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Abstract 
In the current discussion on ‘Hutan Tanaman Rakyat’ or ‘peoples plantations’ in Indonesia a 
number of paradigms are available for comparison. On one hand the nucleus-plasma-estate 
concept in fastwood timber plantations, where centrally controlled decisions on the trees to be 
planted and a centrally organized relationship with a processing unit provide a simple planning 
framework, but position smallholders essentially in the role of farm labourers. On the other hand 
the paradigm of ‘community managed forests’ where the government steps back and allows the 
local community to respond to market forces and manage state forest lands according to their 
own insights, within rules that require that public functions of land are met. As a third paradigm, 
the independent smallholders who operate on village and private lands are generally free to 
plant trees, but may still face difficulties to market and use tree products planted. The multiple 
policy goals involved in the ‘peoples plantation’ concept can be met in multiple ways by these 
three paradigms, but there are tradeoffs between degree of central control and overall efficiency. 
Currently the HTR concept can be seen as intermediate to these three paradigms, but the length 
of contracts (up to 100 years) with local communities is a big step towards effective local 
incentives for sustainable management. The paper further discusses a set of constraints that 
currently limit the role of local communities and smallholders from fully participating in the 
supply of timber and other tree products.  

Keywords 
Community-based forest management, fastwood, forest policy, illegal logging, Indonesia, land 
tenure, smallholder timber. 
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1. Introduction 
In the ongoing development of policy instruments and menu of options that the Indonesia 
Forestry Department and local governments can use to match their policy objectives with those 
of other stakeholders, the concept of ‘peoples plantations’ or Hutan Tanaman Rakyat (HTR) has 
emerged. Under this program, a new type of concession for the use of state forest lands can be 
allocated to local communities for a period up to 100 years. As a contribution to the debate, we 
will review what the ‘objectives’ are that this instrument is intended to meet, and what existing 
paradigms and instruments are available as comparators with HTR.  

1.1 Problems to be addressed: Sustainability of wood processing industry and 
demand-level controls of illegal logging 
Indonesia’s forest sector is facing a crisis where the depletion of forests is reaching its natural 
end and a substantial change in direction is needed, either before or after all ‘low hanging fruit’ 
(or ‘timber next to the road’) has been used. At the macro-economic level the primary concern 
is that the forestry sectors contribution to export earnings and economic development will 
decline. At local level, the loss of jobs and income from legal and illegal logging industries 
threatens the livelihoods of rural people. Depending on the location, rapid forest resource loss 
and degradation may also affect the provision of local and external environmental services. A 
logical connection exists between these local and national concerns, and a multi-scale approach 
is needed (World Bank, 2007). 

Overcapacity in the wood processing industry when compared with a sustainable supply of raw 
materials drives illegal and non-sustainable ways of providing logs to the pulpmills. Industrial 
restructuring and development of alternative timber resources are needed to bridge the growing 
gap between demand for forest products and sustainable supply.  The Ministry of Forestry and 
most stakeholders recognize the problem of industrial over capacity and the obstacles to 
revitalization posed by continued illegal logging: cheap supplies of timber undermine the 
economics of growing trees. However, the regulatory approach to control the transport and 
marketing of illegal timber has, ironically, become an obstacle to revitalization, as they also 
undermine the economics of growing trees. 

If the wood processing industry is to survive, more trees will have to be planted in 
places where they can be harvested. The main questions are who will plant the trees, on what 
land, at what physical and institutional distance from the existing wood-processing industry, 
using which species and sources of investment and how.  

1.2 Problems to be addressed: Rural poverty 
Poverty tends to be high in and around forests: 76% of Indonesians living below the poverty 
line in 1999 were in rural areas (Pradhan et al, 2000); more recent data show that the Human 
Development Index has a negative association with forest cover in Java and the southern part of 
Sumatra, but a positive one elsewhere in Indonesia (Murdiyarso et al., 2006); the relationship 
between poverty and forests is complex and few generalizations hold up to scrutiny (Chomitz, 
2007).  
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In recent decades it has become clear that forest policy in Indonesia largely failed to 
conserve resources when the poor communities living in the forests were not involved in 
conservation programs. Local examples abound: in Lampung Province on the tip of Sumatra 
Island, for instance, the forest rehabilitation program involved evicting farmers, cutting down 
the under-storey coffee trees that were their main source of income, and instead planting 
kaliandra (Calliandra calothyrsus), a naturalized exotic tree species, for conservation purposes. The 
program has caused ongoing conflict and worsened local poverty while the forest land itself has 
continued to degrade (Suyanto, 2007). 

On the other side of the spectrum of lessons learnt, the positive experience in farmer-
planted and managed tree enrichment in agricultural landscapes remains understudied and 
ignored. Analyses by the Smallholder Agroforestry on Degraded Soils project suggest that the 
net effect of current policies is a subsidy on food crops and a net tax on smallholder timber 
(forthcoming). Even so, smallholder tree planting is on the increase as it matches livelihood 
strategies that focus on temporary urban (or overseas) jobs as way out of poverty, while 
retaining a link with the rural home base.   

1.3 Problems to be addressed: Access to state forest lands 
Ten years ago, an analysis of the underlying causes and options for use of Imperata grasslands as 
‘bottomed out’  stage of forest degradation, pointed at the urgency of providing ‘secure’ 
(conflict free) access to such lands as enabling condition for conversion (Tomich et al., 1997). 
The politically sensitive issue of ‘ownership’ is less important in this regard than the de facto 
rights to use (Kusters et al., 2007). The total area of Imperata grassland in Indonesia was 
estimated to be 8.5 M ha in the early nineties (Garrity et al, 1997) 

 
 “Large areas of sheet Imperata are on land designated as production forest. Tenure security 
is needed for community-based fire control and for people to establish trees.” (Garrity, 
1997).   

 
No substantive action was taken, and ten years later the area of ‘forest lands without 

trees’ had more than doubled: in 2003 there was 14.9 + 4.7 + 2.9 M ha of ‘forest lands without 
trees’ on production + protection + conservation forest lands, still intended to be part of a 
permanent forest estate (www.dephut.go.id/INFORMASI/BUKU2/Rekalkulasi_03.htm as 
quoted in Worldbank 2007). 

Contreras-Hermosilla and Fay (2005) outlined the history and process of delineating the 
forest zone from the 1970s onwards. With an initial emphasis on biophysical criteria without 
much consideration of social criteria and realities, subsequent versions of the spatial planning 
process brought more harmonization with local perspectives, but major conflicts remained over 
both the priority function (production, watershed protection or conservation) and ownership of 
forest lands. Based on the existing laws for ownership of land and management of forests, a 
distinction has to be made between the ‘Kawasan Hutan’ (forest lands, with legal restrictions on 
land use) and ‘Kawasan Hutan Negara’ (forest lands managed by or on behalf of the state where 
no previous rights exists). According to data compiled by the Ministry of Forestry and 
summarized in Contreras-Hermosilla and Fay (2005), legal assertion of full state control of the 
‘Kawasan Hutan’ has only been completed on 11% of Indonesia’s Forest Zone, and on a further 
52% of Indonesia the states’ claim of control likely coincides with claims by local communities 
of traditional use rights and ownership.  
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Equally important to the ‘rights’, are the opportunities to assert them. Much of the 
ecological degradation and economic underutilization of forest lands is linked to the persistence 
of conflicts over ownership and use rights.  
 

 “Although changing forest land use remains a sensitive area, the Ministry of Forestry has 
prioritized rural economic empowerment and specifically discusses tenure in recent 
medium and long term planning documents. (World Bank, 2007” 

 

For example, in the Batang Toru Watershed, North Sumatra, from 148,570 ha of state 
forest, about 32,573 ha are actually under the control of local people and should be classified as 
agroforest.  Half of them (17,391 ha) have been legalized by the National Land Agency (BPN) 
as customary rights, but this legalization process has been rejected by the forest authority (Sirait 
et al., forthcoming).  Current efforts to enhance orang-utan conservation in the area need to take 
these views of stakeholders outside of the Ministry of Forestry into account, otherwise conflicts 
may make conservation efforts counter-productive. 

Conflicts between communities and state-sanctioned large scale ‘concessionaires’ are 
not restricted to the ‘forest lands’. Reminiscent of, and partially in continuation, of colonial-day 
patterns of land allocation to agricultural plantations, the issues between oil palm and sugarcane 
plantations and local communities are as contentious as those with logging concessions and 
fastwood plantations (Colchester et al., 2006; Afrizal, 2007). 

1.4 Problems to be addressed: Degree of spatial and institutional integration 
Vertical integration in the production chain, where the primary producers are tightly linked with 
subsequent steps of the value chain, has its pro’s and con’s. It provides security and reduces 
transaction costs, but removes competition and the type of efficiency that markets can bring. 
Economies of scale in the production stage of any agriculture or forest product tend to be based 
on access to land, access and use of know-how and/or improved planting material and 
opportunities for mechanization. Yet, the national scales experiments in centrally planned, 
vertically integrated, large-scale agriculture in the 20th century have largely failed, and in crop 
production ‘small and medium enterprise’ farmers are widely recognized as the most efficient 
producer – partially because people agree to work below the minimum wage if they are building 
assets on their own farms. In recent plans for ‘revitalization of agriculture’ (Sutanto, 2006), one 
will not find any reference to a need for or efficiency of ‘vertical integration’ – rather a strong 
belief in markets as institutions that provide signals for efficient and adaptive decisions. 
Somehow, the tradition in forestry is essentially different. 

Yet, experience with ‘contract farming with trees’ is mixed (Mayers and Vermeulen, 
2002; Nawir and Santoso, 2005; Cossalter and Pye-Smith, 2005).  

1.5 Problems to be addressed: Choice of species and production system 
The concept of ‘plantation’ is normally associated with even-aged monocultural stands that are 
managed uniformly by a single management entity. As alternative, planted trees in landscape 
mosaics can also be grown in various forms of agroforesty and mixed systems. Which system 
fits best in local ecology and economy is an issue of debate – with relevance at both national 
and local scale, depending on the outcome of current decentralization debates. 

Whether smallholder or plantation managed, the over-reliance on a few species carries 
considerable ecological risk. In parts of Java the sengonisasi (planting of Paraserianthes 
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falcataria or ‘sengon’) has been successful and supported local wood processing industry. 
Currently, increase of a gall disease caused by the rust Uromycladium tepperianum spreads 
rapidly along all of the south coast of East Java, reaching towards Central Java (Kato, Pers. 
Comm.). It affects leaves and twigs and can induce mortality of the tree. On Java it first 
occurred only above 500 m a.s.l. but is now common in lowlands as well. Two decades after the 
'sengonisasi' programs that promoted planting this species throughout the landscape it shouldn't 
come as a surprise that a devastating disease spreads. Much of the fastwood plantations rely on 
a few species, with Acacia mangium as favourite species for lowland habitat. However, the 
second rotation of plantations has serious problems 
(http://www.aciar.gov.au/web.nsf/doc/ACIA-6SEW2F) with fungal root rot: tree mortalities as 
high as 28% have been reported and have caused some commercial plantations to stop using the 
species. However, these plantation companies have not abandoned the concept of tree 
monocultures. In the agroforests of Krui, a number of pest (including a longhorn beetle that had 
previously only been described from Laos) and probably fungal disease problems have emerged 
in Shorea javanica over  the past decade, suggesting that the increase in density of this species, 
substantially above the density at which it occurs naturally invites others to the party. 

In the mean time, the technical aspects of conversion of grasslands to tree-based systems that 
were still considered to be among the priority topics in the 1995 workshop (Garrity, 1997), have 
– at least from an economic perspective -- largely been ‘solved’ by the cheap availability of 
broad spectrum herbicides that are now widely used by smallholders operating on a tight budget 
(Hairiah et al., 2000; Purnomosidhi et al., 2005; E. Penot, pers. Comm..).  

1.6 Outline of the rest of the paper 
In the rest of this paper we will explore how the Hutan Tanaman Rakyat  (‘Peoples plantations’) 
program as currently conceived will answer these fundamental questions, and how it will or can 
be positioned between two existing paradigms for ‘state forest lands’, the Hutan Tanaman 
Industri-Plasma and Hutan Kemasyarakatan (HKm), paradigms and the paradigm of 
independent tree producers.  

 

2. Three paradigms of community involvement in tree growing in 
Indonesia 

2.1 Paradigm 1: Hutan Tanaman Industri-Plasma 
The primary policy concern in this paradigm is over the capacity (relative to sustainable supply) 
of pulp and paper factories linked to national debt and as a driver of “illegal logging”. Land 
allocation is centrally planned by the forestry department in the vicinity of existing pulp and 
paper processing plants; area per household based on technical coefficients from fastwood 
plantations. Household allocation of land is made on labour availability. The choice of species is 
limited, with strong preference for monocultures. ‘Superior’ germplasm and intensive technical 
specifications (include pest management regimes to guard against monoculture failure) are to be 
used and ‘extended’ to all interested households. Production targets are to be realized from 
even-aged fast-growing, monocultural plantations, managed by private and/or parastatal 
companies. 
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Table 1. Comparison of two existing paradigms for combining community involvement and tree production on ‘forest lands’, and one that applies outside  
     of the Kawasan Hutan  

 
 

Paradigm 1: Supply chain for agro/sylvo-
industrial processing 

Paradigm 2: Smallholder agroforestry 
enterprises, with access to degraded forest lands 

Paradigm 3: Independent tree production on private 
and community lands 

Primary 
policy 
concern 

Over-capacity (relative to sustainable supply) of 
pulp and paper factories linked to national debt 
and as driver of ‘illegal logging’ demand 

Poverty reduction and economic growth: utilize 
unproductive forest lands without public benefits or 
functions next to poor rural communities with capacity 
to productively use land once provided with sufficient 
tenure security 

Local goods and services + income  

Institution Hutan Tanaman Industri-Plasma Hutan Ke-Masyarakatan (HKM) Community management or private 
Land 
 

Centrally planned allocation by forestry department 
in the vicinity of existing pulp and paper processing 
plants; area per household based on technical 
coefficients from fastwood plantations 

Allocation by local government (Bupati) on the basis 
of current underperformance of ‘state forest land 
without trees’; flexible per capita agreements with 
local communities (farmer groups) on the basis of 
negotiated proposals 

Based on traditional inheritance systems; only a small 
fraction of the land has fully documented private 
ownership; indicated as ‘other land uses’ (APL) on the 
land use classification maps 

Choice of 
species 

Limited list of ‘approved species’, implicit choice 
for monocultures 

No constraints to diversity or array of species; target 
overall tree density depending on local relevance of 
environmental service  targets 

No formal restrictions, but utilization of trees and 
transport over roads of logs requires permits; no 
distinctions between ‘agricultural trees’ (e.g. rubber, 
coffee), and ‘forestry trees’ 

Know-how 
 

Technical specifications and ‘superior’ germplasm 
from even-aged monocultural fastwood plantation 
sector are to be used and ‘extended’, including 
need for pest control to mitigate monoculture risk 

Local ecological knowledge to manage mixed-age, 
mixed-species agroforests can be blended with ‘new’ 
tree species and technologies in a multifunctional 
landscape mosaic  

Generally there is a shortage of know-how on tree 
management for targeted market segments, most 
available extension material is focused on tree planting 
and nurseries 

Labour 
 

Household allocation of land made on standardized 
labour availability  

Variations in household labour availability will be 
linked to variation between farms in intensity of land 
use and choice of species 

Depending on household situation and strategy; often 
tree planting fits in with an extensification phase of land 
use and availability of non-agricultural jobs 

Capital and 
Risk 
 

Government-sponsored tailored credit systems 
based on standard technical design (costly 
germplasm, fertilizer, herbicide and pesticide 
inputs; time lags to positive cash flow). State 
shares risk 

Existing local investment and credit systems, 
investment of remittances from urban and overseas 
labour, potentially supplemented by generic micro-
credit based on local appraisal of future profitability 
and risk 

Trees may become a savings bank, used for risk 
buffering and retirement funds 

Price 
formation 
(tree 
products) 

Pulp and paper factories set the price, no or limited 
market function through effective local monopolies 

Pulp and paper factories compete with markets for 
other tree products (including rubber) 

Price and market access depends on location; mobile 
sawmills operate in parts of Java, where trees are sold 
standing 

Main 
advantage 

Central planners’ sense of control; cheap supplies 
for factories 

Facilitates rural development by stimulation of 
entrepreneurial spirit 

Full flexibility and adjustment to household livelihood 
strategy 

Main con-
cern 

Government expenditure, public subsidies to 
downstream factories 

Loss of ‘central planners control’, 
restructuring/rationalization of forest industry still 
needed 

Requirements of permits for use and transport of farm-
grown wood, leading to high relative costs for smaal-
scale operations 
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Box 1. Smallholder agroforestry in Community based tree planting: lessons learnt 
from HKm in Sumberjaya (Suyanto et al., 2007) 
 
In Indonesia, forestry law combined with a decree from the Ministry of Forestry has authorized 
community forestry permits since 2000.  The permits promotes proper forest management practices 
by providing farmers conditional land tenure, if they contribute to watershed health by using 
appropriate coffee management practices and protect remaining areas of natural forest.  Under those 
conditions farmers maintain the right to use the land for their livelihoods.  However, in 2004 when 
RUPES ((Rewarding the Upland Poor for the Environmental Services they provide) project first 
started work in Sumberjaya, only 5 farmer groups had been awarded such permits and these for 
only 5 years.  Covering only 7 percent of the protection forest, the area with conditional land use 
permits was too small to bring measurable improvements to watershed functions. 

The RUPES project started working in Sumberjaya with 18 farmer groups of about 40 
members.  All farmer groups were greatly interested in securing community forestry permits.  
ICRAF ensured that all required partners had a full voice, creating essential goodwill among change 
agents in local and national governments and as well as assisting the farmer groups.  ICRAF 
research shows that without a trusted partner, local people have great difficulty in forming 
relationships with government agencies, which is essential for dialogue that creates needed policy 
change. On the technical side, ICRAF analyses on river flows and land use change kept other 
technical experts and powerful interests from disregarding farmer perspectives.  RUPES 
empowered farmers groups and local collaborators through participatory mapping, developing 
working plans and nursery techniques, strengthening farmer groups and communicating the 
emerging reward mechanisms to members of farmer groups. In July 2006, all 18 farmer groups 
received community forestry permits; increasing the area covered from 1,367 ha to 11,633 ha.  
Nearly 6,400 farmers now have permits. With 70 percent of the protection forest now covered by 
conditional land use permits, analysis projects that Sumberjaya will soon start to see measurable 
improvements in watershed functions.  While verification of these improvements awaits future 
measurement, conditional forestry permits have already demonstrated improvements for the 
farmers. 

Recently, RUPES completed a study of the impact in Sumberjaya of land tenure with 
researchers from Michigan State University and the International Food Policy Research Institute 
(Kerr et al, 2006). The study found that the community forestry permits; 

• increased land tenure security,  
• double the local land value,  
• reduced corruption,  
• increased income, mostly due to reduction of bribes, 
• increased equity, relative to the in-village resources farmers have, promoted tree 

planting/agroforestry,  
• promoted soil and water conservation, and  
• gave farmers good reasons to protect remaining natural forest. 
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Box 2. Damar Agroforest : conserving forest resource – securing farmers income 
 
Damar agroforest or repong1 damar in Krui is a forest-like land use system developed over 
generations by local people living at the margin of rainforest along the west coast of Lampung 
Province in Sumatra island (Torquebiau, 1984; Mary and Michon, 1987;  Michon, 1993).  The 
resin-producing tree called damar (Shorea javanica) that dominates its vegetation structure (de 
Foresta and Michon, 1994), had been domesticated by local people since the second half of 19 
century (Rappard, 1937; Michon and de Foresta, 1995).  The forest-like structure of this agroforest 
allows the conservation of large part of natural forest biodiversity (de Foresta and Michon, 1994).  
The mature damar agroforest is made up of an intimate mixture of various tree crops and managed 
by smallholder. The trees shade out the crops, occupy different strata and produce high value 
product such as fruits, resins, and medicinal and high-grade timber.  Inventories of  tree population 
in mature damar agroforest in Krui recorded 39 tree species (trees over 20 cm in diameter, on 75 
randomly plots of 20x20m) with mean density 245 trees and mean basal area of 33 m2 per hectare  
(Wijayanto, 1993).  These quite high figures, associated with a well-balanced diameter class 
distribution, shows the close structural similarity between natural forest and mature damar 
agroforest managed by farmers.  

Sibuea and Herdimansyah (1993) recorded that almost all forest mammal species are 
present in damar agroforest, hence 46 mammal species including 17 species protected by 
Indonesian law.  Density of the primate population (macaques, leaf monkeys, gibbons, and 
siamang) in the agroforest are quite similar to those observed for natural forests.  In addition, 
Thiolay (1993) observed that at least 92 bird species present in this land use system.    

From an economic perspective, this land use system provides a wide range of source of 
income to farmers, their neighborhood and the actors along damar trading chain (Levang, 1989; 
Dupain 1994; Bouamrane, 1996).   Damar trees, with about 65% of the tree community, provide 
regular cash income from the harvesting and sale of damar resin.  Fruit trees comprising almost a 
quarter of the tree community, also provide additional cash income, although not in monthly basis.  
According to de Foresta and Michon (1997), per hectare mature damar agroforest provided (at a 
time that US $1 = Rp 2,248,-), annual farm income ranging between Rp 1.65 million (no fruiting 
season) and Rp 3.84 million (in fruiting season).  Hence capital accumulation is possible through 
seasonal products with good market and large production. 

 
Government-sponsored, tailored credit systems based on standard technical design (costly 
germplasm, fertilizer, herbicide and pesticide inputs) will provide capital to growers, who will face 
time lags to positive cash flow. The government shares risk. Pulp and paper factories set the price 
through effective local monopolies; there is no or limited market function. The main advantage of 
this scheme is a cheap supply of wood for factories. However, the main concern is high government 
expenditure, public subsidies to downstream factories, and the weak position (lack of decision 
making power) of the farmers – the primary biomass producers. 

2.2 Paradigm 2: Hutan Kemasyarakatan (HKm) 
The primary policy concern is to utilize unproductive forest lands near poor rural communities who 
have the capacity to productively use land once provided with sufficient tenure security. The goal 
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of the scheme is Poverty reduction and rural economic growth. Land allocation by regency 
governments (Bupati) on the basis of current underperformance of ‘state forest land without trees’ 
and flexible per capita agreements with local communities (farmer groups) on the basis of 
negotiated proposals. Variations in household labour availability will be linked to variation between 
farms in intensity of land use and choice of species. 

There are no constraints to diversity or array of species; target overall tree density depends 
on local relevance of environmental service targets. Local ecological knowledge to manage mixed-
age, mixed-species agroforests can be blended with ‘new’ tree species and technologies in a 

 
Box 3.  Seed orchard of Dipterocarp tree species in rubber agroforest in Jorong 
Sigantang, West Sumatra: threatened by contested forest status 
 

Although the Krui agroforests of West Lampung, based on Shorea javanica,  have become an icon 
of community-developed productive forest and the resolve of conflicts between the Forestry 
Department and local land managers, the threat to productive forests of ‘conversion to state forest 
land’ still continues elsewhere.  

Mixed dipterocarp forest used to be the dominant forest type of Sumatra. Dipterocarps 
species are commercial timber trees and also produce non timber forest products, such as resin 
(dammar) and illipe nuts. As elsewhere, many forest areas in West Sumatra are devastated, 
however. Only isolated patches of natural forest remain. One of these remnant forest areas is 
located in Ranah Batahan sub-district, West Pasaman district. The Sigantang customary forest has 
been maintained over the years by the community of Jorong Sigantang. Trees belonging to the 
Dipterocarpaceae family dominate the forest, especially the genera Anisoptera, Dipterocarpus, 
Dryobalanops, Shorea and Parashorea. 

Dipterocarp species fruit only periodically in ‘masting’ years, usually 4 to 5 years apart. 
Seeds of Dipterocarp are known as ‘recalcitrant seed’, because they directly germinate and loose 
viability when stored. Seed predation by insects, mice and rats makes collection in the wild 
difficult. Hence, seed orchards for organized seed collection are useful for preservation of 
Dipterocarp species in the agriculturally used landscape. Based on this local source of seedlings, a 
substantial part of the rubber agroforest in Jorong Sigantang (Nagari Batahan) has been enriched 
with Dipterocarp trees already. 

People of Jorong Sigantang have high awareness to conserve forest by managing their 
kebun (rubber agroforest). They traditionally enrich their kebun with other trees (such as meranti 
and gaharu).  In 2002, the community of Jorong Sigantang in collaboration with the Balai 
Pengelolaan Daerah Aliran Sungai (Watershed Management Unit) Agam Kuantan planted five 
species of Shorea in the rubber agroforest. The nursery has been developed in 2002. People 
collected Dipterocarp’s wildlings and seeds in the registered forest and then planted them in the 
nursery. Three farmer groups (kelompok tani) were involved. 

The people of Jorong Sigantang defend their customary forest Batahan against local 
government officials who want to change the status of the registered forest to ‘production forest’ 
and issue Ijin Pemanfaatan kayu (timber utilization permit) to investors. In that sense, the story of 
the Krui dipterocarp damar agroforests continues… 
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multifunctional landscape mosaic. Existing local investment and credit systems, investment of 
remittances from urban and overseas labour, potentially supplemented by generic micro-credit 
based on local appraisal of future profitability and risk. Perhaps most important, the marketing of 
products is more competitive; pulp and paper factories compete with markets for other tree products 
(including rubber). The main advantage of the HKm is it facilitates rural development by 
stimulating an entrepreneurial spirit. The main MOF concern is the loss of ‘central planners 
control’.  In addition, a restructuring or rationalization of forest industry is still needed. 

2.3 Paradigm 3: Independent smallholders 
The third paradigm relates to independent small or medium scale farms that include and use trees, 
outside of the ‘kawasan hutan’. These operate largely outside of current statistics, as much of the 
‘landscapes with trees’ hover around the operational boundary between ‘forest’ and ‘non-forest’ in 
remote sensing data. A combination of vegetation-based tree cover data with ‘agro-ecosystems’ 
(Hadi and van Noordwijk, 2005) suggests that it is in fact an important category.  

This paradigm forms an important point of reference in debates on what might happen if 
current regulations on ‘forest lands’ would be relaxed. The overall evidence indicates that such 
deregulation might increase rather than decrease the interests in planting trees as well as the supply 
of wood and other products in response to market demand. Currently, however, policies are in 
general not supportive of this type of development, as elaborated in a number of hypotheses with 
partial evidence (Table 2). 

Recently, economists from the DFID Multi-stakeholder Forestry Programme quantified 
some of the economic contribution from independent small holder-based management of tree crops 
on forest lands and estimated the size of improvements possible under different enabling policies, 
such as increased land availability, secure access and tenure, or improved productivity (Brown and 
Simangunsong, 2006). The main objective of this work was to make visible both the existing tree-
based contribution of small farmers to the national economy and estimate increases should the 
Department of Forestry deregulate land use over large areas of “production forest” that according to 
Department data, has no tree cover.  

The main finding were that the current economic contribution of smallholder forestry 
activities represents a significant and underappreciated sector in the Indonesian economy:    

• Based on 2002 data, smallholder tree-based and forest-based production activities 
together – including agroforestry crops that emulate forest functions (such as coffee, 
oil palm, rubber, spice trees, etc.), non-timber forest products, and private forest 
production (hutan rakyat) – contribute US$ 6.2 billion in economic value each year.  
This is over 3% of Indonesia’s overall economic output and provides jobs for nearly 4 
million people.   

• Small holder agroforestry crops that contribute to the expansion of tree cover are now 
found on 11 million ha. of land and account for the vast majority of these values.  
Community timber and non-timber forest production are relatively small.  

• Smallholder agroforestry systems are very diverse and the mix of crops varies across 
islands. 
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Table 2. Ten hypotheses on smallholder timber production in agroforestry systems 

Hypothesis Partial evidence 
1. Smallholder timber-based land use has no 
chance as long as open-access forests still 
provide for the resource below economic 
replacement cost 

Experience with the timber component of rubber 
agroforests suggests that local use is the main 
driver until the forest has disappeared from the 
landscape; see also Tata et al 2007 

2. Rules aimed at restricting illegal logging as 
providers of the demand for wood  provide 
strong negative incentives for the smallholder 
timber production that would provide a long term 
alternative to illegal logging 

Frequent anecdotal evidence of ‘perverse effects’ 
of current rules and ‘law enforcement’ on farmers 
with ‘tolerated’ or ‘planted’ timber trees as part of 
their agroforests 

3. Current agricultural policies provide positive 
incentives (net transfers) for food crop 
production and negative ones on timber 
production, providing net benefits and reduced 
financial risk for mixed agroforestry as enterprise 

Analysis by the SAFODS project in Indonesia and 
the Philippines (forthcoming) 

4. Timber-based agroforestry systems provide 
superior returns to labour in an extensification 
phase when labour shifts from rural to urban 
jobs, land is less needed for local food 
production and rural links provide a security net 
and retirement savings component of livelihood 
strategies 

Anecdotal evidence in areas in Central and East 
Java where a ‘forest transformation’ has occurred 
linked with an ‘out of agriculture’ scenario 

5. Adding a timber component to existing 
agroforests and mixed production systems (e.g. 
based on rubber or coffee) may be at least as 
economically feasible as conversion of degraded 
lands for timber production 

With the profitability depending on both price 
fluctuations and trends, the stabilizing effect of 
timber is intuitively appealing, but not properly 
documented 

6. Tree management for specified product quality 
and markets can allow farmers to tap much 
higher into the value chain and be economically 
attractive 

Evidence from the Philippines of the need for 
farmers to be more aware of the quality and size 
that is in actual demand (Bertomeu, 2006) points 
in this direction 

7. Farmer knowledge of and existing extension 
messages are biased towards the tree planting 
phase and undervalue tree management and 
post-harvest processing 

Similar to hypothesis 6 

8. Campaigns to enhance a 'tree planting ethic' 
may provide barriers for relevant tree 
management (including thinning and tree 
harvest) 

Anecdotal evidence, e,g, in the Landcare 
experience in the Philippines 

9. Short rotation forestry with the existing array 
of species carries high risk 

Pest and disease problems are probably in the 
increase in Acacia mangium and Paraserianthes 
falcataria; Tree mixtures remain under-studied 
although the research tools (including models 
such as SExI-FS: http://www.icraf.org/sea/ 
Products/AFModels/SExI/index.asp 

10. Existing certification schemes with their high 
transaction costs provide strongly positive 
economies of scale that put smallholder 
producers at a disadvantage. 

Costs of certification can easily reach $ 30,000 
which means that 1000 farmers will have to join in 
a single group certification scheme, if the 
certification increases prices by 10% and their 
farm forest income is $ 300/year, to simply break 
even on transaction costs 
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Analysis of potential national policy changes shows that:   

• Small reallocations of land or increases in security for investment in land productivity 
can yield high returns, up to US$ 1.4 billion per year in added revenues and possibly 
1.6 million more jobs.   

• These benefits would not materialize immediately, but only after investments in land 
and new crop plantings matured and came to market.   

• The largest values come from policy changes that boost smallholder tree systems that 
emulate forest functions, because this is larger in area, value, and employment than 
other activities examined.  

• The largest values also come from policy changes that increase the availability of 
land, rather than policies that affect the productivity or benefit sharing arrangements 
on existing lands.  

• To gain these benefits, small holders need long-term security of access to land to 
make the required investments.   

• Regional and national governments would benefit from increased economic activity, 
trade, and potential tax base.  

 

2.4 The Peoples Plantation (HTR) as intermediate to these paradigms 
The primary policy concern is to increase forest contribution towards economic growth and to 
reduce and minimize national unemployment and poverty (pro-growth, pro-job, pro-poor). 

This program will be implemented on government production forest land, in particular 
logged over areas and degraded forest land. About 5.4 million hectares of land will be allocated by 
the central government to this program with local government consultation, in particular concerning 
the legitimacy of the government land (“clean and clear”). 

Through this program, the government will provide local communities with wider access to 
law, credit, and market. Each household will receive approximately 15 hectares of land to manage, 
not to own, for the maximum period of 100 years, and 8 million rupiah per ha in the form of soft 
loan for this purposes. The 15 ha per household has been calculated by the government to be 
sufficient for local communities to make a decent living. Households should form a group in order 
to join the program. In total, about 360,000 households will be involved, with the total budget of 
43.2 trillion rupiah. The program is scheduled to start in 2007, with a 10-year lifespan until the 
targets are achieved.  

The government has published a guidebook book recommending the species they see as 
suitable to respective areas.  This calls into question whether local preferences over species and the 
choice between monoculture and agroforest will respected. It appears this debate is intensifying.  
This relates to the need to draw upon local ecological knowledge and the ability of local people to 
manage their land and available labor. The market value of the trees planted in the future will be 
left open to the market. The main concern is how and from what sources to obtain the budget 
needed for this program and how to develop detailed implementation plans which will capacity 
building for relevant local institutions. 
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Table 3. Current understanding of the HTR (peoples plantation) concept in between the existing paradigms (as elaborated in table 1) 

 
 
 

Paradigm 1: Supply 
chain for agro/sylvo-
industrial processing 

Paradigm 2: Smallholder 
agroforestry enterprises 
on degraded forest 
lands 

Paradigm 3: Independent tree 
production on private and 
community lands 

Intermediate paradigm: Peoples plantation (still under 
discussion…) 

Primary policy 
concern 

Over-capacity (relative to 
sustainable supply) of 
pulp and paper factories  

Poverty reduction and 
economic growth:  

Local goods and services + 
income  

Increase forest contribution to economic growth, 
‘unemployment ’and poverty reductions (pro-growth, 
pro-job, pro-poor)  

Institution Hutan Tanaman Industri-
Plasma 

Hutan Ke-Masyarakatan 
(HKM) 

Community management or private Peoples plantation (Hutan Tanaman Rakyat or HTR) 

Land 
 

Centrally planned alloca-
tion by forestry depart-
ment in the vicinity of 
existing pulp and paper 
processing plants;  

Allocation by local 
government (Bupati) on 
the basis of current 
underperformance of 
‘state forest land without 
trees’;  

Based on traditional inheritance 
systems; only a small fraction of 
the land has fully documented 
private ownership; indicated as 
‘other land uses’ (APL) on the land 
use classification maps 

Allocation by central government consulted to the local 
government on the basis of ‘clean and clear’ unproductive 
state plantation forest land (log over area, bare land, 
bushes); 15 ha per household, maximum 100 years right to 
manage 

Choice of 
species 

Limited list of ‘approved 
species’, implicit choice 
for monocultures 

No constraints to diversity 
or array of species; target 
overall tree density  

No distinctions between 
‘agricultural trees’ (e.g. rubber, 
coffee), and ‘forestry trees’ 

Wood for fibre processing is prioritized. A preference for 
polycultures is indicated. The position of rubber is unclear. 
Partnership and developer scheme are, however, most likely 
for monoculture plantation. Local community scheme (Pola 
Mandiri) can be for Agroforestry or monoculture plantation.  

Know-how 
 

Technical specifications 
and ‘superior’ germplasm 
from even-aged mono-
cultural fastwood planta-
tion sector are to be used 
and ‘extended’ 

Local ecological 
knowledge to manage 
mixed-age, mixed-species 
agroforests can be 
blended with ‘new’ trees  

Generally there is a shortage of 
know-how on tree management for 
targeted market segments, 
extension material is focused on 
tree planting and nurseries 

Partnership and developer scheme are most likely similar to 
HTI plasma. Local community scheme (Pola Mandiri) is 
most likely similar to HKm 

Labour 
 

Household allocation of 
land made on 
standardized labour 
availability  

Variations in household 
labour availability are 
linked to intensity of land 
use and choice of species 

Tree planting fits in with an 
extensification phase of land use 
and availability of non-agricultural 
jobs 

In between HTI plasma & HKm 

Capital and 
Risk 
 

Government-sponsored 
tailored credit systems 
based on standard 
technical design. State 
shares risk 

Existing local investment 
and credit systems, 
investment of remittances 
from urban and overseas 
labour 

Trees may become a savings bank, 
used for risk buffering and 
retirement funds 

It will probably be like HTI plasma, where Government-
sponsored tailored credit systems based on standard 
technical design (costly germplasm, fertilizer, herbicide and 
pesticide inputs; time lags to positive cash flow). State 
shares risk 

Price formation 
(tree products) 

No or limited market 
function through effective 
local monopolies 

Pulp and paper factories 
compete with markets for 
other tree products  

Price and market access depends 
on location;  

Government intervention to stabilize the market price 

Main 
advantage 

Central planners’ sense of 
control; cheap supplies for 
factories 

Facilitates rural develop-
ment by stimulation of 
entrepreneurial spirit 

Full flexibility and adjustment to 
household livelihood strategy 

Increase supply wood for factories and facilitate rural 
development by stimulation of entrepreneurial spirit 

Main concern Government expenditure, 
public subsidies to 
downstream factories 

Loss of ‘central planners 
control’ 

Requirements of permits for use 
and transport of farm-grown wood 

Government expenditures, accountability, potential land 
conflict 
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HTR policy concerns are wide, encompassing those of both the HTI plasma and HKm 
programs. Land allocation is like that of HTI plasma where land is allocated by the central 
government. Local community scheme (Pola Mandiri) can be for multi-species agroforestry 
systems or monoculture plantation. The credit scheme is like that of HTI plasma, where a 
Government-sponsored, tailored credit systems based on standard technical design (costly 
germplasm, fertilizer, herbicide and pesticide inputs) will provide capital to growers who will 
face time lags to positive cash flow.  The government will share the risk. Main advantage of 
HTR is to increase supply wood for factories and to facilitate rural development by stimulation 
of entrepreneurial spirit. The main concerns of the HTR program are high government 
expenditures, accountability, and high potential for land conflict. 

 

3. Discussion: Removing constraints to community-based tree 
planting in Indonesia, across paradigms4 

3.1 Legal status and land tenure for small holders 
In Indonesia the sectoral divide between forestry and agriculture is particularly pronounced. The 
Indonesian constitution places the control (not ownership) of natural resources in the hands of 
the State and articulates that these resources must be managed for the benefit of the Indonesian 
people. Authority for the establishment of a permanent forest estate is given to the Ministry of 
Forestry (MOF), which tends to be land-based in its focus, while the Ministry of Agriculture 
supports smallholders and a commercial plantation crop sector. The result is a regulatory 
framework that inhibits community agroforestry in large areas.  

Considerable parts of Indonesia’s closed canopy forests are actually agroforests planted 
by local people. Such agroforest provide approximately 70% of the total amount of rubber 
produced in the country (on about 2.5 M ha of land) (Wibawa et al., 2005), at least 80% of the 
damar resin, roughly 80 to 90 % of the various marketed fruits as well as important quantities of 
export tree crops such as cinnamon, clove, nutmeg, coffee and candle nut (Michon and de 
Foresta, 1995). In Sumatra alone, about 4 million hectares have been converted by local people 
into various kinds of agroforests (Michon and Bompard, 1987). According to the forestry 
regulatory framework, these landuse systems are illegal within the State Forest since they are 
considered agricultural activities. Cases of forced evictions and the destruction of these 
agroforestry systems by forestry officials (with assistance from the military) are well 
documented (Fay et al., 2000). Forestry officials often justify their actions as being in defense of 
"forest functions" (Kusworo, 2000), without specifying what these functions are or proving that 
these functions are deficient in the actual land use. Exclusion by definition is thus the main 
threat to the contributions agroforestry can make to sustainable forest management, directly 
related to criterion 7 of the Montreal process. Improvements in this situation will require a 
‘negotiation support system’ that is based on critical examination of claims on real 
environmental service functions, along with recognition of the various stakeholder interests 
(Van Noordwijk et al., 2001). 

                                                 
4 This Section drawn from van Noordwijk et al, 2003. 
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3.2 Access to and production of quality planting material  
The success or failure of any tree planting activity depends on many factors. The most important 
biological factor is tree seed quality and quantity. Seed quality determines the upper limit of 
yield and productivity of labor, fertilizers, and other inputs (Cromwell et al 1992, Cromwell 
1990). In the absence of other inputs, seed quality will enhance growth and productivity, 
particularly on degraded sites (Simons et al., 1994).  Adequate quantities of tree seed assure that 
planting targets can be achieved.  Quality germplasm of appropriate species is an important 
innovation and intervention, particularly for smallholders farming marginal lands, who have low 
capacity to absorb high risk and few resource options.  Unfortunately, the availability of 
adequate quantities of quality tree seed is often limited.  In Southeast Asia, including Indonesia, 
quality tree seed is most often controlled by the formal seed sector, i.e. research organizations, 
government agencies, and forest industry (Harwood et al. 1999).  In Indonesia, farmers, 
community organizations and even government projects/offices lack access to good quality tree 
seed (Roshetko 2001; Roshetko et al 2004a).  Efforts must be made to link smallholders with 
sources of quality seed and expand access to a wider range of species that are suitable to the 
biophysical and socioeconomic conditions smallholders face.  The publication of a Tree Seed 
Suppliers Directory (Roshetko et al 2003) helps address this need.  Additionally, ICRAF and 
Winrock International have developed and field tested ‘tree seed collection and management 
guidelines’ that are appropriate for farmers and field workers (Mulawarman et al. 2003).  
Enhancing local tree seed access could include the development of smallscale farmer seed 
orchards, integrated into farmers multispecies, multiproduct traditional tree farming systems 
(Roshetko et al. 2004b).  Farmer-designed trials (FDT) are a low-cost method to increase farmer 
participation in species evaluation and agroforestry technology development process for their 
specific biophysical and socioeconomic conditions (Roshetko et al 2004c), as well as to enhance 
the effectiveness of research activities to meet farmers’ needs and improve their welfare 
(Franzel et al. 1998).  Efforts to improve germplasm security should include the development of 
farmers’ tree propagation and tree nursery management skills.  Training and participatory 
nursery development are proven methods of building farmers awareness, leadership and 
technical skills; and independence regarding germplasm quality, production and management 
capacity (Koffa and Garrity 2001; Carandang et al 2006).   

3.3  Producing quality products tailored to markets 
Most smallholder agroforestry systems are characterized by limited proactive management and 
planning.  Spacing is irregular and species components often primarily the result of chance.  
(Manurung et al 2006; Michon 2005) and farmers often lack technical capacity (Gintings et al., 
1996; Daniel et al, 1999; Gunasena and Roshetko, 2000).  Harvesting products is often the most 
common management activity, with minimal weeding to control herbaceous and woody 
competition.  As a result, the quality and quantity of products may be far below the systems’ 
potential.  The productivity of most smallholder agroforestry systems can be improved by 
enhancing smallholder management skills.  Key skills include: species selection/site matching; 
identifying tree farming systems that match farmers’ land, labor and socioeconomic limitations 
– including annual crops, tree crops, intercropping and understorey cropping options; tree 
management options to produce high quality products; pest and disease management; and soil 
management.  Efforts should seek to develop a range of deliberate management techniques for 
trees and systems that enable farmers to produce quality products for specific market 
opportunities (Roshetko et al. 2007).   
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Smallholders generally have weak market linkages and poor access to market 
information (Hammett 1994; Arocena-Fransico et al. 1999).  In the Philippines, Predo (2002) 
found that tree farming was more profitable than annual crop production, but uncertain 
marketing conditions deterred tree planting. The existence of accessible markets for tree 
products is vital for the development of tree farming systems (Scherr 1995, 1999; Landell-Mills 
2002).  Otherwise, the development of economically viable systems is doubtful.  However, the 
dynamics of tree product supply, market demand, and marketing channels at the smallholder 
level are poorly understood by farmers and researchers alike. Local and regional dealers serve 
very important roles – collecting, sorting, grading and transporting raw materials. One of the 
largest risks reported by middlemen is unreliable quality and quantity of smallholder products. 
This uncertainty, plus the time and expense required to interact with numerous smallholder, are 
usually cited as the reason dealers pay low rates to individual farmers (Roshetko et al. 2007). 
The absence of price incentives at farmer level for higher quality products, however, maintains 
the status quo on quality. This constraint on the contribution of agroforestry to sustainable forest 
management can be overcome, if public domain information access on market conditions 
improves. By understanding market linkages and interactions, it should be possible, at relatively 
low cost, to improve smallholder farmers’ livelihoods by focusing their agroforestry production 
towards market opportunities (Roshetko and Yuliyanti, 2002). 

3.4 Overregulation of access to markets 
Many national policies that are intended to conserve and protect natural resources discourage 
the cultivation – and thus conservation – of indigenous species by restricting their utilization or 
trade. Selective deregulation of trade in agroforestry timber species is an attractive policy option 
(Tomich and Lewis, 2001b) that can stimulate equitable economic growth while protecting the 
environment. Partly in response to market regulation, industrial timber plantation schemes, 
especially those linked to a pulp and paper processing plant, often develop ‘outgrower’ 
schemes, that lead to a vertical integration of production and processing, providing credit for the 
initial investment, linked to an obligation to sell to the factory. A recent overview (Mayers and 
Vermeulen, 2002) of the experience with company-community forestry partnerships, shows that 
farmers appear to be best off where the credit requirements for tree planting and tending are 
evaluated on financial viability criteria and de-coupled from the obligation to sell to a specific 
processor. Getting the dynamics of decision-making efficient, equitable and sustainable in 
‘community- forestry partnerships’ is not easy but examples exist where it has been achieved. 

3.5 Lack of rewards for environmental services 
Trees in a landscape, across the whole spectrum from natural forest to intensively managed 
plantations, can have positive environmental effects or ‘provide environmental services’. In the 
absence of a ‘reward structure’, the presence or absence of these services is left to decision 
makers to whom off-farm benefits and costs are ‘externalities’. Development of efficient and 
effective reward structures for environmental services, is thus an important way to achieve 
environment plus development goals (Landell-Mills and Porras, 2002; Murdiyarso et al., 2002; 
Tomich et al., 1998, 2001a; van Noordwijk et al 2006)). The possibility of ‘rewards for carbon 
storage’ can apply to smallholder tree planting in fine-grained landscape mosaics, once issues 
such as leakage and additionality are dealt with ( Suyamto et al. 2006; Leimona et al, 2006). 
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Box 4. Multifunctionality in practice: environmental services from multistrata 
coffee 

The multistrata coffee farms provide a livelihood to people with few other options and also 
control erosion similarly to natural forest. The multistrata system provides a complex canopy 
that protects the soil surface from heavy raindrops that cause erosion. The system creates tree 
litter on the garden floor that also helps weaken the erosive force water and provides nutrients to 
the soil. Gliricidia sepium, Erythrina subumbrans and are the most common of shade trees; all 
three species are nitrogen-fixing legumes contributing to increased soil nitrogen from the 
biomass litter. The rate of decomposition of the litter of these species is fast, which is good for 
improving soil fertility (Hairiah et al 2005).  

Mix of tree species in coffee agroforestry system have different pattern of rooting depth 
that provide a good protection of the soil surface and also increase river bank stability (Hairiah, 
et al 2006). A combination of deep rooted trees for anchoring and shallow rooted grass with 
high root density for stabilizing topsoil is generally perceived to stabilize slopes prone to mass 
movement. Coffee is suitable for anchoring and soil surface holding at the river bank, but it has 
a low root length density.  Therefore, planting coffee tree with other trees is an important and 
successful strategy to stabilize river banks. The common legume shade trees in coffee 
agroforestry systems - Gliricidia sepiu,  Leucaena leucocephala and Erythina subumbrans -  are 
the tree most frequently used for government reforestation programs.  Calliandra calothyrsus, 
another common leguminous agroforestry tree, has shallow rooted and high root density, while 
most timber and fruit trees have deep rooted.  

Deep tree rooting systems in coffee agroforestry also improve nutrient recycling by 
function as a nutrient safety net (taking up nutrients which leach out to the subsoil) and nutrients 
pump (taking up nutrients release from mineral weathering in deeper layers (Hairiah, et al, 
2000). 

Van Noordwijk, et al. (2002) and Hairiah, et al. (2002) assessed the carbon stocks in 
Sumberjaya catchment.  It was found that coffee systems has soil C stocks in the upper 30 cm of 
the soil that were 57% - 76% of remnant forest in Sumberjaya or 45% - 60% of the values 
expected for the primary forest in Sumatra.  The mean estimated aboveground carbon stocks of 
remnants forest in Sumberjaya is 176 Mg/ha and around 92% of this is derived from live 
trees.  In coffee systems, the aboveground carbon estimates varied depending on the type of 
systems.  Ranging from 7 Mg/ha for monoculture, 23 Mg.ha-1 for shaded coffee and 34 Mg/ha 
for multistrata systems.  The annual C accumulation rate of the coffee systems is 1 - 1.9 Mg 
C/ha/yr, depending on the type of systems. 

From an economic perspective multistrata coffee system are financially and 
economically viable and also generate sustainable employment opportunity in rural area with 
better returns to labor.  Internal rate of returns (IRR) of the systems varies between 21.4% and 
36.5% and  it employes 107 to 166 person-day per hectare per year  (Budidarsono and Wijaya, 
2004). 
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3.6 Lack of institutional support 
Strong institution determines the sustainability of the program. Among the many institutional 
issues, the human resource of the extension organization is one of the most important things to 
discuss. With the decentralization era, the authority of the extension organization is under the 
jurisdiction of the district government. Most of the extension workers are in Java, while this 
HTR program will be implemented in the outer islands, in particular Sumatra and Kalimantan, 
not to mention the quality of those extension workers, and the government budget allocated for 
this program.   

The HTR most likely will face a lot of conflicts since the data available on the legal 
status in the Department of Forestry is incomplete. Consequently, the ‘clean and clear’ policy of 
the State Forest can not be easily achieved. For this reasons, there is a need to have conflict 
resolution and management mechanism in the district levels, with forms of ‘negotiation support’ 
(Van Noordwijk et al., 2001). 

 

4. Five policy implications 
To increase the probability of success there must be: 

1. A reduction of demand together with an increase in supply of fiber for pulp; 
2. Contracts with local households and farmer organizations that are negotiated with those 

people who have proprietary  rights over the areas to be planted;   
3. A HTR program framework that is incentive-based and commercially competitive by 

proving “free choice” by farmers of the tree species they plant;  
4. A deregulation and liberalization of the planting and transport of timber and other 

locally grown tree products (including a harmonization of “forest” and “non forest” tree 
species);    

5. Investments into improved extension systems through a stronger partnership between 
the Departments of Forestry, Agriculture, Trade and Industry as well as between central 
and local government.  

 
Of the five policy implications above, the Department of Forestry has taken action on 

some.  Earlier this year, the Minister of Forestry signed a decree that deregulated the harvesting 
and transport of timber from Sengong (Paraserianthes falataria), coconut, and rubber trees 
(farmer grown trees that are easily recognizable).  The Department is now working with local 
government to determine on a provincial basis which other species can follow.  This is an 
important first step towards increasing economic competitiveness of these tree species and 
creating a better climate for local investments into planting and management.  

The Department of Forestry has also demonstrated openness to civil society 
participation into the design and implementation of the HTR program.  Several public seminars 
have been conducted.  Many representatives of local government have participated in 
discussions on the HTR design. While the Ministerial Regulation that spells of the program 
design as a follow up to Government Regulation 6, 2007, is still in draft form, indications are 
that many of the issues outlined in this paper are being discussed and debated with the desired 
result being more and better options for local people to participate in increasing Indonesia’s 
forest cover while increasing local welfare. The options for community forest leases of up to 
100 years in the context of HTR will be a big step towards effective local incentives for 
sustainable management. 
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Attachment 

A case study of areas indicated for HTR in Batang Toru, N. Sumatra 
As part of the ‘peoples plantation’ or Hutan Tanaman Rakyat plans, the Ministry of Forestry, 
through its BaPlan & FORDA agencies, prepared maps for a number of provinces of the area 
where HTR rules could be applied, plus an indication of what species would be suitable for the 
local soil and climate. These are ‘indicative’ at this stage. 

As a ‘case study’ we analyzed these maps and reports for an area in North Sumatra 
where we have done recent fieldwork: the Batang Toru watershed in Tapanuli Utara, Tapanuli 
Tengah and Tapanuli Selatan. We overlaid the map that indicated areas that could be used for 
HTR according to a recent FORDA report, with three other datasets in our geographic 
information system: 

• current vegetation based on an interpreted 2005 satellite image (the expectation was that 
most HTR would have a ‘shrub’ (semak/belukar) type of land cover, 

• indicative forest function (TGHK or RTRW), the expectation was that all HTR would 
be in ‘production forest’, 

• land ownership, with the expectation that HTR would be part of the Kawasan Hutan 
Negara, where the Ministry of Forestry has indeed the right to develop contracts such as 
HTR. 

In fact, all three expectations proved to be seriously in contrast with the data. 
 
A visual introduction to Batang Toru watershed 
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Land cover and land use in indicative HTR areas  

Land cover Area  (ha) %

Belukar/early forest regrowth 361 2
Semak/shrub 99 1
Tanah Terbuka/open land 3 0
Karet Agroforest/ rubber AF 4200 28
Hutan/Forest + Kemenyan agroforest 2762 18
Durian Agroforest 1746 12
Karet Monokultur / Monoculture rubber 1742 12
Salak Agroforest 1008 7
Pemukiman / Settlements 740 5
Kebun Campur / Mixed gardens 639 4
Sawah / Paddy rice fields 364 2
Nanas /Ananas plantation 164 1
Sawit /Oil palm plantation 162 1
Kopi Monokultur / Coffee monoculture 106 1
Hutan rawa / Swamp forest 659 4
Pinus plantation 37 0
No data 255 2

Total 15.047 100
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Forest function according to 1985 TGHK process  in the indicative HTR areas 
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Forest and land  function according to 2006 spatial plan in the indicative HTR areas 
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Land ownership according to BPN in indicative HTR areas 
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Discussion 
The case study data suggest a considerable gap between the reality on the ground (as re-
presented in our data – there are obviously a number of inaccuracies in the data) and the initial 
perceptions of what a HTR area would look like: 

• Only 3% of the area does not currently have a productive tree cover, agricultural use or 
is a settlement, 

• Only 29% of the land is indicated as ‘production forest’; 30% is ‘protection forest’ from 
which supposedly no timber can be harvested, and 42% has a general (agricultural) land 
use indication, which might include farm forestry, 

• In only 8% is the Forestry Department the legal land owner according to the Land 
Authority, and in a legal position to enter into contracts with other stakeholders. 

 
This is only one ‘sample’, where we had ‘ground truth’ data from recent fieldwork. But 

it is at least suggestive that the existing ‘indicative’ HTR maps are not a reliable and sufficient 
basis to develop policies. 

 
A brief discussion of the findings with respect to the three paradigms: 
Paradigm 1 Paradigm 2 Paradigm 3 
Within this paradigm the 
Batang Toru area is completely 
unsuitable for HTR, despite the 
vicinity of a large pulp factory 
around lake Toba; land clearing 
would involve considerable loss 
of capital in productive trees, 
currently providing for local 
livelihoods. 

Within this paradigm, the 
government could enter into 
contracts with the local 
community on the 34% Tanah 
Negara Tanpa Hak + 8% of 
State Forest Lands, to 
regularize the status quo, and 
stimulate timber production (at 
least outside of the ‘protection 
forest’ zone; on 6% there is 
already a HKM arrangement 

This paradigm could apply to 
the 52% Tanah Adat in the 
indicate HTR area, and could 
lead to a reduction of current 
constraints on farmers’ 
harvesting and marketing of 
trees from land they control 

 
The FORDA document also suggests tree species that would be suitable for the local 

soil and climate condition. Three of the most favoured ‘peoples trees’ are noticeably absent 
from this list: Durian (the most valued species from the local forest tree flora, and a producer of 
high quality timber as well as marketable fruits), Kemenyan (Styrax, Benzoe) the older 
agroforest species, with a 2-thousand year history of export and trade, and Para Rubber (Hevea 
brasiliensis), the exotic (naturalized) tree that provides for the largest share of local income, and 
is a valuable source of wood as well.  

The questions of ‘which lands’, ‘which rules’, ‘what trees’ and ‘by whom’ will all have 
to be reconsidered before the concept of Hutan Tanaman Rakyat can be applied in an areas such 
as Batang Toru.  

A substantial improvement in the quality and types of data that are used for policy 
development is needed before public policy in the forest sector can be said to be ‘informed by 
the facts’. 
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