 2012). Grievances concerning bilaterally funded projects are some-
times also pursued through more overtly political channels. for example, in the Pt reKi case,
nGos also submitted a ‘Kleine Anfrage’ (request for information from a Member of Parliament
to the Government) about German involvement in reDD+, leading the German government
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to respond by initiating a ‘clarification process’ with the indonesian government, which together
with the government of Jambi province, established a team to oversee a process designed to
manage encroachment in the project area (Program office of the international Climate-Change
initiative 2012). similarly, the indonesian nGo Walhi appealed directly to members of Aus-
tralian political parties regarding concerns about an Australian government funded project in
Central Kalimantan, Kalimantan forests and Climate Partnership (KfCP), generating increased
political scrutiny of the project within the Australian Parliament (lang 2012e; lang 2012f).

specialized transnational grievance mechanisms have also been established with the capacity
to receive grievances relating specifically to the operations of transnational companies—po-
tentially including their involvement in reDD+ projects, as discussed in more detail in other
reports in this series. for example, organization for economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) National Contact Points (NCPs) have been established in oeCD jurisdictions to pro-
mote the oeCD Guidelines for Multinational enterprises, and contribute to the resolution of
disputes arising from non-compliance with these guidelines.14 The Australian Macquarie
Group’s financial involvement in this reDD+ project means that claims could theoretically be
brought to the Australian nCP. similarly, Global forest Partners, which is established as a lim-
ited Partnership under united states law, and registered as an investment Advisor with the us
securities & exchange Commission, could theoretically be held to account for its investments
in reDD+ projects through the us nCP. so far, there appears to have been no consideration of
using nCP processes, which to our knowledge have also not been used for reDD+ processes
elsewhere. The ifC-Compliance Advisor ombudsman (ifC-CAo) (discussed in another report
in this series) could also potentially be used in this project, owing to the ifC’s proposed funding
of bioCarbon (ifC 2010).15 to our knowledge, however, no complaints about reDD+ projects
internationally have yet been brought to the ifC-CAo.

Evaluating international grievance handling mechanisms

transnational mechanisms tend to be limited in their scope, problem solving capacity and ac-
cessibility. With regard to scope, most transnational grievance handling processes are limited
in the range of stakeholders able to access them, given the applicability of each only to projects
in which the relevant multi-lateral or bilateral entity (public or private) has played a role in proj-
ect financing. each also has its own limitations regarding the range of problems they can address,
based on the specific international standards or guidelines they endorse.16 They therefore offer
little basis for enabling communities to participate in wider negotiations around projects and
their impacts—which is the primary concern of communities in this case.
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tributing to the resolution of issues that arise from the non-observance of the guidelines...’ (OECD 2016).
15 The fact that no funds had been disbursed (as of the end of Fiscal Year 2014 - 30 June 2014) (International Finance
Corporation 2014) is no impediment to its applicability as the CAO’s operational guidelines only require that the IFC
be ‘actively considering’ participation (CAO 2013, p.11).  IFC’s involvement implies a requirement that the project ad-
here to IFC’s Performance Standards. These requirements are recognized explicitly in the main project report in re-
gard to IFC’s Performance Standard 2: Labour and Working Conditions and reporting of compliance with
environmental and social matters (FFI et al 2012, p.97).
16 However, as discussed in other reports in this series, some are more flexible than others in allowing communities to
bring complaints without needing to demonstrate specific violations of designated standards. The IFC-CAO for exam-
ple has a high level of flexibility in this regard.



The multiplicity and variation across transnational mechanisms compounds the challenges for
communities and local nGos to gain a solid understanding of what these transnational mech-
anisms are, when they are available and how they work. This creates immediate access barriers
with regard to community knowledge about and ability to access or even approach such mech-
anisms. The majority of stakeholders we spoke with at district and provincial levels – and even
many nGos at national level – were not aware of what these transnational mechanisms were,
how they worked or how they could be accessed. lack of experience using mechanisms of these
kinds creates further barriers for many, with transnational grievance strategies lying outside the
scope of familiar political repertoires for most local actors (with the exception of a small number
of internationally networked, nationally-based nGos). When financing flows come from mul-
tiple sources (particularly likely when private investors or bodies such as the ifC are involved
in project finance), this can compound the difficulty for local groups in working out which
transnational grievance mechanisms may or may not be available for their particular project,
even where they are aware in general terms that international mechanisms of these kinds exist. 

such barriers to access are compounded by the physical location of many such transnational
mechanisms outside local jurisdictions, far removed from affected communities. some mech-
anisms (such as nCPs) are further constrained by their lack of operational capacity to engage
extra-territorially, in the absence of offices or even established networks of relationships within
despite this being one of their main functions. The ifC-CAo does significant on the ground
investigation in some disputes in which it becomes involved, but doesn’t carry out active out-
reach activities during processes of project development and implementation to compensate
for the absence of ongoing physical presence near project sites—something that would be in-
herently difficult for a mechanism operating over potentially global scale. 

Lessonsforcommunity-orientedconsultationandgrievance
handling

What lessons can we draw from the above regarding how project consultation and grievance han-
dling mechanisms can be conceptualized and designed to support processes of project negotiation,
establishment and ongoing governance that can best protect the rights of communities?

Thevalueoftransnationalactorspartneringwithhighcapacitylocalorganisations

first, there have been some relatively clear lessons regarding the value of community engage-
ment processes being carried out by organisations with a sustained physical presence geograph-
ically close to communities, high levels of local expertise, and the capacity to build strong
relationships and trust with community members and leaders. Analysis of this reDD+ case
study has demonstrated the value of these attributes both as basic means of enabling broad-
based community ‘access’ to decision making processes, and as means of enabling relationships
of trust to be established within processes of community consultation. such qualities of local
project partners are particularly important when complex village-level decision making
processes need to be navigated, and potentially conflicting interests between and within relevant
villagers managed through processes that are perceived to be legitimate. 
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As we have seen also, establishing such capacities, and sustaining them over the significant
time-periods over which such negotiations sometimes need to occur, can demand significant
financial and human resources. enabling effective outreach to communities can be particularly
demanding of resources when communities are very geographically remote, given the impor-
tance of sustained communications at village level. 

Thelimitsofprojectbasedgrievancemechanisms

The case has also demonstrated significant structural limits to the capacity of project based
consultation and grievance mechanisms, reflecting the significant influences and constraints
on project design and implementation coming from the wider political and economic environ-
ment in which reDD+ projects operate. This limits the capacity of project developers to manage
impacts of project planning and operation on communities, and the associated capacity of proj-
ect-level consultation and grievance mechanisms to protect community rights, and enable re-
sponsiveness of projects to their preferences and needs.

The challenge of accommodating these broader influences at the project level is intensified by
the unpredictability of wider policy processes, particularly in the presence of ongoing conflicts
or turf wars between different ministries at the national level. Although project level governance
and grievance processes cannot alter this external environment, recognition of these constraints
has practical implications for how project proponents communicate with communities about
uncertainties surrounding timeframes, external policies and associated project impacts that
are beyond their control, in order to ensure that community expectations are realistic, and the
risks associated with their choices well understood.

Thevalueofappropriatelyintegratingpriorconsultation,projectgovernance
andgrievancehandling

it is common for analysts of fPiC, project governance and grievance handling systems to draw
quite sharp lines between these three elements of community input into decision making around
investment projects and broader business activities that affect their lives. such distinctions are
reflected in the formal institutional arrangements in place for this project, and indeed there are
often many good reasons for such distinctions. Differentiation between ex-ante and ex-post de -
cision making systems can be practically important with regard to the need for collective agree-
ments to be locked in at certain points over certain timeframes to enable investments to occur.
Moreover, different processes may be appropriate for decisions that are oriented towards coordi-
nating future actions, as opposed to those designed to provide retrospective remedy for problems
or harms that have already occurred. The appropriateness of these distinct types of mechanisms
may also vary with subjective experiences of wrongdoing or harm, and the way disagreements
are politicized. from a legal or moral perspective, such distinctions often have important impli-
cations for how we think about appropriate concepts of responsibility, blame and remedy. 

nonetheless, in practice these distinctions are often blurred. High levels of uncertainty and
complexity in the external environment, and thus persistent uncertainty regarding what future
scenarios communities are ‘consenting’ to within a process of fPiC, can render somewhat fragile

60



the legitimacy of reliance on ‘prior’ community consent. such situations demand project gov-
ernance arrangements that have high levels of adaptability over time. Meaningful consent—
capable of protecting the autonomy and welfare of communities—may require ongoing
mechanisms of community consultation, within a project governance framework that encom-
passes potential for revisability of agreements on specified issues, where levels of uncertainty
and change are particularly high. in this way, the lines between prior consultation and ongoing
project governance may blur.

Distinctions may also blur between consultation, project governance and redress. The notion
of ‘redress’ is often understood with reference to violations of a fixed set of legal or moral stan-
dards—such as those of human rights. However, working out what redress practically requires
in the face of multiple, overlapping and in some ways conflicting individual and group rights is
often complicated and contested. operationalising the notion of redress is further complicated
in cases such as this one by interconnections between human rights concerns and broader con-
cerns about benefit sharing or control over alternative development pathways. As different rights
claims need to be mediated, accommodated and sometimes balanced against one another, the
lines start to blur between a framework of redress as rights enforcement, and a more political
understanding of redress as demanding legitimate collective decision-making to negotiate re-
sponses to perceived wrongs. This implies the need for grievance handling mechanisms to have
a capacity to facilitate participatory, multi-stakeholder dialogue around contested issues, in
addition to (or sometimes in place of) a narrower adjudicatory function.

Theimportanceofintegrationbetweengrievancesystemsatproject,national
andinternationallevels

recognition of both external influences over project level decision making and the importance
of local expertise and relationships further highlights the importance of local partners who can
function as brokers or intermediaries in helping communities to access meaningful processes
of consultation and grievance, and to influence relevant government policy processes external
to the project. 

from the perspective of local communities and nGos, building strong relationships with in-
termediaries and the networks in which they participate can sometimes enable a degree of
voice within broader policy processes through which the project’s external operating environ-
ment is determined. As we have seen, international nGos like ffi have particular capacities
that enable them to perform or support brokerage roles of this kind—not only in the form of
their existing expertise and relationships, but also experience and skills in relationship man-
agement and communication across a range of different (village level, national and international)
contexts. ffi not only works closely with communities at local levels, but is also engaged, knowl-
edgeable, and well networked in national reDD+ working groups, as well as broader policy
processes. sometimes such brokerage and intermediation roles may involve conventional forms
of policy advocacy at national or international levels, seeking to convey concerns of communi-
ties at higher levels, while sometimes the function involves simply connecting communities
more closely with government officials in local policy networks. 
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from the perspective of transnational funders of reDD+ projects, who are usually remote from
communities in geographical as well as organizational terms, building relationships with in-
termediaries and local networks can be a valuable means of facilitating communication with
communities, and learning from the expertise and experience of local partners. reliance on
such intermediating networks or brokerage relationships is particularly important when
transnational investors lack the capacity to establish ongoing or regular direct interactions with
communities, due to the absence of direct operational activities in local areas. 

even in the presence of such strong brokerage, however, we have seen that the capacity of proj-
ect-level consultation and redress systems to engage consistently with higher level policy processes
has remained limited. This highlights the value of transnational company or project grievance
systems being better integrated with grievance systems at national and sub-national levels. 

Proposed establishment of a special purpose grievance system as part of indonesia’s national
reDD+ safeguard system may help to bridge existing gaps in the sense of providing a forum
with a specific mandate to address concerns related to reDD+ projects. it would play a partic-
ularly useful role to the extent that it was: 

equipped to provide a forum for facilitating multi-stakeholder dialogue between proj-•
ect-affected communities, government and private sector investors, enabling affected
groups to raise concerns and complaints, and exercise appropriate forms of influence
over broader regulatory and policy processes. 

empowered to make authoritative recommendations regarding the resolution of specific•
disputes, where required.

Mandated to carry out evaluations of the impact of existing government-wide policies•
and regulations on recurring patterns of rights violations or grievance, and to make
recommendations regarding broader policy and regulatory reform.

establishing a new special purpose grievance handling system would however run the risk of
being afflicted by similar weaknesses to those documented in relation to existing administrative
and judicial mechanisms. to mitigate such risks, any new grievance handling system at the na-
tional level would benefit from being supported by:

substantial investment in financial, institutional and human resources to support the•
operation of the mechanism; strong protections for the mechanism’s (actual and per-
ceived) independence and integrity; and investment in background efforts to build
supportive coalitions within relevant policy networks. 

establishment of specialised community outreach and capacity building processes, to•
help marginalized communities to practically access those redress mechanisms that are
formally available. 
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