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I. Background 

The situation 

Jakarta, Indonesia’s largest city with a population of over 10 million in the central city, and over 30 

million in the metropolitan region, is a delta city that has constantly been at risk of flooding. Bounded 

by the Java sea to the North and the Puncak highlands to the south, 40 percent of Jakarta currently 

lies below sea level1, leaving it vulnerable to coastal flooding. In 2007, seawater crashed over the sea 

wall in northern Jakarta which, added to the flooding from heavy rains, caused nearly 60 per cent of 

the city to be inundated and an estimated 340,000 people were made homeless.2 

The sinking of the Jakarta Bay region along with rising sea-levels will lead to 80 percent of the northern 

city to lie below sea level by 2030 without proper protection3. This will have significant socio-economic 

and physical impacts on people, infrastructure and businesses in the capital city.  

The immoderate extraction of groundwater, together with the sheer weight of Jakarta's urban sprawl 

and underdeveloped infrastructure are considered to be the main causes of Jakarta’s subsidence. The 

continuing illegal development activities and other environmental encroachments have also 

complicated rising sea level mitigation and adaptation efforts. 

The Great Garuda 

In the aftermath of the massive 2007 flood and as a measure to protect the capital city against floods 

from sea, the government officially launched the National Capital Integrated Coastal Development 

(NCICD) masterplan in October 2014, known as the Giant Sea Wall or the Great Garuda, aiming to 

prevent tidal flooding.  

The project includes the strengthening of the current sea wall, construction of a new giant sea wall in 

the northern Jakarta bay, large lagoons inside the wall to buffer outflow from the 13 rivers in Jakarta, 

and a space of about 4000 hectares for public and commercial use. All of these efforts would require 

the reclamation of large swaths of land along the coastal areas. 4 Therefore, the masterplan also 

entails mass relocation of coastal residents. It is expected to take 10 to 15 years to complete the 

project. 

The NCICD has been further complicated by the projected construction of 17 artificial islands in the 

Jakarta Bay. The 17 islands are not part of the efforts to prevent coastal flooding of the NCICD, but 

remains highly integrated as part of the financing sources5. While the NCICD is a central government 

project, the 17 islands are a project led by the regional Jakarta administration that has a high degree 

of private sector involvement aiming for residential and commercial development. The project has 

been criticized for, among other things, supposedly catering to wealthier people instead of benefiting 

the wider public, and to the detriment of local residents. In spite of several hold-ups and the risk of 

corruption with a project of this size in a country ranked 90th by Transparency International6 it is 

forging ahead and is regarded as a core financing source to the NCICD project.7 

Relocation and missing voice 

Even though relocations have a massive impact on the lives of local communities they have had limited 

access to channels and platforms in which to raise their concerns and suggestions. Neither have the 

residents been sufficiently informed about coming plans and relocations. 8  For example, fishing 

communities, around 24,000 fishermen in the Jakarta Bay, have suffered from construction and 

relocation that forced them to lose their livelihoods as a result of the flood-protection project. They 

claimed that they have never had a formal chance to stand for their interests in the planning stages of 



Page 3 of 23 
 

the NCICD and the land reclamation project.9 In 2014, the fishermen joined with other affected groups 

and formed the ‘Save the Jakarta Bay Coalition’,10 through which they urged the government to take 

the local concerns seriously and to address those concerns in direct cooperation with the affected 

people in the region.   

Community approach and SDGs 

The risk and negative effects of coastal flooding are not evenly distributed among the population of 
Jakarta. Local coastline communities and low-income residents are the most at risk and stand to lose 
the most in relation to coastal flooding planning and management. 11 They are also less likely to have 
life- and property insurance than those with higher income, they may not be able to afford flood 
resilience measures for their homes due to the high costs involved, and they are more likely to become 
displaced because of flooding. 
 

Proposed solutions have often been focused on technical, engineering, ways of solving flooding issues, 

rarely taking a comprehensive view of the social issues of affected communities. 12  The current 

decision-making process also leaves little space for public participation13. This goes against the targets 

of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) Goal 11 sustainable cities and communities, which puts 

a focus on inclusion, adaptation and resilience as a whole. For mega-cities like Jakarta, it is critical to 

keep sustainable development on track through improving urban planning and management in a way 

that is both participatory and inclusive.14 

 

The political context 

Gubernatorial elections will be held in Jakarta during the first half of 2017. Flood management has 

been a key issue for Jakartans for many years and will continue to feature as an important aspect of 

how citizens measure current and coming governors’ performances. 

The incumbent Jakarta Governor Basuki “Ahok” Tjahaja Purnama is known as a ”can-do”, “non-

nonsense” governor whose abrasive style has ruffled feathers in the city, but he has also been 

successful in making things happen. Ahok is a supporter of the Jakarta Bay reclamation project, which 

made him a target of some opposition who insisted on terminating the development of artificial 

islands off the coast of North Jakarta. Several local communities have also protested his coastal 

flooding policies, which has led to forceful evictions. Other groups in the city remain supporters of 

Ahok due to his ability to produce results. Efforts to prevent coastal flooding such as the NCICD has a 

stalwart supporter in the current president of Indonesia, Joko Widodo (commonly known as Jokowi), 

who was the previous governor of Jakarta with Ahok as his deputy. The runoff in the Jakarta 

gubernatorial elections will take place in april. Ahok is one of the remaining candidates.  

The government responses to coastal flooding in Jakarta have historically been dominated by top-

down approaches with little public participation, particularly with regards to land acquisition and 

environmental management which affected low-income families the most. Their ability to cope is 

thereby reduced and the efforts themselves are left without relevant input on how to manage coastal 

flooding, thus reducing their legitimacy and effectiveness. Despite democratization and 

decentralization measures that began after 1999, little progress in inclusive government or 

community empowerment has been achieved in Jakarta’s neighborhoods.15  
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II. Policy objective 

Based on the background we can see that low-income communities are the most affected by coastal 
flooding, and coastal flooding policies. It is also clear that they have few opportunities to voice their 
concerns and suggestions regarding coastal flooding governance. This is mainly due to their lack of 
political influence and a weak system for community participation in the decision-making process 
regarding. 
 
Our objective is therefore to increase community participation in coastal flooding management 
decision-making. 
 

III. Policy framework16 

Coastal flooding is an environmental condition, that occurs in a political and social context. It puts 

pressure on communities living at the coastal area and on the Jakarta government to offer sufficient 

protection for its citizens and a long-term solution. The main responsibility of the Jakarta government 

is to introduce a system of resilience, which is able to protect low-income coastal communities and 

offer them a sustainable alternative in the long run. Such a system should generally consist of three 

elements:  

- Physical infrastructure to protect the coastline from flooding.  

- Government interface to coordinate stakeholders, design, decide, implement, monitor.  

- Social capital to create public support for each measure and ensure success.  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Policy Framework of sustainable coastal solutions 

 

Different risks are prevalent in the different aspects of the system. These risks can result in policies 

not reaching their intended goal: to prevent coastal flooding. For example inappropriate design of the 

physical infrastructure (too old, not enough, too expensive, etc.). Failure can also come from 

inappropriate government coordination (wrong stakeholder mapping, underestimating marginal 

stakeholder’s power, indifferent stakeholders turn into opponents, corruption etc.). A lack of public 

support can also be a source of risk (community protests, hijacking or damaging investment projects, 

legal procedures, political extremism, etc.). The stronger the individual pillars are, the smaller the 
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chance of failure. 

There are two government agencies entitled to deal with coastal flooding issues. The National Disaster 

Mitigation Agency is responsible for tsunami prevention and mitigation of disasters caused by coastal 

flooding.17 The other agency is the National Capital Integrated Coastal Development program (NCICD), 

responsible for coordinating the Garuda project. NCICD conducts consultation with stakeholders, but 

there is no information available, whether low-income coastal communities are among these 

stakeholders or not.18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Policy Framework lacking supporting solutions 

Based on the policy framework we can see that it is of key importance for the long-term effectiveness 

and sustainability of coastal flooding measures to set up a solid framework for engagement with the 

government. It is also of key importance, for the same reasons, to ensure public support for mitigation 

efforts. While the design of resilient infrastructure (seawall, dam, artificial islands, etc.)  is crucial, it is 

beyond the scope of this paper.  

We will thus focus on providing alternatives to improve government coordination in matters related 

to coastal flooding and in the matter of public support.  

 

IV. Policy alternatives 

The paper proposes three alternatives— 1) interactive communication, 2) facilitated consultation, 

and 3) participatory decision-making. Each of them aim to involve community stakeholders into a 

two-way communication process. Alternatives are different in the level of empowerment of 

communities, and the level of their involvement in the decision-making process.  

The lowest level of empowerment and involvement is channeling information to the community. This 

one-way communication is ideally advanced to an interactive communication, where communities can 

make their voices heard during interactive consultations, on forums, and through social media. 

However, education of the community on the origins of a problem and possible solutions empowers 

them to come up with better alternatives. Involving them in a dialogue means that the government is 

not only acknowledging their voice, but also open to significantly modify its plans based on the needs 

of the community. This way communities can become real negotiators and this leads to a participatory 

decision-making process.  
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The main features of the alternatives are presented in bullet point lists. Each alternative offers a set 

of actions19, that should be implemented. Each alternative can be managed with the available budget 

of 17.000 USD.  

 

Alternative 1 – Interactive communication 

 Information to the community is channeled 

 Voice of the community is heard (expression of interest) 

 Education of the community about the problem 

 Community is involved into a dialogue 

 Community is able to negotiate 

 Community is involved into the decision-making process  

decision is made by the government exclusively 

Currently there is little trustworthy information readily available for communities on the coastal 

flooding situation, government plans, etc. Some actors use this gap of information for their advantage 

and spread fictive, transformed, misinterpreted information. This creates uncertainty, fear, even 

aggression among community members towards the government and private sector stakeholders.20  

The government should therefore use sustainable interactive communication tools to channel regular 

and proper information to the communities concerned. Using these tools creates trust towards 

government and increases community support for coastal flooding prevention measures. Interactive 

consultation is basically a series of events, consisting of two type of actions: (1) Public hearings and 

(2) Social Media campaign.  

The estimated cost for the implementation of this alternative depends on factors like the medium of 

communication, social media platforms, duration of the live public consultation and the number of 

targeted audience. Existing solutions like Smart City application can be utilized here very effectively. 

The allotted budget of USD 17000 can be optimally utilized considering the above-mentioned factors. 

 

Figure 3: Interactive communication tool – Live Public consultations 
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Figure 4: Interactive communication tool – Social Media Campaign 

 

Alternative 2 – Facilitated consultation 

 Information to the community is channeled 

 Voice of the community is heard (expression of interest) 

 Education of the community about the problem 

 Community is involved into a dialogue 

 Community is able to negotiate 

 Community is involved into the decision-making process  

 DECISIONS ARE REFLECTING COMMUNITY NEEDS 

This alternative provides a higher level of empowerment of communities. Facilitated consultation 

builds significant social capital and support for government activities. Activities proposed in this 

section strengthen the legitimacy of government, because people feel like they can shape public policy 

decisions. The tools proposed under this alternative enable the government to share more complex 

information with communities and also educate them about the problem and possible solutions. 

Thereby communities are able to develop better alternatives and align them with other stakeholders 

and with the government. The tools also allow the Jakarta city government to use information, data 

and knowledge coming from the community to make better decisions. The selection of participants 

requires some procedure of the government. It is important to ensure that all segments of the 

community are properly engaged (low-income, young, women, etc.).  

The estimated cost for the implementation of this alternative will include the number of surveys and 

workshops planned, targeted audience, duration of such workshops, etc. The proposed budget of USD 

17000 can be optimally utilized for surveys and conducting workshops. 
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Figure 5: Interactive consultation tool – Live Public consultations 

 

Figure 6: Participatory Decision-making tool – Facilitated Workshops 

 

Alternative 3 – Participatory Decision-making 

 Information to the community is channeled 

 Voice of the community is heard (expression of interest) 

 Education of the community about the problem 

 Community is involved into a dialogue 

 Community is able to negotiate 

 Community is involved into the decision-making process  

Decisions are made in partnership with the community 

 

This alternative gives the strongest power to communities, since they become a formal part of the 

decision-making process. We suggest to establish a government-level committee (or government 

interface) that includes representatives of relevant authorities (infrastructure, disaster management, 

finance), communities affected by coastal flooding management, private sector (developers and 

investors) and civil sector stakeholders (CSOs and NGOs). The existing NCICD structure can 

accommodate this solution. However, the government has to make sure that the selection process of 

representatives is fair, and that they have legitimacy.  
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The main task of the committee is to coordinate efforts to design a resilient infrastructure that 

prevents coastal flooding and to design measures increasing resilience of local communities towards 

coastal flooding. Such a committee increases transparency and accountability of government 

measures. Besides the committee an advisory board is needed, where special expertise is represented, 

plus other stakeholders without decision making (voting) rights. Such expertise: coastal engineering 

expertise, financing and international aid expertise, environmental expertise, etc.  

Implementation of this alternative will incur expenditure under the heads of employment costs, 

equipment/devices, travel and meeting costs, consumables, dissemination of knowledge and 

overheads. The total allocated expenditure of USD 17000 can be utilized for the marginal cost for 

incurring the above-mentioned expenditure. This estimation of costs takes into consideration the 

utilizing of the existing manpower, equipment/devices of the government for the implementing this 

policy alternative. 

 

 
Figure 8: Participatory Decision-making tool – Government Committee 

 

IV. Feasibility Analysis  

Criteria 

To assess and decide among the alternatives we need criteria on which to base such assessment and 
decision. In accordance with what we have previously discussed, one criteria is the effective 
involvement of low-income communities in coastal flooding management processes. We include this 
criterion as it is a key component of our objective and forms a key part in providing sustainable 
solutions to coastal flooding issues, as discussed in chapter III. 
 
As we have calculated all alternatives will fall within the given budget of 17 000 USD. However, other 
non-monetary costs differ between the various proposals. That would entail things that can only be 
roughly estimated, such as opportunity costs (for example, it might be more beneficial for coastal-
dwellers to simply accept straight-away whatever the city decides) and whether a proposed solution 
is perceived to add to the efficiency of public administration or not.  
 
Finally, we will also consider political feasibility as a criterion. Decisions on how to spend public 
resources and arrange decision-making processes of public issues is a political affair, and it is the 
domain of elected officials to make those decisions. We thus have to make an estimate of how our 
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proposed solutions will fare in the political environment in Jakarta. It is difficult to make this 
measurable, but we will look at different stakeholders’ positions and the level of their political 
influence. 
 

Stakeholders 

Coastal flooding governance involves a number of actors with a legitimate claim on being 
stakeholders: city government of Jakarta, national government (for large projects such as the NCICD 
and the stewardship of the Ciliwung river), international donor community, construction companies, 
trade and commerce associations, fishing communities, affected private sector, Civil Society 
Organizations (CSOs), coastal-dwellers, affected citizens, Jakarta citizens, and others; some of which 
are over-lapping. Given the objectives set out above, we will focus on the (a) Jakarta City 
Administration; (b) high-risk low-income communities; (c) CSOs; and (d) the business community 
particularly real estate developers involved in the NCICD and related resettlement projects.  Appendix 
1 details the roles played by these stakeholders and how coastal flooding affects them.   
 

Evaluation of Alternatives 

1. Feasibility of Interactive Communication  

In terms of involvement of low-income communities, interactive communication will have a positive 

impact on the Jakarta City Administration in terms of getting more relevant and useful feedback.  It 

will also give them an opportunity to better frame and brand their policy interventions in order to 

decrease resistance of low-income communities to policy interventions and to minimize information 

distortion.  It can also get a lot more people involved through the use of social media.  However, 

withholding certain information from the public may engender suspicion and distrust which could 

make the communication process ineffective. 

For high-risk low-income coastal dwellers, interactive communication will give them a forum to make 

their concerns known to public managers.  In the same manner, CSOs can also take active part and 

have more frequent interaction and audience with pertinent public managers to represent and lobby 

for the concerns and interests of low-income communities.   Nevertheless, their suggestions and 

concerns may not necessarily be accorded significant weight in policy making.   

On the business-side, real estate developers can have a channel where they can campaign the benefits 

and advantages brought about by the physical infrastructures they are building (e.g., Garuda, 17 

islands, relocation/resettlement sites). However, should they fail to redesign their development 

projects to suit the concerns and suggestions of low-income communities, more hostile relationships 

may ensue. 

In terms of cost, while this policy alternative will decrease direct and indirect costs in implementing 

policy interventions, smart-city communication systems might entail capital lay-out for the 

government in addition to costs to be incurred in conducting regular public meetings, awareness 

media campaigns and surveys on suggested alternatives.  This policy option however, will not entail 

significant costs on both low-income coastal dwellers and the business community. 

In terms of political feasibility, interactive communication will score goodwill among the populace for 

the government.  The downside is, failure to manage expectations of low-income communities in 

terms of how far their suggestions will be considered and reflected in public policies may prove fatal 

for political ambitions.  For low-income dwellers, this will enable them to leverage their voting power 

to push their agenda in the communication platforms. The large following of CSOs on the other hand 
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can give them considerable bargaining power with the government. For the business developers, 

however, the apparent magnitude of influence of low-income communities as manifest in the 

communication platforms may erode their bargaining power with the government. 

 
2. Feasibility of a Facilitated Consultation 

The Jakarta City Administration can get more low-income communities engaged if the latter are made 

to “own” the problem.  However, it might not get the buy-in (and may not translate to significant 

involvement) of low-income communities if the latter are not given enough empowerment and if they 

do not see their voices translate to changes tailored to fit their needs.  This notwithstanding, high-risk 

low-income dwellers as well as the CSOs representing them can be more involved than they are in 

option 1 since there is actually a system to ensure participation and communication with the end in 

view of making them own their problems although authorities still have the final say in policy-making. 

In terms of costs, directs and indirect costs related to implementation will go down owing to decreased 

resistance.  However, decision-making will take more time and resources.  Smart-city communication 

systems might entail capital lay-out for the government and additional costs will be incurred in 

conducting public forums. On the other side, no costs will fall on the low-income communities and the 

CSOs in knowing about the goings-on and getting their voices heard.  Increasing the involvement of 

stakeholders compared to the current system might be perceived by the Jakarta government as a 

reduction in their power and efficacy.  

As regards political feasibility, facilitated consultation can widen the government’s reach which will 

enable it to capitalize on its interactions with the grassroots community.  However, the need to filter 

out some information from the public may adversely impact public perception.  The low-income 

dwellers on the other hand can better organize their voices as one in demanding for greater 

transparency as a condition for giving their consent and support.  However, facilitated consultation 

may prove futile if greater political power watermarks the outcomes thereof.  On the CSO side, getting 

their support will work for the political advantage of the government but government may also see 

the participation of CSOs in consultation as a threat particularly for CSOs identified with the opposition 

party.  As for the business community, getting the developers on board the decision-making process 

will be politically advantageous for the administration. 

  
3. Feasibility of Participatory Decision-making 

Giving low-income communities seats as appropriate in the committee give them utmost involvement 

in policy-making thus resulting in least resistance to policy interventions.  Getting them not just on 

board but giving them a seat and position in the committee will ensure effective involvement and 

cooperation.  CSOs also can better represent the concerns and interests of the coastal communities. 

It may also improve the goodwill of business developers among the populace as they cooperate in the 

committee. 

While a government interface will certainly decrease direct and indirect implementation costs, 

additional costs will be incurred in committee activities and decision-making will take considerable 

time and resources.  Moreover, capital outlays may be associated with smart-city communication 

systems and incremental costs might be met in doing regular public hearings and dialogues. Setting 

up a formal multi-stakeholder committee might entail changes in laws or regulations.  

Notwithstanding the costs involved, this policy option will likely win the goodwill of the public 
although it might compromise some power to CSOs and the low-income communities they represent.  
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For the low-income communities, making them part of the planning committee can make them feel 
empowered and understood and valued. Moreover, involving CSOs in the committee will leverage 
their knowledge and expertise and influence on the low-income coastal communities.  Further, this 
policy option is politically a win-win situation for both the government and the business communities 
since they can leverage each other’s resources and influence. The business communities are advocates 
which the government can leverage.  They are basically on the same side in most policy interventions 
involving the NCICD and the related resettlements. By making business developers part of the 
government committee, the former can help the government in getting the buy-in of low-income 
communities to gain legitimacy of policy interventions.    

On the surface, setting up a committee will not look very attractive because public officials have been 
used to doing things without having to get deep into managing stakeholder multiplicity.  However this 
will hurt the popularity of political players in the long-run especially since the low-income communities 
constitute the base of the voting population.  A government committee will be the best avenue for 
political officers to counter frames and arguments of adversarial low-income communities and to 
develop deep understanding of their values and interests.  This policy intervention will also be the best 
way for political officers to convince blockers of their mutual interests and agendas and use conflict 
management techniques to overcome resistance, if not to get them on the government side. 

It is also important to emphasize that collaborative partnership with all stakeholders by giving them a 

seat in the government committee not only makes coastal flooding measures sustainable but also 

amplifies transparency and accountability, resulting in increased legitimacy for public policies.    

Table 1 summarizes the impact on stakeholders of the policy alternatives relative to each other, with 

(+)(+)(+)  and (-)(-)(-) as the highest degree of positive impact and negative impact, respectively.  When 

positive and negative impacts cancel out, an analysis of the net impact shows that the third alternative 

emerges as the one with the most positive impact to all stakeholders. An extended version of the 

matrix is available in Appendix 2. 

 
Table 1. 

Net Impact of Policy Alternatives 

Net Impact 
Policy 

Alternatives 

Criteria 

Involvement of 
low income 

communities 

Resource cost Political feasibility 

Interactive 
communication 

 
(+) (-) (+) (+)  

Facilitated 
Consultation 

(+) (+) 
(-) (-) 

 
(+) (+) 

 
(+) (+) 

 

Partcipatory 
Decision-
making 

 

 
(+) (+) (+)  

 

 
(-) (-) (-) 

 
(+) (+) (+) 

 
(+) (+) (+) 
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V. Recommendation 

We recommend that option 3, Participatory Decision-making is pursued.  
 

Under this option, low-income communities would be engaged in a way that would likely strengthen 

their support for future efforts on coastal flooding and lead to solutions better tailored to their 

situations, and thus be more politically feasible. It is true that on the face of it this option would be 

the costliest, in monetary resources, organizational efforts and man-hours. We would, however, point 

to possible cost-savings down the line, from decreasing opposition from coastal communities in the 

planning and implementing coastal management efforts.  

We realize that the Jakarta city government might initially be skeptical to this option as it would go 

beyond what the law currently requires with regards to consultation with affected communities; and 

that it may reduce the city’s discretion and power. However, the government will still have the final 

say, involving communities will lead to less resistance to implementation in the long-run and solutions 

that might be better suited to the circumstances of the specific communities.  

Another point of setting up a formal structure would be to avoid back-room dealings in which all 

legitimate stakeholders are not part. I.e. it would increase transparency and reduce possibilities for 

corruption in the decision-making process.  

It would be a necessary first step to win the support of the Jakarta city government to make this option 

a reality. The next step would be to persuade the stakeholders. Low-income communities would likely 

be positive, provided they are all allowed to be represented. One could imagine different 

representatives depending on which coastal area would be under consideration. Businesses could be 

skeptical as the current opaque process provided them with some room to maneuver. However, that 

discretion did not extend to all businesses. Giving them a formal seat at a committee would guarantee 

them a voice and provide more predictability and equity to their engagement.  

The Jakarta city government would be leading the process of setting up the Government Committee. 

That would entail a definition of its status, tasks, membership and meeting regularity. Stakeholders 

should be required to nominate their own representatives from among their number or from 

umbrella-organizations, in order to strengthen legitimacy. It would also be beneficial if decision points 

were made public after the meetings to increase transparency, while keeping individual statements 

off the record.  

From the City’s side this new government interface could be portrayed as a new form of citizen-

engagement, through which affected citizens’ are guaranteed a seat at the table and in a way that 

discourages traditional non-transparent practices.  

The detailed estimation of cost for implementing the recommendation is placed in appendix 3. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 

A Closer Look at the Stakeholders 
 
I. The Jakarta City Administration  

 
As the primary decision-maker for coastal-flooding planning and mitigation the Government of 
Jakarta is a key stakeholder. As the capital of Indonesia, the city is headed by a governor, instead 
of a mayor, and is directly responsible to the national government. The governor with his/her 
deputy is directly elected by the citizens every five years. The first round of the governor’s 
elections recently took place, and a run-off is expected in April 2017.  
 
The administration has some discretion in making urban planning and development locally 
according to the stipulations from the Regional Autonomy Law 32/2004 and the fiscal 
Decentralization Law 33/2004 21 , such as deciding how to solve issues like coastal flooding. 
However, the scale of the projects usually means that the administration needs to collaborate 
with neighboring regions and the central government for political and financial reasons. Another 
source of constraint is the law related to land acquisition, concerning both the administration, 
low-income communities and developers. It sets up the process through which land can be 
acquired for public projects. It is a constraint for the administration and the developers in that 
public and private projects have been delayed due to difficulties in acquiring required land, legal 
uncertainties and gaps between the law and its implementation22. For low-income communities 
the land acquisition law often seems skewed to the side of the developers and the administration, 
as it does not compensate for the different financial and political weights of the actors.23 

 
The administration is aware of and the social, financial and political costs of not addressing the 
issue. The City is therefore interested and works towards solving the issue. It wants to do so in a 
way that creates a minimum of fuss.  

 
II. High Risk Low-income Citizens and Local Communities  
 

These citizens will bear the brunt of coastal flooding due to their proximity to the coast and their 
lack of resources to prepare for and mitigate eventual coastal flooding. A number of ways to 
manage managing coastal flooding require the coastal-citizens to move and/or significantly 
change their daily practices. Being on the receiving end of such measures gives the communities 
some ownership and voice in the process, which is also required by law in some cases. However, 
due to their vulnerable positions that voice is often smothered by larger and more powerful 
interests.  

 
The coastal-dwellers often point to a few particular issues regarding coastal governance: late 
notice about coastal planning projects and evictions; sometimes lack of compensation, but more 
often lack of appropriate and sustainable compensation; the administration does not listen to 
their concerns and solutions; they are accustomed to coastal flooding24.  

 
III. Civil-Society Organizations (CSOs) 
 

A number of community-based CSOs, who often play as the representatives of local communities, 
are active in the field of coastal flooding governance and affected low-income communities. 
Community-based organizations have the ability to understand the community deeply based on 
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their daily activity on the communities. They often take the role of collecting viewpoints from the 
communities, data on the coastal mitigation projects and subsequently make the concerns of the 
low-income communities known to the administration. CSOs, on the other hand, have the 
capability to advocate local community’s aspiration in multilevel stakeholders. The involvement 
of local civil society organizations in the process of flooding management will convey closer 
successful of the programs into their targets. 

 
IV. Businesses Community – Real Estate Developers 

 
Real estate developers could stand to gain a lot in the development of the NCICD project.  Without 
the buy-in of the low-income communities however, social resistance may hamper development 
projects, resulting in temporary restraining orders, or even rescission of their contracts with the 
government.  Such cancellations can put their businesses at stake.  This makes it imperative for 
them to manage expectations of both the government and the low-income communities.   
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Appendix 2 

Extensive Evaluation of Policy Alternatives 

 

Impact of Policy Alternatives on Stakeholders 

Policy 

Alternatives 

Impact on Stakeholders Based on Criteria 

Involvement of low income communities Resource cost Political feasibility 

 

Interactive 
communication 
 

The Jakarta City Administration 
+:  (a) can get more relevant and useful 

feedback from low-income 
communities if the latter are more 
informed; (b) can frame and brand their 
policy interventions better to low-
income communities in order to 
decrease resistance to policy 
intervention; (c) minimized information 
distortion; (d)  can get a lot more 
people involved through the use of the 
social media 

-:   withholding of information from the 
public may engender suspicions and 
distrust which could make the 
communication process ineffective 

 
High-risk Low-income coastal dwellers  
+:  can have avenues to make their 

concerns known to public managers 
-:  their suggestions and concerns may not 

necessarily be accorded significant 

The Jakarta City Administration 
+:  decreased direct and indirect costs in 

implementing the policy 
intervention/s  

-:   (a) smart-city communication 
systems might entail capital lay-out 
for the government; (b)  additional 
costs incurred in conducting  

• regular public meetings and 
hearings or dialogues with low-
income communities 

• awareness campaign in radios 

• surveys on suggested 
alternatives 

 
High-risk Low-income coastal dwellers  
+:  knowing about the goings-on and 

getting their voices heard will not be 
very costly 

-:  no identifiable significant cons 
 
Civil-Society Organizations (NGOs 

The Jakarta City Administration 
+:  will win the goodwill of the populace  
-:   failure to manage expectations of low-

income communities in terms of how 
far their suggestions will be 
considered and reflected in public 
policies may prove fatal for political 
ambitions  

 
High-risk Low-income coastal dwellers  
+:  can leverage their voting power to 

push their agenda in the 
communication platforms 

-:  no identifiable significant cons 
 
Civil-Society Organizations (NGOs working 
at the community level) 
+:  the large following of CSOs can give 

them considerable bargaining power 
with the government 

-:  the same following can make them a 
threat to government 



 

Page 17 of 23 
 

Impact of Policy Alternatives on Stakeholders 

Policy 

Alternatives 

Impact on Stakeholders Based on Criteria 

Involvement of low income communities Resource cost Political feasibility 

weight in policy making  
 
Civil-Society Organizations (NGOs working 
at the community level) 
+:   CSOs take active part and can have 

more frequent interaction and 
audience with pertinent public 
managers to represent and lobby for 
the concerns and interests of the low-
income communities 

-:  their suggestions and concerns may not 
necessarily be accorded significant 
weight in policy making 

 
Business Community – Real Estate 
Developers 
+:  can now have a venue/channel where 

they can make known to the (resistant/ 
hostile) low-income communities the 
benefits and advantages brought about 
by the  physical infrastructures they are 
building (e.g., Garuda, 17 islands, 
relocation/ resettlement sites)  

-:   their failure to redesign their 
developments to suit the concerns and 
suggestions of low-income 

working at the community level) 
+:   knowing about the goings-on and 

getting their voices heard will not be 
very costly 

-:  no identifiable significant cons 
 
Business Community – Real Estate 
Developers 
+:  no identifiable significant pros  
-:   no identifiable significant cons 
 

 
Business Community – Real Estate 
Developers 
+:  no identifiable significant pros  
-:   apparent magnitude of influence of 

low-income communities as manifest 
in the communication platforms may 
erode their bargaining power with the 
government 

 



 

Page 18 of 23 
 

Impact of Policy Alternatives on Stakeholders 

Policy 

Alternatives 

Impact on Stakeholders Based on Criteria 

Involvement of low income communities Resource cost Political feasibility 

communities may result in a more 
hostile relationship 

 

 

Facilitated 

Consultation 

The Jakarta City Administration 
+:  can get more low-income communities 

engaged if the latter are made to own 
the problem 

-:   might not get the buy-in (and may not 
translate to significant involvement) of 
low-income communities if the latter 
are not given enough empowerment 
and if they do not see their voices 
translate to changes tailored to fit their 
needs 

 
High-risk Low-income coastal dwellers  
+:  can be more involved than they are in 

alternative 1 since there is actually a 
system to ensure participation and 
communication with the end in view of 
making them own their problems 

-:  authorities still have the final say in 
policy-making 

 
Civil-Society Organizations (NGOs working 

The Jakarta City Administration 
+:  decreased direct and indirect costs in 

implementing the policy 
intervention/s  

-:   (a) decision-making will take more 
time and resources; (b) smart-city 
communication systems might entail 
capital lay-out for the government; 
(c)  additional costs incurred in 
conducting  

• regular public meetings and 
hearings or dialogues with low-
income communities 

• awareness campaign in radios 

• surveys on suggested 
alternatives 

 
High-risk Low-income coastal dwellers  
+:   knowing about the goings-on and 

getting their voices heard will not be 
very costly 

-:  no identifiable significant cons 

The Jakarta City Administration 
+:  can widen the reach of the 

government and can actually 
capitalize on its interactions with the 
grassroots community 

-:   need to filter out some information 
from the public may adversely impact 
public perception 

 
High-risk Low-income coastal dwellers  
+:  (a) can better leverage their voting 

power in the decision-making system; 
(b) can demand for greater 
transparency as a condition for giving 
their consent and support   

-:  participatory decision making may be 
futile if greater political power vetoes 
the results thereof  

 
Civil-Society Organizations (NGOs working 
at the community level) 
+:   getting the support of the CSOs will 
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Impact of Policy Alternatives on Stakeholders 

Policy 

Alternatives 

Impact on Stakeholders Based on Criteria 

Involvement of low income communities Resource cost Political feasibility 

at the community level) 
+:   can be more involved than they are in 

alternative 1 since there is actually a 
system to ensure concerns of low-
income communities are addressed 

-:   authorities still have the final say in 
policy-making 

 
Business Community – Real Estate 
Developers 
+:  no identifiable significant pros 
-:   no identifiable significant cons 
 

 
Civil-Society Organizations (NGOs 
working at the community level) 
+:   knowing about the goings-on and 

getting their voices heard will not be 
very costly  

-:   no identifiable significant cons 
 
Business Community – Real Estate 
Developers 
+:  no identifiable significant pros 
-:   no identifiable significant cons 
 

work for the political advantage of the 
government 

-:   seeing the participation of CSOs in 
decision-making as a threat 
particularly for CSOs identified with 
the opposition party  

 
Business Community – Real Estate 
Developers 
+:   getting the developers on board  the 

decision-making process will be 
politically advantageous for the 
administration 

-:   no identifiable significant cons 
 

 

Participatory 
Decision-making 
 

The Jakarta City Administration 
+:  (a) giving low-income communities a 

seat or two in the committee give them 
utmost involvement in policy-making; 
(b) least resistance to policy 
interventions   

-:   no identifiable significant cons 
 
High-risk Low-income coastal dwellers  
+:  getting them not just on board but 

The Jakarta City Administration 
+:  decreased direct and indirect costs in 

implementing the policy 
intervention/s  

-:   (a) additional costs incurred in 
committee activities; (b) decision-
making will take more time and 
resources;  (c) smart-city 
communication systems might entail 
capital lay-out for the government; 

The Jakarta City Administration 
+:  will win the goodwill of the populace  
-:   might compromise some power to 

CSOs and the low-income 
communities they represent  

 
High-risk Low-income coastal dwellers  
+:  making them part of the planning 

committee can make them feel 
empowered and understood and 
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Impact of Policy Alternatives on Stakeholders 

Policy 

Alternatives 

Impact on Stakeholders Based on Criteria 

Involvement of low income communities Resource cost Political feasibility 

giving them a seat and position in the 
committee will ensure effective 
involvement and cooperation 

-:  no identifiable significant cons 
 
Civil-Society Organizations (NGOs working 
at the community level) 
+:   CSOs can better represent the concerns 

and interests of the coastal 
communities 

-:   no identifiable significant cons 
 
Business Community – Real Estate 
Developers 
+:  improved goodwill  
-:   no identifiable significant cons 
 

(d)  additional costs incurred in 
conducting  

• regular public meetings and 
hearings or dialogues with low-
income communities 

• awareness campaign in radios 

• surveys on suggested 
alternatives 

 
 
High-risk Low-income coastal dwellers  
+:  no identifiable significant pros 
-:  no identifiable significant cons 
 
Civil-Society Organizations (NGOs 
working at the community level) 
+:   no identifiable significant pros  
-:  no identifiable significant cons 
 
Business Community – Real Estate 
Developers 
+:  no identifiable significant pros  
-:   no identifiable significant cons 
 

valued 
-:  no identifiable significant cons 
 
Civil-Society Organizations (NGOs working 
at the community level) 
+:  involving CSOs in the committee will 

leverage their knowledge and 
expertise and influence on the low-
income coastal communities 

-:  no identifiable significant cons 
 
Business Community – Real Estate 
Developers 
+:  politically a win-win situation for both 

the government and the business 
communities since they can leverage 
each other’s resources and influence  

-:   no identifiable significant cons 
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Appendix 3 

Estimated cost for implementing the recommendation – Participatory decision making 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* The estimated costs are for one year. The annual budget is based on World Bank Estimates. 

# Employment costs are expected to be reduced by half in the second year. 

 
Explanatory Note: The Estimated cost includes the marginal cost for additional manpower, devices, 
meetings, campaign, and other overheads. The recommendation takes into consideration the 
utilization of the existing manpower and other resources of the Government. The total budget for one 
year is estimated and the cost for subsequent years is estimated to be lesser mainly due to lesser 
employment costs and the costs of equipment/devices. 

  

BUDGET ITEMS 
Budget * 
(in USD) 

1. Employment costs #   
Consultants  2500 
Field workers 1500 
Administrative personnel 1000 

Subtotal Employment costs 5000 

2. Equipment/Devices   
Computers  1000 
Mobile Phones   750 
Display Screens   250 

Subtotal Equipment   2000 

3. Travel and Meeting costs   
Conferences  1000 

Fieldwork  1000 
Subtotal Travel  

and Meeting costs 
2000 

4. Consumables   
Office Stationery  2000 

Subtotal Consumables 2000 

5. Dissemination and 
Knowledge Exchange costs 

 

Media Campaign & Publicity 5000 

  
(for undertaking in 1 zone (Pilot)) 

  

   
Subtotal Dissemination  

and KE costs  
5000 

 

6. Overheads   1000 

TOTAL 17000 
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