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Executive Summary 

1. Citizen participation in Jakarta’s spatial planning is scarce due to a lack of citizen interest and 
understanding of spatial planning information which is also quite inaccessible. Three policy tools 
using online access, physical outreach and gamification concept are proposed. This paper 
recommends the use of physical outreach to encourage citizen partnership, as it is the most 
effective and cheapest with the deepest outreach extent. The paper concludes with a USD17K 
proposal to implement an outreach program trial on a chosen green space to test its effectiveness 
before proliferation to the other green spaces.  

Background 

2. Unlike traditional land-use planning, spatial planning provides opportunities within a national 
regulatory framework to integrate policies not constrained by planning permissions to influence 
the future distribution of activities in various areas. The success of spatial planning will thus be 
measured by how it can deliver effective public service investment at the local level while 
supporting the achievement of wider objectives for the province or city (Janice, 2011). 

3. This requires close collaboration with stakeholders in other sectors and more importantly, an 
inclusive process of participation and consultation to boost the public’s confidence in the plans. 
The Chinese philosopher Confucius once said, “Tell me, and I will forget. Show me, and I may 
remember. Involve me, and I will understand.” In fact, Alexander (2009) argues that it is the public 
who should be involved in making decisions on the spatial planning improvements.  

4. Under the United Nation’s 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, spatial planning falls within 
11th Sustainable Development Goal (SDG), namely ‘Making cities inclusive, safe, resilient and 
sustainable’. One of the targets under this SDG is to “enhance capacity for participatory, integrated 
and sustainable human settlement planning and management in all countries (United Nations, 
2016).” This emphasizes the importance of active public involvement through a bottom-up 
approach and two-way communication to co-produce the spatial planning design. This paper would 
thus explore the extent to which Jakarta had achieved the above SDG target in spatial planning.  
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Spatial Planning in Jakarta  

5. The Spatial Planning Act (Law No. 26)1 enacted in 2007 brought significant progress to Jakarta’s 
spatial planning policy as it decentralised authority to the Jakarta provincial government, whose 
spatial plan would subsequently be legalised as Peraturan Daerah. The Act also declared spatial 
planning as public information which every citizen had the right to know, provide inputs and object. 
Since the intention behind the Spatial Planning Act commensurate with the Public Information 
Disclosure Act (Law No 14/2008)2 which promoted improvement in transparency, Jakarta started 
advocating for more transparency and open data availability via three central portals3, of which the 
Jakarta Smart City portal provided information on land use and zoning arrangement. To further 
promote citizen participation, the Indonesia Ministry of Public Works designed guidelines under 
Regulation of Minister of Public Works No 15/2009 4  to be adhered by the Jakarta provincial 
government, as outlined below. 
 

a) Preparation stage: The government must disclose the commencement of a spatial plan 
formulation or revision through various channels such as websites, mass media, printed 
media, cultural events, and information centres in the government office. 

b) Data collection stage: Primary data in terms of public inputs and opinions are to be gathered 
through public hearings, focus groups, conferences, and electronic submission.  

c) Plan formulation stage: Two-way communication is required prior to finalisation of plan.  
 

Challenge 

6. Despite the above regulation, citizen participation was scarce, as evident in the Jakarta 2030 spatial 
planning process. In May 2016, the Jakarta provincial government made a public announcement 
that the Detail Spatial Plan and Zonation would be reviewed to accommodate strategic projects of 
the central government, as permissible under the Spatial Planning Act and Jakarta Provincial 
Regulation (No. 1/2014)5. Public consultation was planned to take place from May 2016 to August 
2016.  However, Indonesia’s largest and most established newspaper Kompas (2016) revealed on 
23rd August that public consultation on the Detail Spatial Plan and Zonation had not been held in 
every district in Jakarta. This was due to the following 3 reasons: 

 
a) Lack of interest by citizens and grassroots leaders: In a separate a public perception survey 

published by the research arm of Kompas in January 2017, approximately 42% of the 
respondents admitted that they were disinterested in land use information, and 70% of 
them claimed that they did not receive any information nor invitation to consultation 
meetings on the Detail Spatial Plan and Zonation. Our interview with a Kompas researcher 
Margaretha Puteri Rosalina found that the consultation meetings, in the form of public 

                                                             
1 http://www.bkprn.org/peraturan/the_file/UU_No26_2007.pdf 
2 http://bnpb.go.id/ppid/file/UU_14_2008.pdf 
3 These are data.go.id, data.jakarta.go.id, and smartcity.jakarta.go.id.  
4 http://birohukum.pu.go.id/uploads/DPU/2009/PermenPU15-2009.pdf 
5 http://pelayanan.jakarta.go.id/download/regulasi/peraturan-daerah-nomor-1-tahun-2014-tentang-rencana-detail-tata-
ruang-dan-peraturan-zonasi.pdf 
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hearings, were mostly attended by appointed community volunteers, who did not pass the 
information on to the residents in their districts. This was largely due to the volunteers’ 
perception of spatial planning as being unimportant, as long as it did not directly affect the 
livelihood and convenience of their own districts. 
 

b) Limited yet non-easily understood information of current land-use plans: In our interview 
with Ivana Lee, a representative from the Non-Government Organisation Ciliwung 
Merdeka 6 , she explained that while citizen participation was mandated by law, the 
mechanism to conduct public consultation and track its effectiveness was unclear, e.g. the 
number of representatives to constitute sufficient citizen participation. She opined that the 
current public consultations in the district offices often ended up as one-way 
communication, as the spatial plans were not sufficiently simplified for the volunteers to 
comprehend. Most of the information was only available in a convoluted legal format, and 
sparsely scattered across different websites: 

 
i. Bappedajakarta.go.id, which was managed by the Jakarta Development Plan Agency, 

housed the main Jakarta Spatial Plan 2030 information and maps. 
ii. Rdrtdkijakarta.com, which contained details of the focus group sessions, was not 

updated by the Jakarta Spatial Plan Agency since 2011.  
iii. Sosialisasirdtrdkijakarta.com, which was linked to Rdrtdkijakarta.com and similarly 

managed by the Jakarta Spatial Plan Agency, contained the Detail Spatial Plan and 
Zonation. There was no chat forum to facilitate feedback from the public in both 
websites. 

iv. Smartcity.jakarta.go.id, hosted only the district maps of the 5 cities in Jakarta, as 
part of the Detail Spatial Plan and Zonation.  
 

c) Difficulty in accessing spatial planning information: According to the earlier Kompas survey, 
80% of the respondents claimed that they had never seen the zonation maps in spite of 
physical copies available in the sub-district government offices. Thus, if they needed to 
register for commercial licenses, they would simply obtain necessary spatial planning 
information by word-of-mouth from their peers and neighbours. There was also a Jakarta 
City Planning Gallery built in the Jakarta Government complex to promote citizen 
participation, and open to public with free admission during office hours, but patronage 
was low due to its inaccessibility. 
 

7. The above 3 reasons mirrored the views of Bernardus Djonoputro, the Chairman of Indonesian 
Spatial Planner Association. He told us that public consultation for the spatial plans was generally 
undertaken only to obtain procedural legitimacy quickly within a constrained timeframe, so key 
stakeholders such as private developers were not consulted. Jakarta Property Institute (JPI), a non-
profit organization representing Jakarta real estate developers, thus initiated to form a forum for 

                                                             
6 The organisation was active in advocating the rights of marginal communities affected by spatial planning policies and 
development projects in Jakarta. 
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regular consultation between the Jakarta provincial government and the private developer, but its 
Executive Director Wendy Haryanto updated us that this initiative was at its nascent stage and had 
yet to become vibrant.   
  

Benchmark against Ladder of Citizen Participation 

8. Based on Arnstein (1969)’s Ladder of Participation as shown in Figure 1, we evaluated Jakarta’s 
community involvement for spatial planning to be at Rung 3’s “Informing” stage in which the 
information given was superficial and incomplete, questions were discouraged and signatures of 
presence at the sparse consultation meetings were used as approval of the spatial plan. Hence, 
while citizens could hear and could be heard, there was no follow-through and power to guarantee 
that their views would be heeded by the Jakarta provincial government. While the final goal was to 
reach the “Citizen Control” stage, radical change would be difficult and take many years in Jakarta 
government’s context. This paper would thus explore how Jakarta, in the short term, could take 
less threatening incremental steps towards a more realistically achievable “Partnership” stage. This 
required two conditions: 
 

a) Information, which must be increasingly understandable and accessible to all citizens; 
b) Venues of communication and participation, which could refer to either urban spaces or 

digital platforms. 

 

 
Figure 1: Degrees of Citizen Participation 
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Policy Alternatives 

9. The following list 3 alternatives to improve citizen participation: 

a) Alternative 1 – Develop an integrated spatial planning portal to cascade information 

Proposal: Currently, spatial planning information and services are housed on different 
websites as mentioned in Para 6b. A user-focused integrated portal that offers a single point 
of entry is proposed with the following features: 

 Digital interactive maps with geospatial database underpinning them to replace 
current PDF maps on zoning and land use; 

 Location-based history of planning decisions related to changes in land use, zoning 
and property uses; 

 Feedback channel to highlight cases of incongruence between allowable and actual 
uses of land; 

 Social tagging for the public to attach keywords to certain elements of plan and link 
different people using the same keywords together to form new social groups with 
similar interests; and 

 Webcasts of real time recording of public consultation meetings with quick online 
polls to increase awareness and public dialogue. 

Rationale: Disclosure, simplification and dissemination of spatial planning information was 
key to moving up Arnstein’s ladder (World Bank, 2016).  

i. Firstly, the Jakarta government must be transparent to further share internally-held 
but unclassified information as permissible under the Spatial Planning Act to 
promote trust and empowerment of the people. Casilli (2012) had also advocated 
that information censorship especially during times of civil unrest could actually lead 
to more violence than no censorship at all. Transparency would thus compel the 
government to improve given that their decisions were now open to public scrutiny, 
and ensure that benefits of policies were redistributed across the society and not 
consolidated among the elite only.  

ii. Secondly, the digital interactive maps allowed spatial information to be demystified 
in an engaging manner to attract the public’s attention. We noted that there were 
generally two groups of users of the spatial planning maps, namely the regular and 
registered users (Mateja, 2015). The spatial planning portal should be sufficiently 
simplified to cater to these two groups, with more emphasis on the registered users 
who have specific interests in certain district areas, and likely to be more involved 
in citizen participation. They could thus be informed via email of any spatial planning 
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reviews, and be allowed to feedback on the maps while being held accountable for 
online social etiquette by virtue of their registration.  

iii. Thirdly, as compared to physical copies of maps, the portal would allow spatial 
planning information to be made easily accessible by the public, in which close to 89 
million, or 35% of Indonesian’s 250 million population, already had access to the 
Internet in 2014, and the number would continue to rise along with the burgeoning 
middle class population. In fact, significantly increasing access to information is also 
a target to be achieved under the 9th SDG on ‘Build resilient infrastructure, promote 
sustainable industrialisation and foster innovation’. 

Projected Outcome: With Indonesia Communications and Information Technology Ministry 
commitment to maximise internet usage to improve the economy and governance in its 
2015 – 2019 strategic masterplan, we believe the portal to be well-received by both the 
public and government ministries, with the exception of high-level businessmen who could 
directly arrange dealings and easily obtain information from the Jakarta regional 
bureaucrats, known to be the most corrupt across the provincial, regency and municipal 
administrations (GAN, 2015). Indeed, the spatial planning portal might not have an 
immediate effect to protect property rights due to the rampant yet ingrained corruption 
within the land management sector which would require the highest rung of “Citizen 
Control” from Arnstein’s ladder to eradicate, but by stimulating the use of technologies and 
spatial thinking by the public any place and any time, this allowed moving up a step from 
the “Informing” to the “Consultation” rung. 

Advantage: A more informed public and the technological presence of feedback would 
undoubtedly create a slow but deep impact on Jakarta’s political system, as the portal could 
serve as an early-warning system to detect even subtle signals of potential citizen 
dissatisfaction (Wegener, 1996). The portal could be made fully automatic with issuance of 
routine responses to minor deviance from current situation and expectation of land use. 
Human intervention would then be minimised, vis-à-vis the current face-to-face district 
feedback sessions at the district level which could potentially lead to corruption. This could 
thus kill two birds with a stone as citizen participation would improve both public 
accountability and anti-corruption, which lead to better formulation of spatial plans. 

Disadvantage: A well-informed public could also result in increased cynicism about the 
Jakarta government administration. Samuel (1967) argued that ignorance was seen as a 
blessing to allow governments of developing countries some breathing space to organise 
and implement development projects without pressure from the public. Other research 
pointed to a common but questionable assumption that an informed citizen could make use 
of information to reach rational and impartial conclusions and feedback (Robert, 1964). As 
such, the Jakarta provincial government might need to allocate more manpower and 
financial resources to manage the citizens. 
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b) Alternative 2 – Public outreach to increase spatial planning awareness 

Proposal: To invite proposals to develop visionary ideas for the 10 recently launched green 
spaces of 50-hectare area 7  in response to key challenges of spatial planning, such as 
biodiversity, inclusiveness, accessibility, community ownership and other issues reflecting 
the public’s interests. The proposals will next be shortlisted based on criteria set up-front 
by the Jakarta Parks and Cemetery Agency, such as feasibility and achievement of spatial 
planning objective. A roving exhibition on the shortlisted proposals will then be brought to 
the local communities living around each green space, for them to give feedback either at 
the exhibition or online. The Government will finally finalise the best proposals into 
concrete plans with associated timeline, and display the plans at both the spatial planning 
portal as well as the Jakarta city gallery during the course of implementation.   

Rationale: In Para 6a, we highlighted the lack of interest by the citizens and the grassroots 
leaders towards spatial planning, which this alternative attempts to resolve. Since the 
Spatial Planning Act requires Jakarta to hold at least 30% green space, we could attempt to 
give dual purpose to these precious lands. Jakarta currently has to cooperate with private 
companies’ corporate social responsibility programs to develop the green spaces, which 
came at the expense of the most powerless communities. The poorest residents and 
operators of informal sector businesses were often the ones to be evicted first to create the 
green spaces, and to worsen the situation, the private companies constructed 
condominiums, commercial buildings and hotels in these designated green spaces in blatant 
violation of Jakarta’s spatial plans (Rukmana, 2017). The above proposal would thus provide 
outreach opportunities for social bargaining and learning, while allowing residents to 
engage in collective action to withstand the pressure of the private companies.   

Projected Outcome: This alternative had previously been successfully implemented in 
Singapore, in which the Urban Redevelopment Authority held a design competition and 
exhibition to guide the development of the 24km Rail Corridor master plan (Janice, 2015). 
We would expect the same outcome in Jakarta in the long run, notwithstanding a key 
immediate difference between Jakarta and Singapore – conflicting powers between the 
Government and the private companies in Jakarta. Nevertheless, the above proposal would 
stir citizens’ awareness of their responsibility in the spatial planning process, which would 
then compel the Government to view them as a key stakeholder who cannot be sacrificed 
amidst business interests. This would increase pressure imposed on businesses to choose 
between their bottom-line imperatives and commitment to respecting the spatial plan.  

Advantage: The above outcome would actually propel Jakarta towards the “Partnership” 
rung of Arnstein’s ladder, as some extent of power had been redistributed from the Jakarta 
government to the public. Such community involvement, if sufficiently huge, could kick-
start a movement to form joint policy boards and planning committees to share spatial 
planning and decision-making responsibilities. There would also be greater transparency in 

                                                             
7 http://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2016/02/10/city-opens-10-parks-despite-land-procurement-challenges.html 
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land acquisition contracts – a positive move in the longer road towards making the spatial 
planning accountable for the lives of the poor residents, migrant workers and minority 
businesses in the informal sector.  

Disadvantage: The “general citizens” might be reluctant to spend much time to contribute 
positively to the outreach programs if spatial planning didn’t affect their livelihood much, 
as previously highlighted in Para 6a. Yet, they also resented being kept out of the loop, so 
they might just be contented with visibly regular invitations to participate but at arms-
length, though they usually would still not take up these invitations. Those who participated 
would usually be self-selected “activists with an expiry date”, who would step back to be 
“general citizens” when their particular concern had been heard or addressed. The outreach 
program might then need to be halted prematurely because a critical participating mass 
could not be sustained, and this might then actually pull citizen participation backwards to 
the first “Manipulation” rung on Arnstein’s ladder, in which participation served as a rubber 
stamp to any revitalisation and spatial plan the Government imposed on them.  

c) Alternative 3 – Gamification to spur interest in spatial planning 

Proposal: To combat citizens’ lack of knowledge and interest in spatial planning, 
gamification could be introduced. Citizens could be challenged to join an online game and 
complete a series of game tasks with varying difficulty relating to the planning of their 
neighbourhood. Upon task completion, players can earn virtual coins, which could be 
exchanged for real monies pending budget allocation by the Jakarta government, to spend 
on self-defined community planning initiatives. They could also contribute the coins 
towards other citizens’ projects. To conclude the entire proposal, an annual appreciation 
ceremony to celebrate the citizens’ completion of their initiatives could be organised at the 
Jakarta city gallery, with media coverage of the event.   

Rationale: Traditional consultation meetings seldom led to sustainable citizen engagement 
because there was limited learning involved (Gordon, 2014). On the contrary, gamification 
could draw citizens to participate as their psychological, emotional or communal needs 
were being satisfied, which would then motivate learning. Gamification, if designed 
correctly, could target both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Gamified UK, 2017), through: 

 Relatedness – Gamifying social interactions by extrinsically rewarding citizens with coins 
when they comment or react to others’ projects would provide an intrinsic sense of 
community and obligation to help each other succeed in their own spatial planning mini-
projects. 

 Autonomy – Since extrinsic motivation would end once novelty of the game wore off, 
this could be resolved by introducing elements of freedom of choice and rewarding 
citizens when they picked which game task to complete next, which spatial planning 
topic to focus on within the discussion forums, or which physical rewards to convert 
their coins into. 
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 Purpose – Gamification could give citizens a sense of purpose by rewarding them to be 
spatial planning experts. These experts could then be further extrinsically incentivised 
with more coins to teach other citizens online, thereby sealing their purpose and role.  

Projected Outcome: While majority of people didn’t believe that the older generation 
enjoys gamification, gamification could appeal to all age groups because beyond games, it 
employed game theory and mechanism in non-game situation to guide all generations 

towards desirable actions (Christina, 2012), as below: 

 Baby boomers – They are very familiar with game theory even without realising it, as 
airlines and credit card loyalty programs also apply game theory through accumulating 
points to progress towards higher statuses.  

 Generation X – They are generalised to be self-reliant, and will usually look for ways to 
achieve recognition during their own time. Gamification can hence engage them while 
by-passing time and geographic restrictions of attending meetings.  

 Millennials and beyond – They need the least persuasion to participate in gamification, 
expect instant feedback and strive on collaboration. They will also welcome a platform 
that can showcase their expertise and skills before the larger community.  

Thus, this alternative could spur interest in spatial planning across multi generations when 
the content and mechanics were customised to inspire each generation. 

Advantage: By stimulating multi-generational collaboration, different generations could 
merge their various perspectives, skills and wisdom to review spatial plans and weather 
demographic changes ahead. Israel (2008) highlighted that a key problem within 
communities was that different generations often did not always recognize their 
dependence on one another, and each age segment mainly protected its narrowly 
perceived rights, thereby wasting many opportunities and resources. For example, the 
Indonesia Health Ministry found that 30.1%8 of children aged 5 – 12 in Jakarta were obese, 
which was way higher than the national average of 18.8%. Similarly, Strauss (2004) reported 
that 30% of non-pregnant Indonesian women aged 40 – 59 were overweight. The spatial 
plan, with information from the game, could therefore be improved to foster a multi-
generational environment that would increase physical activity by encouraging the elderly 
to walk students to schools. 

Disadvantage: Using a single communication style both in the game tasks and discussion 
forum in order to keep gamification simple might lead to ineffective communication due to 
varying communication preferences of each generation. For instance, baby boomers might 
be particular with words that were disrespectful, profane or informal, whereas millennials 
were receptive with such language as long as sarcasm was absent (IBM, 2011). Constant 

                                                             
8 http://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2014/10/16/high-prevalence-child-obesity-jakarta-sparks-concerns.html 
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moderation by the spatial planners would be critical to reduce conflict, promote 
cooperation and increase multi-generational community engagement.  

Evaluation of Alternatives 

10. The goal is to choose the most effective, cheapest, and most widespread policy tool to encourage 
citizen participation in spatial planning. The following 3 criteria are thus chosen for evaluation: 

a) Impact: The extent to which the tool can engage citizens wholeheartedly in a longer-term 
sustainable manner, and not facilitate empty ritual of participation, i.e. improvement up 
the Arnstein’s ladder.  

b) Cost to government: The project and maintenance cost, which ultimately will be borne by 
citizens during taxation. Cost of reputational and other intangible risks is not included in this 
paper. 

c) Extent of outreach: The range of demographic profile of citizens to be influenced to 
participate in spatial planning. 

11. Our assessment on the 3 alternatives is subsumed in a Criteria-by-Alternative matrix, as per Figure 
2: 

Figure 2. Criteria-by-Alternative Decision Matrix 

Criterion Impact Cost to Government Extent of outreach 
Alternative 1 –
Spatial planning 
portal 

Poor 
Improvement in citizen 
participation to Rung 4: 
Consultation due to one-

way communication 

High 
High start-up manpower cost to 

consolidate and regularly update data 
across various agencies, and high O&M 

cost on backup servers, firewalls & 
security against hacking given that this 

portal belongs to the Government 

Poor 
Internet access is mandatory, 

which appeals only to tech-
savvy citizens 

Alternative 2 – 
Outreach 
program 

Good 
Improvement in citizen 
participation to Rung 6: 
Partnership due to two-

way communication 

Low 
Not too labour intensive as the outreach is 
localised, and cost to implement the ideas 

can be easily fine-tuned to fit the 
government’s overall budget 

Good 
Internet access is not needed, 

and participation is 
‘decentralised’ to individual 
neighbourhoods where the 

green spaces are 
Alternative 3 – 
Gamification  

Good 
Improvement in citizen 
participation to Rung 6: 
Partnership due to two-

way communication 

Moderate 
Low cost to create the gamification as 
there are currently available standard 

gamification methodology to adapt from, 
but high cost to create the mobile app9 

Fair 
Appeals to multi-generation 

but effect may be partially 
negated by semi-reliance10 

on Internet access and 
technology 

 

                                                             
9 https://blog.thunderquote.com/2016/08/23/how-much-does-it-cost-to-develop-a-mobile-app-in-singapore/ 
10 https://eltjam.com/gamification-with-and-without-the-tech/ 
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Recommendation 

12. From the above chart, Alternative 2 meets the bar of being the lowest cost with the highest 
effectiveness and deepest impact to citizens. However, noting the alternative’s weakness of citizen 
interest waning over time, the Jakarta government will need to be proactive in the invitation of 
idea submission, be creative in the roving exhibitions, and have the political will to override the 
business community to implement the winning ideas finally. This alternative, as with the other 2 
alternatives, also acknowledges its limitation on inviting those suffering from severe poverty to 
participate, as their core concern will be in meeting their basic needs rather than spatial planning 
and other wider community issues. Sensitivity towards this group of citizens, who constituted 21% 
of the population (Erika 2015), must thus be shown. 

Action Plan with a USD17K (SGD24K) budget 

13. This paper uses an approximation of Jakarta’s cost of living being half 11  of Singapore’s for 
estimation on the budget plan in Singapore’s prices. Thus, a SGD$24K budget is equivalent to 
purchasing power of SGD$48K based on Jakarta’s cost of living. This will be sufficient to conduct an 
outreach trial on a selected green space under Alternative 2 as per Figure 3, and test its 
effectiveness and outreach extent before proliferation to other green spaces. 

Figure 3. Action Plan 

S/N Task Rationale Timeline Budget 
(SGD) 

1 Selection of green space for the trial.  Location should not be at urban 
periphery which has almost no 
impact on citizens’ lives in the inner 
city. 

1 month Nil 

2    Clarification of responsibilities among 
the 3 core agencies (the Park, Forest, 
and Agricultural Service) on the 
planning, managing and controlling of 
the green space. 

Institutional fragmentation of 
manpower resources and lack of 
coordination among the 3 agencies 
will only result in inefficiency and 
potential failure of project. 

3 months 
(concurrent 
with S/N 1) 

Nil 

3 Introductory outreach program 
through social media, flyers and 
volunteers to educate citizens on the 
importance of spatial planning, 
collect their feedback on how they 
can use the green space as test bed 
to trial spatial planning projects. 

Urban citizens don’t usually 
associate green spaces with 
modernisation, nor visit them for 
recreation, which is usually done in 
air-conditioned private parks. For 
successful implementation, they 
must first be enticed to visit the 

1 year (with 4 
quarterly 
events) 

100,000 flyers 
– $300012 

20 Volunteers 
for 4 half-day 

                                                             
11 One would need around $3661 in Jakarta to maintain the same living standard as $7900 in Singapore. 
(https://www.numbeo.com/cost-of-
living/compare_cities.jsp?country1=Singapore&country2=Indonesia&city1=Singapore&city2=Jakarta) 
12 https://www.gogoprint.sg/flyers.html?gclid=CImSkfPOy9ICFdgXaAodgMUNXA 
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Themes such as redesigning the 
space to increase resilience to climate 
change and flooding, while reducing 
air pollution can be discussed. 
Gamification mentioned in 
Alternative 3 can also be introduced 
here, e.g. rewards given with multiple 
visits to the green spaces.  

green spaces often, be familiar with 
the environment, and instil a sense 
of belonging.  

events at $8/hr 
– $4000 

Token for 
speakers – 
$1600 

Gamification 
rewards – 
$3400 

Total: $12000 

 

  

4 Setting of goals and criteria from the 
feedback gathered in S/N 3 to 
prepare for the “Invitation for Ideas” 
stage 

Spatial planning problems are very 
broad, so it is crucial to focus on 
maximum 2 issues, e.g. reducing risk 
from flood events, minimising travel 
costs to reduce air pollution. 

3 months Nil 

5. Launch of “Invitation for Ideas” 
competition with 2 categories – Open 
and Youth 

The separation of categories is to 
break down the “I Can’t Make A 
Difference” barrier by the very 
young population. 

6 months 100,000 flyers 
– $3000 

20 Volunteers 
to reach out to 
schools – 
$4000 

Prizes – Open: 
$5000, Youth: 
$2000 

Total: $14000 

 

6. Second wave of outreach to further 
increase awareness of spatial 
planning and promote interest in S/N 
5 

What holds people back from 
participation sometimes stem from 
their lack of belief in the entire 
program, so constant repetition will 
show the Government’s sincerity. 

6 months 
(concurrent 
with S/N 5) 

Similar to S/N 3 

Total: $12000 

 

7. Distillation of useful ideas from S/N 5 
into design principles and brief for 
the “Request for Proposal (RFP)” 
stage  

N.A. 6 months Nil 
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8. Preparation and launch of RFP to 
design professionals for the 
revitalisation of green space and its 
concept master plan in 2 stages 

Stage 1 shortlists based on strength 
of their Statement of Design Intent 
and quality of the team composition 
and track record.  

Stage 2 requires the shortlisted 
teams to develop an overall Concept 
Master Plan and proposal for the 
green space 

6 months Nil 

9. Evaluation and award of Stage 2 
proposals  

N.A. 6 months Nil 

10.  Exhibition at the Jakarta City Gallery 
to showcase awarded proposals, 
which are to be refined upon further 
public feedback. The exhibition will 
then move around the 
neighbourhoods and the schools. 
Throughout this period, feedback can 
be given at the exhibition itself or 
online. 

 

 

 

Sustaining continuous constructive 
dialogue with the citizens is integral 
to the spatial planning process and 
will move citizen participation up 
the Arnstein’s ladder. 

 

3 months Exhibition 
collaterals – 
$6000 

20 Volunteers 
to man the 
booths – 
$4000 

Total: $10000 

 

11. The awarded team will work with the 
Government’s spatial planners to 
refine the Master Plan and proposals, 
taking into account the feedback 
received. Feasibility study may also 
be conducted before the Government 
seeks necessary budget for the actual 
implementation. 

N.A. N.A. Nil 

 Total: Approximately 
4 years 

USD17,000 

 

Conclusion 

14. This paper proposes to kick-start citizen participation in Jakarta’s spatial planning process through 
an interactive outreach program using the existing green spaces in Jakarta, which is feasible with a 
USD17,000 budget. 

(4853 words) 
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