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Abstract

In the recent years, oil palm sector has becomeyghrt of the Indonesian economy.
The growth of oil palm has open a debate betweesawation and development: some see
palm oil as an alternative resource for the mitaggatof climate change and for the
improvement of people’s livelihood. The others smke palm cultivation as harmful to
biodiversity which creates social conflicts. Instiesearch, based on the lessons learnt from
Senamat Ulu and Batu Kerbau villages, Bungo distvie discuss the prospective views of
the local people who are dealing with oil palm depenent in Jambi Province, Indonesia.
Socio-economic analysis and stakeholder analysise weonducted to support the
Participatory Prospective Analysis. The land usdfiabilities of rubber monospecific and
oil palm plantations are higher than for rubbero&grest and even more than for rice and
swidden cultivations. The extension of contractdveen local land owners and oil palm
companies carries the risk of land grabbing andactly impacts the community forests, in
spite of their village protected status. Primaryoerative Credit for Members’ scheme
contracts (KKPA) are often unclear and long negiotiss can take place between oil palm
companies, local investors and villagers. PartiopaProspective Analysis workshops with
local stakeholders contributed to clarify the bésedind costs of the various scenarios for
possible future of the villages. Improved seedljrrgad accessibility and improved capacity
building are needed, both on the short term and kenm, strengthening the future of the
people in the next 30 years.

Keywords: Independent smallholders, oil palm, rubber monaipeoubber agroforest, land
grabbing, stakeholders, prospective, Sumatra Irglane



Résumeé

La production et la transformation d’huile de palest aujourd’hui devenue I'un des piliers
de I'économie indonésienne. Mais son développeraesiiscité d’'importantes controverses
entre conservation et développement. Ainsi, ilgeax qui voient le palmier a huile comme
source d’énergie alternative pour limiter le changet climatique et, d’autre part, comme
une source de revenu pour I'amélioration du nivdawie de la population. De l'autre c6té, il
y a ceux qui considerent son développement comraanenace pour la biodiversité et une
source de conflit social. Dans cette étude, ampddtudes de cas menés dans deux villages
(Senamat Ulu et Batu Kerbau) situés dans le distiic Bungo, nous discutons les vues
prospectives de la population locale qui est im@® dans le développement du palmier a
huile dans la Provence de Jambi, Indonésie,.

Une analyse socio-économique des intéréts desraoteparties prenantes a été conduite
dans le but de servir de support a l'analyse pobisge participative. Concernant la
productivité de [lutilisation du sol, les monocults d’hévéa et de palmier a huile
apparaissent plus avantageuses que le systemeragtefie a base d’hévéas sous forét et
encore plus par rapport a la culture du riz etuléuce sur brdlis. Le cadre actuel des contrats
entre les propriétaires terrien locaux et les canps de palmier a huile entraine les risques
de l'accaparement des terres, qui, indirectemal@sampacts sur la forét communautaire,
malgré son statut protégé. De plus, les contrats tiacadre d€rimary Cooperative Credit
for Members’ schem@KPA) sont rarement clairs et une longue négamiapeut avoir lieu
entre les compagnies de palmier a huile, les irssesirs locaux et les villageois. Un atelier
de travail basé sur I'analyse prospective participaavec les acteurs locaux a contribué a
clarifier les bénéfices et le colt de plusieursiac@s pour le futur possible des villages. Les
semences ameliorées, I'accessibilité des routlsfetmation des capacités sont nécessaires,
aussi bien sur le court et long terme, pour remot’avenir de la population dans les 30
prochaines années.

Keywords: exploitation familiale, palmier a huile, hévéa,iktions monospécifiques,
systemes agroforestiers a base d’hévéa, accapardmknterre, analyse prospective,
Sumatra, Indonésie
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Introduction

Since the last energy crisis developed in the witv@ palm oil industry has been anticipating
further expansion to fulfil growing demands for h@nd to supply palm oil for the biofuels
markets. In 1960s global oil palm area was alimg@3D@000 ha and the yield is 4T/ha. In
2008 it has increased up to 14 million and alsoyibks have increased 15T/ha. Oil palm is
seen as one of the most productive and profitatdpidal crop for food and biofuel
production. In some regions, such as Southeast &sitemore specifically Indonesia, oil
palm is a major driver of economic developmentiidonesia, oil palm plantations have
been intensively developed since the 1980s. Indarsesl Malaysia together supply 85% of
the global demand for palm oil. Indonesia is theldis largest producer of palm oil since
2008. The amount of biodiesel produced in Indandss increased significantly from a
mere 24 million litters in 2006 to approximatelyOeiillion liters in 2011 (Pacheco, 2012).
Changes in globalise agriculture raise critical fioes as rapid agricultural development
leads to widespread social and environmental toamsftion. With increased global demand
for vegetable oils and biofuel, in Indonesia theaannder oil palm has doubled over the last
decade (McCarthy, 2010). The Indonesian Statefdrathree decades used oil palm as a
major vehicle of rural socio- economic improvemgfen, Barlow, & Gondowarsito, 2006).
Palm oil contributes substantially to national aadional income. Income and employment
generated by oil palm plantations for the ruralydapon can be significant. For instance, in
2010, over 40% of oil palms were cultivated by Bullion smallholders (McCarthy, 2010).
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Figure 1: Global oil palm land area under harvestdtivation, yield per unit area, and

producer price of palm oil (in US Dollars per torpreduced(rurner, Snaddon, Ewers, Fayle, & Foster,
2011)
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The promise of biofuels and expansion plans fopalin plantations has become the subject
of a strong political and environmental debatendonesia with divided opinions. Some see
palm oil as a commodity playing an important ratenitigating climate change, providing
alternative sources of energy, and contributing eimonomic development and rural
livelihoods. Others are concerned about potentsdiffous unintended social, economic and
environment impacts (Pacheco, 2012). Furthermbeiricreasing demand of palm oil for
both food and fuel induces expansion of plantaticenrsd raises issues of environment
conservation as well as competition for land. Tikia significant challenge to the growth of
the Indonesian palm oil industry (WorldGrowth, 2D1Racing this global challenge, various
palm oil actors from the whole chain of productiopened dialogue with representatives
from NGOsto develop a globally acceptable definition of ausible palm oil production.
Together, oil palm companies and NGOs created then&able on Sustainable Palm Oil
(RSPO) in 2004.

Cultivation of oil palm has become a trade-off betw the development and conservation
that agriculture commodities are facing. Therefdiew to make oil palm development
balanced with “socio-economic and environment” hasome a challenge in all production
areas. On the other hand, who could say that inétte 30 years all the oil palm development
can be sustainable to make a balanced betweeno*soonomic and environment”.
Therefore, the question of the future is the keyéss today that goes beyond the reacting to
changes.

SPOP Project

This study “Agriculture beyond the oil palm devetognt in Jambi province, Indonesia
Prospective analysis” is supported by SustainablenRDil Production (SPOP) project. This
SPOP research project funded by French Nationaédels Agency (ANR) and has four
partners: French Agriculture Research Centre fderhational Development (CIRAD),
French National Institute for Agriculture Reseai¢tNRA), Centre International Forestry
Research (CIFOR) and French Institute ResearcBdoelopment (IRD). The project field is
in Indonesia and in Cameroon with the duration f@0th2-2015.

The project is designing strategies from improvadwedge on oil palm cropping systems.
The objectives of the project are:

)] to investigate the influence of global changes lua various oil palm cropping
systems,
i) to identify the obstacles, opportunities, and utadeties for the adaptation of

these systems to global constraints, and
iii) to elaborate strategies and tools designed toittdeil the transition towards
sustainable oil palm cropping systems.

S.Mienmany - Master 3A - Specialisation: RESAD - November 2013 Montpellier SupAgro - IRC



Therefore, the project has the research questionklaw to better assess the 3D impacts of
oil palm, and make sure that new knowledge andiiowill effectively be useful and finally
adopted by end users?

To reach these objectives and answer these quesitmve SPOP Project will follow three
main lines:

1) Providing new scientific-based knowledge and tawmlsrder to assess the 3D impacts
of the oil palm cropping systems, allowing to comfithe sustainability of existing
systems or to implement new sustainable systems;

2) Involving stakeholders in the process by usingiggdtive methods all along the
project such as multi-agent modeling, reflexivegyarticipatory prospective analysis;

3) ldentifying the obstacles and analyze whether they related to some inherent
incapacity of cropping systems to adapt or/andotoes insufficient effort or success
in making knowledge and tools accessible to thieestalders.

Objective of the study

The general objective of this study is to definersrios of evolution of the oil palm sector
(possible futures) to help the local stakeholdersdlve any issue they are interested in
regarding oil palm. The specific objectives are:

= To understand historic and current situation of malm development sector and
organization in Bungo district, Jambi province;

= To analyze technico-economic outcome of croppirsjesys;

= To analyze scenarios on oil palm development basegarticipatory prospective
analysis workshop.

Research questions

= In the villages, farmers are not doing the samagtito support their livelihood.
Some are doing farming and the other have off-fachvities.

What are the reasons behind their practices? Whes the farmers’ strategies?

= Each cropping systems have different practices difidrent inputs, some request
more inputs and labour but less return to landitadaifities and labour. The other
request less labour but high return to land angrmeb labour. Therefore,

What are the economic results of main cropping gyas in this study area

= Land use has changed from this generation to gieerationswhat are the benefits
that local stakeholders get from the recent changedhe land use?And what are
the possible future scenarios regarding the oil patlevelopment and agriculture of
the villages?
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The content of the following document is aimingattswering those questions. The first part
is presents the general context of Indonesia, fyigiboil palm plantation, rubber plantation
and present the study area. Then following thelr@$uhe study, in the result part divides
into 4 parts: (1) the result of the villages’ laodge analysis and cropping system. (2) socio-
economic analysis which based on the landscapeciapping system, (3) the stakeholder
analysis which based on the people’s perceptiom feach stakeholder and (4) present the
result of the participatory prospective analysiBAP which is result from the PPA workshop.
Finally discussion on the research study is present
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1 Present of the context
1.1 The Indonesian context
1.1.1 Description of the Indonesia
Total land area: 1.9 million knf distributed in more than 13,000 islands (6,000
inhabited islands).
Agriculture land: 27.3% of land area (2003) and®@0f land area (2011)
Neighboring countries Malaysia, Singapore and the Philippines to theatm
Australia and Papua New Guinea to the southeast.
Official language: Bahasa Indonesian
Officially recognized religions Muslim (more than 80% of the population),
Catholicism, Protestantism, Hinduism and Buddhism
Population: Total population (in 2012): 246.9 million inhabita and Population
density (people per sq. km of land area): 134.@0ihl1)
Rural population: 48.6 % of total population (200®jorldBank, 2012a)
The economy:
National currency: Indonesian rupiah (Rp.) (1 EuRp.13626.71 on 26/07/2013)
GDP: US$ 878 hillion, GDP per capital: 1731.65 Uflats in 2012 (WorldBank,
2012b)
Main natural resources: mining “Ore” (deposits wkel, copper, gold, oil and gas)
Main agricultural resources: Palm oil, rubber, tenlrice, cocoa, coffee and tea.

1.1.2 Geography

Indonesia is situated on the equator. It's thedargopulated archipelago in the world with a
huge archipelagic extending 5,120 kilometers fraaat@o west and 1,760 kilometers from
north to south. It is divided into many islandst bualy a few are inhabited. There are five
main islands (Sumatra, Java, Kalimantan, Sulaveesl, Irian Jaya). The main archipelago
was created through volcanic activities, and treee many volcanoes on the islands. The
volcanic origin has a great impact on the terraid the characteristics of the soil. Figure 1
shows a large mountain range along the west cé&timatra and the south coast of Java as
shown in the figurel. (Bonnart, 2008)
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Figure 2.Topography of Indonesia

1.1.3 The Indonesian Forest

In during 1950s state-forestry land covered aln¥@sipercent of Indonesia’s total area. In
2005 forest in Indonesia covered 88 million hectaoe 48.8% of Indonesia’s total area.
Indonesia lost more than 1 million hectares of $oreach year during the 1980s and 1.7
million hectares annually during the 1990s, mainlsumatra and Kalimantan which link to
on the arrival of transmigration programme whichvento population from the Java and bali
to the island less population. In 2000 to 2005 d@nea deforested reached 1.87 million
hectares (Bonnart, 2008). Furthermore, accordinipdonesia country report on forest area
has mentioned that in 1990, the production fores623,420,000 ha and decreased to be
496,800,000 ha in 2010. Protected forest also dserkfrom 243,010,000 ha in 1990 to be
226,670,000 ha in 2010 (FAO, 2010).

Liagend
B Evergreen Mountain Forest
I Evergreen Lowland Forest
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Figure 3 Forest Cover Map of Insular Southeast £s%88-2000)
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Source: Joint Research Centre, Land Resource MarageJnit (Stibig, 2003)
1.2 History of Indonesia

1.2.1 Colonial era

Beginning of the 16th century, successive waveEwbpeans (Portuguese, Spanish, Dutch
and British) arrived in Indonesia for the spicesde. In 1602 the Dutch established the
Dutch East India Company. For two centuries itnteaned a monopoly over the spice trade,
also trading products such as ivory, coffee, pepperber and numerous forest products.
After the dissolution of the company in the ear§ tentury, the Netherlands progressively
took over the administration of the archipelagostfthrough local Sultanates and then by
direct administration at the beginning of the™2@6entury (Bonnart, 2008). The first
Transmigration program put in place by the Dutclowization, based on Nucleus Estates
and Smallholders scheme the aim is to move theetlep®pulated areas to less population
area of the country (Feintrenie & Levang, 2009).

In mid 19" century there were several different natures erdgvelopment of native peasant
agriculture. The number of commercial crop produbgdative peasant increased after the
introduction of other crops, such as cassava, mdigtton, coffee, tea, tobacco, and then
rubber. The expansion of native peasant exportcalture could be divided into four
categories. The first category is the continuatadnthe export crops agriculture, which
already established before the introduction of colsgry cultivation and the development of
big plantation. The second category is the culiwaif export crops by local people in
heritage to the compulsory cultivation introducey the colonial government. The third
category is the establishment of small-scale exposp agriculture as an impact to the
development of surrounding big plantations or gowent policy. Final category is the
creation of small-scale export agriculture in respof local people to the new economic
opportunities and the world market (Purwanto, 2002)

1.2.2 Independence and the Sukarno Period (1945-1965)

This period is the period of no freedom and traiggation centralized from Java to the iland
less population which is no possibility to refuse the local people. In 1965, Sukarno as a
president of this period had set a target of movirigmillion people per year to other island
which equivalents to Java’s annual increase in [ajom at the time. (Fearnside, 1997)

On the other hand, after independence in 1948 thie still controlled land and natural
resources and had the right to allocate land fgrpampose. The difference between colonial
and post- independence policies was the positidheoktate. State was the land owner in the
colonial agrarian policies. With it opposite in thest-independent policies the state was not
the land owner; land was owned by “the nation”. EBtate represented the nation in its
control over non-private land only. Therefore, aftedependence the land was legally
divided into private property. Furthermore, staaed categorized into two types of land
which based on what it was used for such as fogréatrd and non-forest land (Bachriadi,
2009)
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The Basic Agrarian Law (1960)

The Basic Agrarian Law (BAL) in 1960 is considersia key-step in the implementation of
the Indonesian Constitution. This is one of thedamhich providing the stronger basis for
customary right protection. Furthermore, while iggmaing customary right Basic Agrarian
Law confirms the constitutional right of the St&tecontrol all unclaimed land and resources.
Customary right nominated in the law addyat” rights under certain conditions. In fact,
ulayatrights are applicable on the lands that are natenlby the State, as long as they do
not interfere with national interests (Clerc, 2010)

1.2.3 Suharto and the New Order (1965-1998)

Suharto’s New Order which was born from the surifgiof the mid-1960s leaded in a new
era characterized by both depoliticisation of Inegan society and sharp economy growth
which lasted until 1998. The debatably on poli@specially those relating to forests during
the New order marked the single most importantitigrpoint in the history of forest
management in Indonesia. New Order offered muclatgrepolitical stability than the
Soekarno regime and enabled the economy to boomasltfurther marker on the oil crisis in
1973 which saw oil shoot up in its percentage alohesia’s exports from 30% in 1966 to
74% in 1974. Consequently Suharto progressivelgeased his control over Indonesia’s oll
industry as he did other main economic sectore@tbuntry (Singer, 2009)

The Basic Forestry Law (1967)

During the period of New Order the Basic ForestayvL(BFL) placed all recognized forestry
land (approximately 75% of all land) under the pliay and regulation of the state. Officially
this law is removing the customary rights. Thisateel the National Forest Estate which
divided the forested land into 3 categories: coraén, protection and production forest.
The land administration under the authority of beistry of Forestry and the other is under
the National Land Agency (Singer, 2009).

Indonesia’s “Green Revolution” and Rubber Project

The main achievement of the Green Revolution irohesia as well as Asian countries has
been increase in grain production especially ric@pction. During the green revolution the
experts attributed to seeds and chemical inputg émirease in production is not sustainable
over a long period. Therefore, Indonesia achievdd for ten years during 1979-1989 on the
real increase in production of up to 3.52 percemtyear. Since then, total rice production
growth has declined to 1.04 percent per year. ladianwas acclaimed by the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FA€r attaining rice self-sufficiency in
the 1980s but the country has had to import ricgegragince 1994 (Jhamtani, 2010)

Primary Cooperative Credit for Member (KKPA)

Indonesia followed a joint venture scheme betweempanies and smallholders called a
Nucleus Estates and Smallholders (NES) scheméelfate of 1970s this scheme introduced
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in Indonesia as Perkebunémti Rakyat(PIR) by the transmigration program The first PIR
were based on rubber plantations, followed by alfrpschemes in the 1980s (Levang, 1997).
The PIR scheme was perfect for large oil palm carngsato benefit both from low cost
labour composed by tranmigrants and huge areasitef forest approved by the government.
A the end of the 1980s, a new policy emerged withdreation of the ‘Primary Cooperative
Credit for Members’ scheméSoperasi Kredit Primer untuk AnggotéKKPA) which is
involved a similar structure as the PIR schemduding a partnership between a company
and smallholders grouped in cooperative and bamemusupervisor from the government.
Farmers entrust their land to company which plamimagement and harvest the crops. The
landowners are paid a percentage of harvest revaterededuction of plantation installation
costs. The local government participate on the geecof facilitation on the discussion
between farmer and company. The banks keep laeg @is collateral and the company is
responsible for collecting the repayment from therfers. All charge of services adds to the
farmers’ debt. The land taken over by the compamgstitutes the Nucleus of the plantation
in the opposite to the plasmas made up by all tm@lloldings participating in the revenue.
The proportion of this system in term of land aile@ommonly to characterize the type of
NES contract. Furthermore, the KKPA is not only tleal villagers participated it's
associated with a transmigration project. The KKiRade local population and transmigrants
benefit from a scheme (Feintrenie, Chong, & Levad,0).

1.2.4 The Reformasiera (1998-presrnt)

The developments which occurring during the Suharte were often unfavorable to local
smallholders and communities. The fall of Suhantd 998 and followindreformasi’ period
changed significantly in Indonesia with build upraounity’s rights and the ability to resist
land development (Feintrenie & Levang, 2011) Ondtieer hand, decentralization is one of
the mainreformasi era which begin in late 1990s. Three levels of eggoments (state,
province and district levels) now share authorityero natural resources in a complex
legislative framework. There is a constant debater owho has the authority and
responsibility to manage natural resources, eskedarested land and forest products
(Feintrenie & Martini, 2010). Moreover, politicahange inreformasiera brought a wave of
independence sentiments to many of the forest amedsa return of the concept that local
communities should benefit more from the use oflawatural resources (van Noordwijk,
Mulyoutami, Sakuntaladewi, & Agus, 2008).

In 2000, the concept of regional autonomy was astbfiillowing the pass laws 22/1999 and
25/1999 which based on these lawsKlabupaten(district level) is the main level of the
decentralized government and have more authordyresponsibility to manage natural
resources. The country is divided into several adstrative levels: State, province, district
(kabupateh sub-district kecamatap village (desg (Feintrenie & Martini, 2010).In 1999 is
end of transmigration national program. Nevertrelédzere still have transmigration projects
in some areas which coordinated under new regimaalagement (districts or provinces). As
a consequence, several transmigration projectlsétes been selected since 2000. The
system still follows the Nucleus Estates and Snoédérs model, mainly under KKPA
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scheme with rubber and oil palm plantation. Sonse ¢he Migrants come alone and the
other case they arrangement between two provimcesxample Jambi and a province from
Java, which they share the costs of their tra¥aintrenie & Martini, 2010).
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1.3 Oil palm and rubber development in Indonesia

1.3.1 History of oil palm in Indonesia

The oil palm Elaeis guineens)soriginates from the tropical rainforest of Wesdriéa. In
1848, the first oil palms were planted in the Kelitaya Botanic Garden in Bogor, south of
Jakarta. In the beginning of the™@entury the first palm oil plantations has develbjn the
east coast areas of Sumatra and smaller exteravanuhder Dutch administration, while the
tree was cultivated successfully in this area igdglantations, the native population did not
replace their coconut palms with this new palm ssecThey planted it only for decorative
purposes (Budidarsono, Susanti, & Zoomers, 2018)ynF1914-1942 Indonesia dominated
the world market for palm oil, with 44 % of the abglobal production, and exporting 90 %
of this amount. However, during the Japanese od¢mupan 1942-1945 the number of
product units was decrease and the share of temattonal market fell to 24 % (Johansson,
2008).

After WWII restoration of destroyed plantations hegbut the oil palm plantations stagnated
during the struggle for independence 1945-49 armd y#ars following, when politics of
isolation would not allow foreign investment inteetindustry. In 1967 the total area used for
oil palm plantations was still 106 000 ha. Duriig trule of the Suharto-regime changes in
regulation and policy were made the expansion whmal industry and the areas subjected to
plantations. In 1979 the Nucleus Estate and Smidiéino(NES) program was taken into
account of development (Johansson, 2008). The matimansmigration programme was
officially closed in 1999, with the end of the Suioaregime (Feintrenie & Martini, 2010).

1.3.2 Oil palm development in current situation

Indonesia is taking advantage of current situatibemerging global market for biofuels, as
are many developing countries. The country hasheite oil palm plantations and now is the
world’s leading producer of crude palm oil (CP0).2009, Indonesia produced 20.9 million
tonnes of CPO and in 2012 the country produced @&mtones of CPO (Figure3). On the
other hand, as a consequence of high demand on pdlmroducts, both domestic
consumption and abroad markets such as China ahd Ias encouraged the Indonesian
government to support oil palm plantation expansiorarious parts of Indonesia. In 2009
the Indonesia government estimated that oil palwe 7 million ha which means that 60%
is in the form of large-scale plantations, and 46%wned and managed by smallholders. In
2010, the total plantation area reached 7.8 milkan The most plantation concessions have
been given out in Kalimantan and Sumatra. By 20&ayly 11 million ha of land had been
allocated for oil palm estates on these islandsokea Komarudin, Obidzinski, & Gunarso,
2011)
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Figure 4: Palm oil production in Indonesia and Mala from 1964-2012
Sources: United States Department of Agriculture

On the other hand, because the oil palm is a ceertsy for sustainable development in
March 2011, Indonesia government officially laurgthke Indonesian Sustainable Palm Oil
(ISPO) standard which put forward into the degreel®/Permentan/ OT.140/3/2011 of the
Ministry of Agriculture’s degree. The standarddesigned to make palm oil production
sustainable which agrees with the Indonesian lawisregulations. ISPO standard comprise 7
principles, 39 criteria and 128 indicators coverilggnsing and plantation management,
cultivation and processing, environmental monitgrend management, labor, social and
economy empowerment, and business. Some of thpsetasnay overlap with the RSPO’s
standard comprising 8 principles, which focus ansparency, compliance with applicable
laws and regulations, economic and financial vighil best agriculture practices,
environmental and conservation of natural resousted biodiversity, labour and nearby
communities, responsible development of new plgstiand continuous improvement in key
activities. There are several reasons that Indanegvernment established this new standard
because RSPO is quite a large organization and it ivoluntary organization, the
achievement can be slow. Moreover, industry reprtesiees expressed disappointment over
the inability of RSPO to assure the internationarket of Indonesia’s commitment to
sustainability (Caroko, et al., 2011). At the s there is only the big company can get the
RSPO certification so how can smallholder partit@pan this? The way to make smallholder
participate on the sustainable and be able to rdaRSPO’s certificate is to set up the
specific criteria for the smallholder. ThereforéSBRO has set the criteria for the smallholder
and start from a “group certification” (RSPO 2010).

1.3.3 History of rubber development in Sumatra

Rubber Hevea brasiliensjswas brought from Malaysia to North Sumatra, in Inesia, by
the Dutch at the end of the 19th century. It wagimally planted in private estates and
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following the British example in western MalaysRubber was first introduced into estates
in North Sumatra in 1910 and later 1920 Chinesgetraspread it into the south. The first
seedlings were introduced to Borneo in 1882. Teestispread quickly into the Kapuas basin,
the main river basin in West Kalimantan.

Rubber management estates in the Dutch adminisratere very intensive, with fertilizer
applications and continuous weeding, requiring mlatsour and capital. Therefore, local
farmers rapidly recognized the opportunity offelbgarubber production and began to collect
seeds from nearby estates to plant in their owlddielhis technique is low labour request
and capital. Farmers cultivate rubber interruptath iheir upland rice and their swidden
field. They ended up with between 300 and 500 pctdel trees per hectare. Later on the
cultivation system of the Indonesian farmers soecalme known agingle rubber because
they considered it as basically a swidden fallowioled with rubber trees. Agroforests
introduced a new concept unknown in swidden cuitva it is concept of productive capital.
With the introduction of perennial crops all theotsl near villages were converted to
agroforests. This expansion consequences incraaserl needs. Therefore, migration from
Javanese and Chinese were hired for the rubbergaphis boom was until 1928 the global
financial crisis. Even the farmers and labour wiaegng with the problem of financial crisis
but they still keep continue plant their rubber.

In 1979 and 1980, the government launched two n@jegs. The Nucleus Estate Project
(PIR in Indonesian language) this projects wereelitgped for transmigration areas where
migrants were being settled in virgin areas as $tamsland, and the other project is Project
Management Unit (PMU) such as Smallholder Rubberela@ment Project. These projects
were designed for established local farmers. Is gferiod farmers began planting rubber
trees in rows within jungle rubber to make tappeasgier and to improve returns to labor.
Since the mid-1980s, farmers have been selectslaghing weeds once a year, conserving
timber, fruit trees, and other valued species aghattan. Farmer weeding 6-12 times per
year therefore this makes the rubber trees betaltbp in the sixth to seventh year instead of
waiting until 9-10 years which is normal in Sumgienot, 2007).
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1.4 Study area “Bungo district”
1.4.1 Overview

Manggroe Aceh Darussalam

Figure 5 Location of Bungo distrii and studied villages
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Several national parks of high biodiversity conséipn value surround the district: Kerinci
Seblat National Park in the south, Bukit Duabelasidval Park in the southeast, and Bukit
Tigapuluh National Park in the north. Rubber agredts and secondary forests along the
riparian zone offer a potential connection betwpestected areas in the region, but forest
and rubber agroforest are not the most profitadtel Icovers and are threatened as people
seek better livelihoods (Feintrenie & Levang, 2009)

The first valorization of natural resource in Bungas hunting and gathering, followed by
swidden cultivation of upland rice. The forest veasverted into rice swiddens, alternating
with bush fallows. The industrial revolution in Bpe and North America in the beginning of
the 19th century created a demand for rubber. Tdrereto supply the demand of the this
new market opportunity, farmers introduced rubbeedéings in their swiddens fields.
Moreover, farmers progressively converted theirdsi@ns into rubber agroforests in the
beginning of 20th century. Increased demands fobeu and reduced access to forests make
the farmer to intensify their practices and to amvtheir agroforests into rubber
monospecific plantations. During the past 30 yettues forest cover in Bungo decreased from
70 % to less than 30 % of the district’'s surfaceaaiThe rubber improving seedling such as
the clonal rubber and rice improved seeds haveildiséd by the public development
programmes.

1.4.2 Geography

Peneplain
(Down to 200 m asf)

Piedmont of Kerinci National Park
{200 and 1400 m asl) Source : BAPPEDA, 2007

Figure 6: Topography of Bungo district

Bungo district is located in the western part ofmba province, geographically between
101°27 — 10233 east longitude andd8 — P55 south latitude. The area is 716,000 hectares
in the lowland area in the centre of Sumatra Islarte topographic condition comprises
plain land and hilly areas in some places. Thisddmn is suitable for cultivation and
agriculture, animal husbandry, fishery, trading amdustry as well as tourism sector (PIDII,
2005). The district was formed in 1999 when Bungdd district was divided into two
administrative units. Bungo district is dividedarit7 subdistricts and 124 villages.
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1.4.3 Geology
Bungo district has three different soil types
o (Figure 6). The main type is ferralitic soils
\,\5,_#.»* ! Ferralitic soil it's also called ferralsol. Ferralitic soils are

in Podzoisation well-developed soils with a large amount
of kaolinite and oxides (iron and
aluminium). Ferralitic soils are classified
as moderately differentiated. This kind of
soil develops in strongly weathered parent
materials such as granite. On sloping land,
this type of soil is sensitive to erosion.

PROVINS! SUMATERA BARAT

e

P = Andosols are highly porous, dark-coloured
e - .
A \Qj Ferralitic soil soils Qevelpped from parent materlal of
W volcanic origin, such as volcanic ash. In
the Bungo area this soil type is located of
Figure 7: Main soil type in Bungo district the Kerinci Seblat National Park.

1.4.4 Climate

Average monthly rainfall (2007-2011) and temperature (2001-2006) in
Muara Bungo
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Figure 8: Rainfall and temperature data in Bungpbridit
Source: Rainfall data from ICRAF, 2013 and Temperfrom Bonnart, 2008

Bungo district has tropical climate where weathemperature ranges between 25.8oc to
26.7°C. Rainfall intensity reaches 3,000 mm/year wittattaumber of rainy day 176 days or
15 days/month. In average rainfall is 200 mm/moritherefore, water supply is not a
limiting factor for vegetation growth. Two seasocen be defined: a “wet season” with
higher rainfall (250 to 500 mm/month) between Segtter and February, and a “dry season”
with lower rainfall (less than 250 mm/month) betwééarch and August.
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1.4.5 Forest cover in Bungo district

The quality of timber and non-timber forest resegrén Bungo District has continued to
decline. According to the malysis of satellite imagery by a team from Indazmes
Conservation Community — Conservation Informatioentte of Jambi and the World
Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF) in 2005 showed thate&ircover in Bungo District was only
30.63% in 2002 compared to 42.78% in 1990 (YuliadD6).

Legend
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Land cover map 1973 — 2005 of Bungo district
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Figure 9: Land cover map 1973-2005 of Bungo distric

Land cover maps in figure above clearly show the kandscape of Bungo district is
currently dominated by monoculture tree-based ptaort. From 1999, monoculture rubber
had largest areas followed by oil palm plantation.
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Figure 10: Land cover focus on the expansion obeuland oil palm plantations
Source: (Yuliani, 2006)

Rapid expansion of oil palm took place in 2005 @0@7/08, whereas expansion of rubber
monoculture seems to be slowing down. In 2007/0&strareas in the west and eastern parts
of Bungo are dominated by oil palm plantations.c8imost of the oil palm plantations are
managed by large scale companies. The landscapigwation is dominated by a compact
homogenous area, mostly located in significantadis¢ to settlement. Furthermore, large
area of forest in the southern part of the distsachainly stable because that area is the under
the Kerinci Seblat National Park. Nevertheless,llEnalot in the peneplain area are clearly
degraded. Land cover that replaced forest inclibdet and grass, which can be an indication
of logging activity or an initial stage of convessito tree-crop mono plantation.(Yuliani,
2006)

In Bungo district, as in many places in Indonesiast forested lands are state owned, despite
long-term historical use of the land by people dratlitional customary tenure rights.
According to the customary rights, forests are urmm®mmon property tenure. Cultivated
lands, including agroforests and plantations, haneate status in the customary law. The
customary law on land tenure states that ownemshgplot belongs to the first person who
has planted this land with trees or cultivated ithvannual crops. If the planted land is on a
riverside, then all the land from the river to gwenmit of the hill above the river is reserved
to the owner, others can harvest forest products tlve land is planted but can no longer
slash and plant it.
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Figure 11.Land-use/-cover trajectories in Bungarigis Jambi province based on focus
groups at the BAPPEDA office in Muara Bungo

Source: (Martini et al., 2010)

The evolution of the land-use and forest managenmeBungo district had divided in three
stages: state forest zone, community forest zodenan-forest zone. The status of use started
from the primary forest to be community forest apaddy field at the status of the
community forest zone and shifting cultivation ae swidden field in the non forest zone.
Since 1975 the state forest zone had status adatenal Park and protected forest. In the
1980s this zone has change to be crops plantatioiper and oil palm for transmigration
programme. On the other hand, the non forest zba@ges to rubber agroforest in 1910s
and later to convert the land to be the oil palantdtion and rubber monospecific plantation
and smallholder.
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2 Theoretical framework and Methodology

This part is going to presents the theories anateuts that this study has based on for the
analysis. First, presents theory on the socio-emémacanalysis then following by the
stakeholder analysis and the participatory prospeetnalysis. Furthermore, methodology of
conducting the survey and analysis of three padsioseconomic, stakeholder and
participatory analysis are presented.

2.1 Theoretical framework
2.1.1 Socio-economic analysis

The socio-economic is based on the theoretical grarean system diagnosis as the
methodology for analysing cropping system and farfatm agriculture. To understand the
farmers’ strategy, socio-economic analysis hasdaguestions to understand reason behind
their practices, what do farmers do? How do the¥ \dthy do they do? Why farmer combine
several activities together. Why do they changenftbis crop to other crops? the interaction
between various interests and farming never stbpaging. because of those interaction is
permanently evolving often faster than one wouldagme (BARRAL, TOUZARD,
FERRATON, RASSE-MARCAT, & PILLOT, 2012).

Mazoyer said that: & mode of exploiting the environment historicalleated and
sustainable; adapted to the bioclimatic conditiasfsa given space and responsive to the
social conditions and needs of that momeaéveral production systems together and the
interactions between them make up an agrarianmy$EAO, 1999)

Therefore, to understand the farmers’ strategyiahdscape analysis and historical approach
was identified in this study. This landscape analys described the farm’s biophysical
environment, forest, soil and local geology. Theseria compare with the socio-economic
factors which can help to understand why farmectmras and choose certain kinds of crops
and also understand why the farmer in the samedaréae agriculture in different practices.

Furthermore,James Gustav Spettadministrator of the United Nations Development
Programme and chair of the U.N. Development Grouf993 to 1999 also has mentioned
that:
“Sustainable agriculture development will not mgrebme from introducing better crops,
new cattle breeds, more credit or rural cooperagivaés important as these may be. Rather, it
is achieved by farmers working in very specifierfdrousehold system. It must be based on
the tasks, need and aspiration of the farmers tlbéras and on the dynamics and constrains
they face, not only in their farming but also théamestic and non-farm activities”

Therefore, based on two theoretical above thisysttbllow the step of agrarian system and
understand the farming strategy which farmers maaagl diversity their farms.
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2.1.2 Stakeholder analysis

A word “stakeholder” has assumed a prominent plageublic and nonprofit management

theory and practice in last two decades. R. Edwamekman, a professor who is work

Strategy Management: A stakeholder Approach in 1884 defined s stakeholder as “any
group or individual who can affect or is affectey the achievement of the organization’s
objective (Bryson, 2004). Furthermore, in the staéer analysis the power versus interest
grid are needed to help determining which playamgrest and power must be take into
account of agriculture development. This power amdrest grid must show that who is

playing the important rule in the agriculture deyghent in the study area.

2.1.3 Participatory Prospective Analysis (PPA)

What is “forecasting” and “foresighting” what is RP

Forecastingis prevision and is usually work to estimate wivauld happen to a given issue
over time or to make predictions about differenagsong people, firms, or other objects.
Foresighting is the consideration of alternative futures arel diesign of related actions to
achieve a preferred goal. Furthermore, foresighisnalmost always associated with a joint
process where different people work together eitinethe production of the outcome
(participatory action) or in the discussion of theults (participatory reaction).

According to (Bourgeois & Jesus, 2004) which hanantion states of prospective analysis is
“A method applied to the problems of systems wiper@adists can join with decision makers
in order to regroup in concerned way different dabie approachés Therefore, in this
sense prospective analysis is a tool used to genaraew kind of knowledge. This is not
what the future will be, It is about the possibleufe based on the present situation. This
kind of knowledge can be as the foreknowledge whiskabout how and why the future may
take various aspects and what these aspects asefoféknowledge plays two roles: first is
used to prepare strategic actions for instancet slnauld be prepared if this or that happens?
The other role is it can be used to discover whethanges are necessary today? And what
might be improved regarding to the current situgio

4 )

Possible future 1

Present situation

Possible future 2

Possible future 4
Prospective is not

( Future Sitll.‘xlﬁ(l)

Figure 12: Prospective is not the predicti(Bourgeois & Jesus, 2004)

Possible future 3
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The objective of the workshops is to open the caaioc the local experts to discuss and

share their issues and find out their possibleréut®n order to have a good result on the
PPA workshop, choosing the participants is onéhefrhain factors because participants as a
local expert are the person who decides the peshkibire.

2.2 Methodology

This study “Agriculture beyond the oil palm devaitognt in Jambi province, Prospective
analysis” has divided methodology into four 4 pafl9 preparation of the field survey, (2)
landscape and historical analysis to understandirggopping system and farming strategy,
(3) stakeholder analysis and (4) Participatory peosve Analysis (PPA).

2.2.1 Preparation of field survey

Learning the Indonesian languagewnas needed. A 60 hour course in the Indonesian
language was taken to enable communication witagers in the district; this was followed
by the ‘learning by using’ approach. Due to tharting, it was possible to interview local
stakeholders without an interpreter in two villagesl communicate with line agencies in
Bungo district.

Literature review: A literature review of Indonesian agroforests,galm plantation
(smallholder and companies), land use change amdtfomanagements was reviewed, with
particular reference to Jambi province in Sumatné&kvhave been conducted since 1990s by
CIRAD, IRD, ICRAF and CIFOR For example, the aegglwritten by Laurene Feintrenie
“Sumatra’s rubber agroforests: advent, rise andl fafl a sustainable cropping systémand
“Why do farmers prefer oil palm? Lessons learnt fidamgo district, Indonesfaand other
article written by ICRAF teamiimproving smallholders’ rubber quality in LubukeBngin,
Bungo district, Jambi province, Indonesia”.

2.2.2 Landscape and historical analysis

Landscape:this step is necessary to know the environmemtrder to understand how it is
used and transformed by local societies and uratedstg on the cropping system and
farming strategy. This landscape analysis aims ritescthe farmer's biophysical
environment, identify the unit that make up thedscape and describe the ways that farmers
adapt with their environment. There needs to benteractive process, a back and forth
between two levels of observations: (1) overallestations made by walking to a high point
and map readings to get an overview of the ared;(anlocalised observations made by
travelling through the area to collect detaileddfidata in many different locations (rubber,
oil palm, cocoa, lowland rice and upland). Thisiddenable the observer to:

= identify the main units in the landscape, homogerameas in terms of environmental
conditions and land use;
= carry out detailed observations that allow theedéht elements of each landscape
unit to be described.
These information can then be presented transeheofillages.
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Historical analysis. from one generation to the next, farmers haveetiahe lands where
they work and how can they managed? This histodanalysis based on interview the oldest
farmers who are long term settle in the village thrview is focus on land use and
agriculture of the village change. Later, intervéewith younger farmers who can also prove
essential to obtaining finer understanding of meent events which older farmers are less
in touch and don’t remember. Focus on the landchsage, it's important to focus on the
type of land use, the species and variety were usélde field, location in the landscape,
tools that farmers used and soil fertility maingdn Furthermore, try to get the information
on the farming structure, diversify of the farmgatccess to the land and also the relationship
of the people in the village such as labour, lawdership.

The typology: this based on farming system and cropping systée diversity of their
farm). The sampling is chosen for representingviréety of agriculture practices such as oil
palm, rubber and rice. Furthermore, groups disoassivere conducted in two villages.

Household interview: before doing the deep individual intervigine focus group discussion
were conducted, one group discussion in each willadnich discuss on the land use,
agriculture practices and the arrival of oil palompanies. There are 7- 9 participants in each
village (2-3 women participated). After the grougatission the individual interviews were
conducted which based on the household charaateaisd cropping system (oil palm, rubber
agroforest, rubber nonospecific plantation and)ri€ae data collection in the field took three
months. Socio economic have done the interview @séholds which 17 interview for the
first village (Senamat Ulu) and 24 interviews ire teecond village (Batu Kerbau) and 6
interviews oil palm plantation smallholder in BdPelepat villages (village nearby) due to
the two villages are still new for the oil palm piations. Therefore, it's necessary to get the
information of the oil palm long time developmentvillage nearby.

Due to the fact that communication during the wiew in local languages is difficult to
understand therefore the interviewer has to go hacthe farmers 2-3 times to get clear
information and understanding. However, stayindiiacal villagers is the best way to better
understand and build a good relationship with tieall villagers.

The socio-economic analysighich can help to understand the farming strategy done by
comparing cropping systems such as oil palm, rubbdrpaddy field. The calculation of oll
palm and rubber mono specific plantation are catedl on partial cycles, not full cycles. The
cycle starts from plantation until the mature stagd2 years because these plantations are
still new in the study area. So it isn’t possildéentive full cycle.
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The plots that were surveyed to model perennigprofitability:

Number of plots
Age of the plantation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 112

Oil palm 21 21 19 16 13 12 10 9 7 5 4 3
Rubber 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 3 3
monospecific

Rubber agroforest 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 14 14 14 1M

The socio economic result aims to compare bergtiirms to land and return to labour in the
four different main cropping systems (oil palm, lbeb agroforest, rubber monospecific
plantation and rice). Economic analysis is basecropping system and farming strategy
which based on the function as follows:

Economic analysis Based on cropping system

The Gross Added Value (GAV)equals the total value of the given productionpumsithe
costs of all the inputs or intermediate consumptsuth as seeds, seedling fertilizer,
pesticide, gas and etc. that are used in one oygeoduction (haiti, 1990).

GAV =X Pi-XICi- 2 Di

With:
- X Pi which represents the total value of the prtidacof one plot , one commodity,
one activity in general
- X ICi which represents the total value of all intedrate consumptions used and
destroyed for the production of the said plot , owodity, or activity in general.

- X Di representing the sum of the depreciation of ihgous investments that were
needed for undertaking that activity, each of the¥img calculated with regard of its
life expectancy.

Depreciatiort = current purchasing price / number of years oftaal use

The Net Added Value (NAV) equals the GAV minus the depreciation of lhg term
investments that were necessary for achievingatiwity. The NAV represents the wealth
created in one cycle of production or the real @dhat is added to the pre-existing values by
the mobilization of production factors during onele of production.

In this study depreciation for the cropping is:y&ars for oil palm and 40 years for rubber.
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NAV=GAYV - Depreciation

The Added Value is used to compare the economicomas of different human activities
with each other. This added value is then relatetthé land area or to the labour amount that
have allowed that given production.

In this study we use this term aRéturn to land” and ‘Return to labour” and which is
hence calculated corresponds to:

Return to land = NAV/ land surface

Return to labour = NAV/ total labour

Return to labour: this criterion indicates the ‘ealadded created by a specific cropping
system. It allows comparing the economic efficiemfythe labour factor between various
cropping systenfs

Net Added Value is a measurement of the wealth yed, but it is not the producer’s
income. The wealth produced is shared with otretedtolders such as tax, labour, land rent,
money lenders (interests for the loans) therefoie dtudy make the calculation which based
on the farming strategy as follow:

Economic analysis based on the farming strategy

Economic analysis based on livelihood strategyisaf particular farming system, the gross
remuneration of family labour or gross profit dexato one activity is: Gross Family Income
(GFI) minus the wages paid to employees for thekwdone on the cropping system.

GFI = (GAV- wages paid to employees)
Similarly, Net Family Income (NFI)

Net Family Income = (GFI — depreciation)

Family income: The added value is then decreasethéysalaries distributed to the hired
labourers. This criterion allows comparing the return that families or stakeholders get
from their investments, while taking into accoume tway the production was organized, by
using more or less family labour or external wagkrdoes not measure the efficiency of the
cropping systems, as it is partly the results afiaioand economic choices external to the
cropping systems. But it indicates the economiguutesulting from farmers’ livelihood
strategies.

The Net Family Income can be related to the lantbahe family labour used to produce the
commodity.

2 In this calculation the hired labour is not inadadin the costs. The added value is divided byats number
of days of work.
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TheNet family Income per hectarewhich is hence calculated corresponds to:
NPh = NFI/ land surface
TheNet Family Income per working daywhich is also calculated corresponds to:

NPw= NFI/ Family labour

The income is usually composed of both monetarprme (from the produce sold) and
income in kind (which corresponds to home-consuomti

When the activities of a whole family are considerthe farm income can be supplemented
by income from off-farm activities to build th®usehold income

Hhl = X Ali
With: Hhl = Household Income
Ali = Activities Income

This income is therefore the remuneration for #igolr invested by family members in the
farming system. It must cover the biological andigloneeds of the entire people dependant
on the working members of the family. Any surplusrned can be used to increase the
family's standard of living or increase the farmreductive capital, or increase the family's
capital by investing in things that are not imméelya productive but will be when the
farmers get older or when their children inheré tarm (Stephanie BARRAL, 2012).

2.2.3 Stakeholder analysis

This analysis is to understand the interaction tedrole of each stakeholder play on the oil
palm development such as 4 middlemen (1 in Batub#er 2 in Baru Pelepat and 1
middlemen in Muara Bungo), 4 seedling producetis @aru Pelepat and 1 in Muara Bungo)
3 oil palm companies: PT. CSH, PT. PML and PT. S2&3 were interviewed. The
stakeholder analysis also uses the perception wunethod. Interview were done with the
local villagers in two villages, and the civil sants in Muara Bungo such as Planning and
Investment Department (Bappeda) , Statistic officd Plantation office (Dina Hutbun), three
middlemen in the villages and one middleman in MuBungo. Furthermore, companies’
managers of oil palm company also were interviewEdis people’s perception survey
divides in different ages 15-25, 26-45 and 46-6@ryeold and gender. Civil servants in
Muara Bungo and academic at Bogor are interviewéed. perception survey is focus on the
oil palm development with rise two questions: “whave the power in the oil palm
development” and “who is interest or wish to havepalm?” these questions have risen
during the interview each category of stakeholdegive the value 0 means no interest and
power to 4 means the most power and interest. Hladysis is using Chi-test to test the
significative of the samplings.

The category of stakeholder are based on the holdseharacteristic in the villages as (1)
household who are rich, (2) household in the medinoh (3) household who are rang as poor
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and new household. The government level divides () central government level and (5)
district government level, (6) head of the villag€s) middlemen, (8) NGOs, (9) local
investor, (10) seedling producer and (11) the alinpcompany are included.

Category Female Male Total
Senamat ulu 19 20 39
Batu Kerbau 18 20 38
Civil servant 12 12
Academic 15 15
Total 104

Table 1: Number of interview on people’s percepsanvey

2.2.4 Participatory Prospective Analysis (PPA)

Participatory Prospective Analysis has held theksioops in two villages. The workshop
was conducted in 4 working days in each villages Workshops invited the farmers as local
experts to participate and discuss in their posdibiure. The way to select the farmers or
local experts is based on the farmers who wereavieteed during the economic analysis.
The participants are representative of each stattehsuch as farmers who have oil palm,
farmers who is a plasma smallholder, farmers whe lmabber plantations, middlemen, head
of the villages and women are also involved anda$ w participant as a local expert in the
workshop. However, the workshops have invited thigresentative of the public services
such as Planning and Investment Department of Budigtrict (BAPPEDA) and the
Plantation office Dinas Husbuh and the representative from the oil palm compabia all

of them didn’'t come to participate in this workshofhe questions have risen during the
workshop “what is the main issues regarding oilnpalevelopment in Bungo? and what
might be improved? and how to improved it? Whathis possible future for the oil palm
development in Bingo district?

The workshop was followed the PPA method whichtsthwith definition of system’s limits,
then identification of variables, definition of kesariables and so on which follows the
flowchart (step of the PPA workshop) below:

Definition of system’s limits
(30 vears

!

Identification of variables

v

Definition of key variables

Building scenarios

A

v Definition of the states of
variable:

Mutual influence analysis

- ,_j Recommendations to the
Interpretation of

district public officers
inflilence/denendence lir
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After the system was defined and the situations kramstormed to local farmers then it
starts with the listing of the variables that haveinfluence on the constitution and evolution
of the system, from their retrospective, presedtfature point of view.

After listing variables that local experts havesed, then they chose which variables to keep
for discussion? The next step is to discuss tlewaace of these variables then continue with
the mutual influence analysis of direct influenepdndence links among variables. In the
workshop local experts are invited to analyze timectl influence/dependence (I/D) links of
each variable on the others, using a consensuabt@h approach. The structural analysis
method relies on direct influence assessment asa tw classify variables. Practically,
influence assessment consists in a valuation oflitext influence of each variable on the
others using a scale from “0 = no influence” to=3sery strong influence”. (Bourgeois &
Jesus, 2004)

Values are discussed among participants and, @reedupon, they are immediately entered
in the Influence/Dependence (I/D) matrix in the ksireet “Variables’ influence” already
mentioned above and as indicated. Variables arttesed in four-quadrant space by two
axes: “drivers”, “levers”, “marginal”’ and “outputVariables. This figure is based on the
weighted of the value of each variable. The resadtssist of the selection of a limited
number of variables. The position of variable iguife shows that the upper-left quadrant (1)
is the area of the driving variables where mosthef strongest variables are present. The
upper-right quadrant (2) corresponds to leverageabigs, both influent and dependent.
Some of them can be considered also as strongblesiaThe lower-right quadrant (3)
corresponds to the output variables, very depenrateaittle influent. This In the lower-left
guadrant (4) one will find the marginal variablégtle influent and little dependent, these
variables behave rather independently from theesyst

PPA workshop defined the scenario into 3 scenanicsach village. These three scenarios
there is one scenario is the prefer scenario plesbinit. The other two scenarios are the
most difficult scenarios. After defined three sagmsthe villagers as the local experts open
the discussion to raise the recommendation to abégauthorities.
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3 Result

In this part presents tHandscape and history analysis and croppystem of two villages.
Then following bythe economic results which show the land profitgbianalysis which
based on the cropping systend farming strategy thgoresents the stakeholder analysis
people’s perceptianFinally, participatory prospective analysis (PPA) on buidithe
scenarios of th village’'s economy in 30 years are prese.

3.1 The studied (villages)

The studied villagegSenamat Ulu anBatu Kerbau village) isncluding: landscape, histo
and evolutionof the village, then presents the forest and lamshagement anagriculture
system of the villages.

3.1.1 Landscape

Senamat Uluis located in thecatchments area of the RivBukit Panjant. The river comes
from the southern mountanext to the Kerinci National SeblPark.Bukit Riveris a source
of the river namdBatang Senaméhat runs through Senamt Ulu and flows to the Aumo(
village. The attitude of the village ranges from0O5® 100(m asl. In the northern pe
Senamat Ulu borders with the village Lubuk Kayu Arothe south with Pelepén the west
is Laman Panjang and in the east Aur Cino ville

Figure 13: Senamat Ulu Map
Source: Narrative village oservation agreements, 1¢ by Kerinci National Seblat Pa.

There are 278 households in the village divide® sul-villageswhich callecin Indonesian
language Kampung. The firstKampungis Senamat ilir which is the mailKampungof this
village. The second iSaramat Mudikwhich is not far from the maikampung. It is a 5
minute walk.The lastkampuni is Tagan and it's three kometre away from the ma
kampung.
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The village is settled in the flat plain area (lamdl area) close tSBungai Batang Senamat
The river serves for sanitation, fishing and irtiga for the paddy fields. Moreover, the river
is a good potential for the hydropower to genetfageelectricity through waterwheels.

River Senamat

l

1 2 3 2 Village 4 Village 4 5 3 2 6
Figure 14: Transect of Senamat Village
1 2 3 4 5 6
Name Customary| Rubber Qil palm | Lowland Rubber Mong| Oil palm
forest agroforest | smallholder | rice specific Company
Hutan Adat plantation plantation PT. CSH +
dan Hutan “Kelapa “clonal SHM
Desa sawit pebadi” rubber”
“Karet Kolasi”
Species Rubber | QOil palm | Variety Clonal rubber Malihat
local species: “Laout” and local| Sopindo
seedling Malihat cycle for 6| seedling Tobad
(Hevea Intercropping| months and
brasiliensis| : the other ig
) Cassava “Bawan”
Durian Sweet potato| cycle of 4
Parkia Chili months.
Mangostan | Bananas
Sweet
cinamon
Manage | Property of| Organic fertilizer Organic Intensive Intensive
ment of| the villages| fertilizer Manual fertilizer Fertilizer and| Fertilizer and
fertilizer manual weeding  +| manual herbicide herbicide
and weeding+ | herbicide weeding weeding +| weeding
weeding herbicide manual
wedding
Table 2: description of transect
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Batu Kerbau is an old village located in the upstream of thamBi Riverand Kerinci Seblat
National Park buffer zone in Jambi Provintteis relatively isolated area because the dirt
road is often impassable in the rainy season. Tih&ge is situated on the banks of the
Pelepat River, the largest river in the regidime sources of this river come frobanam
Bentoat the National Kerinci Seblat Park. Attitudetioé village is 500-1000m asl.

Batu kerbau has total area 45 000 ha. West limihisf village is National Kerinci Seblat
Park (25 km far from the village). East limit is lBaPelepat village and north limit is Desa
Muara Buat Kecamatan Rantau Pandan and south IgniMerangin. The village is
surrounded by the two oil palm companies.

Residence of Batu
Kerbau

TOVEREEGGA
L
it e
e

Oil palm company PT.PML

Figure 15: Map of Batu Kerbau village

Source: Red Cross, Batu Kerbau Village’s office,

There 350 households 800 men and 700 women in iBaioau. Before the year 2002, Batu
Kerbau village included only 3 hamlets: kampung Wk ebat, Balukar Panjang and Batu
kerbau. Since the year 2002, the administratiothefvillage was reconstructed and divided
the village into 6kampung Telaka Gunung (Main Kampung Batu Kerbau), Sukaiam
Lubuk Tebat, Tanyoung Manit, Belukar Panjang anadt&CDamai.
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Batu Kerban Village
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Figure 16: Transect of Batu Kerbau Village
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Name | Oil palm Customary forest | Upland rice Rubber agroforest  Oil palm Rubber Mono Oil palm
Company and protected foregt“Landang” smallholder specific Company PT.
PT. CSH “Hutan Adat” plantation plantation PML
“Hutan lindung” “Karet Kolasi”
Species| Kostarika Rice Rubber local Malihat Clonal rubber Kostarika
Malihat seedling (Hevea and local Malihat
Cassava brasiliensis) seedling Sopoindu
Sweet potato Durian
Chilli Parkia
Bananas Sweet cinnamons
Plant Fertilizer and | Property of the Organic fertilizer | Organic fertilizer | Fertilizer and no Intensive Fertilizer and
Mana- | herbicide villages Manual weeding | Herbicide and fertilizer + Fertilizer and herbicide
gement| weeding manual weeding | herbicide weeding | herbicide weeding
+ manual wedding | weeding

Table 3: Description of transect
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3.1.2 History and evolution

Senamat Ulu In the period of the 1800s, the area where Sehatais established was
covered by the primary forest. People started tmecdrom Desa Buat (12-13 km from
SenamatUlu) to cultivate upland rit@dangand catch fish in the Senamat Ulu. Then they
decide to settle in this village. In the 1930s, lmand rice fields were established next to
the Buat River where the lowland area is largem&uwillages in the northern part of the
valley, such as Muara Buat, already had more ptipnlaYoung families who wanted to
have a rice field started to migrate to Selamat &Hd built their house where the settlement
is now located. In the north of the settlemengythreated a lowland paddy area which was
irrigated using a waterwheel on the Buat River.oAigrther to the south, next to the river
calledBalakang Rumamew families settled down.

The settlement increased the rubber agroforest against the communal forest. In 1970, the
communal forest still covered large areas in thalern part, upstream the small rivers. In
1970s, villagers began to favour the spedi@snanonum BurmanifBatavia Cinnamon) in
their rubber agroforests because the latex gagariesmes. The cinnamon bark was sold out
of the village. In 1982, durian, petai and jackfistarted to be bought by brokers from Muara
Bungo. Previously, these fruits were only consurnmedhe households or sold locally. In
1976, the road was built until Muara Baut marketcal villagers got then more opportunities
to transport their products and sell them outdiddr tvillage.

In 1997 there was the crisis. A lot of farmers wiemtgold washing in the river. The price of
rubber during the crisis was Rp. 3000/kg. After ¢hisis, the price of rubber increases again
to Rp. 4000 to 5000/kg. In 2005, oil palm comparagived in the village and started to buy
the land. A lot of farmers sold their land at théce of Rp. 2,000,000 per hectare. Land
selling and buying still continued until the Oil IFraCompany Cinta Sawit Harum (CSH)
started to invest in oil palm plantations in théage in 2008. A lot of villagers decided to
work for the Company. Some farmers left their rutdogroforest and took a permanent job in
the oil palm company.

In addition, even the village have already the raackssibility to the town but Senamat Ulu
there still have a ethnic minority group (approxieta 15 people) who lives in the forest.
These people have no permanent houses they just amay change the place to stay in the
forest. These people are working on the field f& local farmers such as opening the land,
cutting wood and weeding.

32
S.Mienmany - Master 3A - Specialisation: RESAD - November 2013 Montpellier SupAgro - IRC



Results — Studied villages

History of village and evolution and involution ofdifferent types of cropping systems in Senamat Ulu

Before 191 196(-198( 198(-200( 200(-200¢ | 2006201% |

Cloanl rubber
— .
plantation
Rubber agroforest
» mixed with > Oil palm plantation
Cinnamor
Secondary forest Rubber agroforest
Rubber agroforest Rubber agroforest L mixed with Cinnamon
> from ladang and mix N from ladang and mix
with other fruit tree with other fruit tree Rubber agrofrest mix
—® with cacac
. : = Old rubber Old rubber
fl_allﬁl(?wno(llrgc_ezg r;/(;:rg)s N Upland Rice and Rubber agroforest agroforest _| agroforest gge*:rl;?;; %?rf]orest
“Ladang and Sesap’[ | Rubber planted in — variety Karet Merah » regenerated with » regenerated with > sisipansystem
. the bushfallow sisipansystem sisipansystem
Primary forest Swamp area > Irrigated lowland rice | ' g;%;te:r I\,(\),\;]vtlea;r;d rice
by water wheel g
Rotation cultivated
— vegetable and maize
In 1800s settlement Dutch East Indies colonization Start selling fruit in Oil palm company Asphalt road direct to
of the people from Desa Baut came to village village (2009)
Desa Buat - 1 |
Japan Period — \A
There is Crisis and pec_)plg go Lan_d buying and Selling the productions
problem on for gpld washing in selling are started in Muara Bungo
rice field the river

People starts have
S.Mienmany - Master 3A - Specialisation: RESAD - November 2013 Montpellier SupAgro - IRC motorbikes and cars




Results — Studied villages

Batu Kerbau: In 1918, a small group of people came from Padd@hgy were looking for
the place to cultivate. When they have arrived atuBkebau and found that this area is
appropriate for them to settle down because thethea big river which they can do fishing
and swidden otadang.They started settle with a hamlet made from bamdnuo rattan,
along the river. Transportation in the villages wasugh the pelepat river.

Agricultural patterns are still very traditional this village. At first, farmers cleared land to
slash and burn for swidden dmdang After planting a few cycles, the farmland was
abandoned until a certain time limit. This agriaudtl system is still practiced, even though it
underwent several change&dnce the 1950s, rubber agroforests and wetlardhave been
the main sources of income for the local commusifRce cultivation in the lowland areas is
close to the village and it uses irrigation frone tliver thanks to a waterwheel. In 1973 the
lowland rice disappeared because farmers wantecultivate rice only in upland areas
Ladang The reason behind of stopped the lowland rideeisause Batu Kerbau villages the
flat area is limited. Therefore, villagers changent the rice field area to be the resident area.

Another activity of Wlagers in Batu Kerbau lived from cutting and sejl timber from the
forest around the village, clearing fields or waoikias farm labourers, tradeBefore the
arrival of logging companies, collecting non-timlderest products (NTFP) such as rattan,
manau, jernang, resins and fruits brought an aditiincome for the community, especially
at critical moments. To meet the needs of animatem, people hunted deers and other
wildlife animals. However, this condition could tamly until the 1970s. Since then, due to
the operation of the timber companies PT. Alas Kuswand PT. Mugitriman, until last PT.
Karya Indah Jungle in 1998, public access to thiestohas become very difficult, because
almost all the land and state forest was contraitede company. The public is forbidden to
enter the forest for non-timber forest productsl amen more to clear the land. (Adnan et al.,
2008). Even though cutting and selling timbers asisidered as the illegal logging, until
present there still have some villagers cutting selting the timbers, even it illegal but they
still can do it. The villagers said that “yeah...liflegal to get the timbers but we still can do
it we just have to hide from the authority”.

In 1997-98 the economic crisis hit the village, freces of goods increased and the rubber
price dropped down to Rp. 300 per kilogram, so sdanemers had to earn money by gold
washing in the river. During this time farmers oty facing with the economic crisis, there
is also the drought at that period makes the \all&aging with the situation of insufficient
food (Adnan, et al., 2008). In the last decadeagiirs used the electricity from the generator
and in 2012 government supported the constructiohydropower plant powering 45000
KW. This system can be used for 130 householdgtentee is Rp. 7000/KW

* Example, one household can be pay from Rp. 20,080,000 per month, depending on
their use
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History of village and evolution and involution ofdifferent types of cropping systems in Batu Kerbau
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3.1.3 Land and Forest management

The traditional transmission of land propriety ien@mat Ulu and Batu Kerbau was from
parents to children. Parents transmitted their f@antheir children based on the gender. For
example, the paddy fieltSawah’, the rubber Kabun Karet and the house were for the

daughters. Sons got only the savings in cash anda#s like cows, buffalos and goats.

Therefore, when young men got married, they becdmmenew heads of household, so they
had to build a source of wealth by opening a nevofagestry plot, slashing and burning

natural forests. Daughters cannot normally sell ldrel they got from their grandmother

“nenak. If they really wanted to sell the heritage latisey had to discuss with their sisters
first. The traditional heritage of transmission tok land property has changed now the
properties are divided equally between daughtedssans.

Land use and economic of Senamat Ulu and Batu Kerbmains strongly in agriculture,
more than half of the land is used for agriculture.

Land use Areas (ha)
Village forest (Hutan Lindung) 1,661
Customary forest (Hutan Adat) 223.69
Rubber Agroforest 2000
Rubber mono specific 10
Rice field 60
Oil palm independent grower 40
Oil palm with company 16,000

Table 4: Land use and village protected forestanadnat Ulu (2012)

Land use Areas (ha)
Village forest (Hutan Lindung) Batu Kerbau 776
Village forest (Hutan Lindung) Bulukar Panjang 361
Customary forest (Hutan Adat) Bulukar Panjang 472
Customary forest (Hutan Adat) Lubuk Tebat 360
Customary forest (Hutan Adat) Telaka Gunnung 388
Rubber Agroforest 600
Cinammon 125
Ladang 610
Residential area 75

Oil palm company 6,300

Table 5: Land use and villages protected foresti Ba&rbau (2002 and 2013)
Source: Head of the village and secretariat, 2013

In these villages, the forests can be defined $uifferent categories with regard to their
management:
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- The first one is the village protected forebtutan Lindund. It was defined in 1993
by the government. Harvesting timber is forbiddethis forest status.

- The second one is customary forésutan adat” which was defined in 1991 at Batu
Kerbau and 1999 at Senamat Ulu as “village custgnfiarest”. It is located in
traditional jurisdiction areas and harvesting timksepermitted only for the village
uses, such as the construction of school, Masgdagimer public place;

- The last one is the village foré$iutan desa” which was defined in August of this
year and only in Senamat Ulu village by the depanirof forestry and plantation
(Dinas Perkebunan-Kehutanpncooperated with the NGO community for
conservation names WARSI and international reseacehtre names World
Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF). Collecting Non-Timbé&orest Product (NTFP) is
allowed to it in this area.

The rule of the forest status

The rules of theHutan adatare cutting Then the entire product which the villagers
timber and other products is not allowed took from the Hutan lindung will become
for buying and selling, but that it possible  the property of the village.

to take them only for the constructions in
the village. If villagers break the rule and
take the timber from Hutan adat they will
be fined: 1 goat, rice 20 gantang (50 kg),
100 coconut and the timbers that the

. . R e ~ AturanPengelolaan: it DT
villager took from the Hutqn adat will g 6o Aol ureiﬂa’u“ﬁeag e
become the property of the village. T amyang danbi e han ada ke

i i !Jiperjualbﬂﬁkal:l o B T -,-'ang.‘
= Y ~| ~Untuk pengambilan kayu bangunar A |
The rule of theHutan lindung taking out T _g{:},“;z“;:f::;;‘;“ﬁﬂ:?fi&’i’ﬂ?..ﬂf&?:ld.m;.emum aal, pads

. . . H y, Y ﬁakmpmndﬁmﬁbnsumbanﬁauuMu osa: e s
tlmb_er_s is not allowed. Fruits, honey and ‘ |- g ke a";‘ﬁl‘lﬁiﬁ‘.;:ﬁ,‘.’“ﬂf&.aﬁﬁ’f@ o
medicine herbs can be used when this does e ety melanad tiran KAmoing 1 okor, beres

20 gantang, kelapa 100 buah, selemak somalf\is. kain 4 kayu dan

not destroy the plants. Villagers cannot [T 7 = kaudsiomeadinikdess th
open the new land “sasap” If the villages e el
don’t respect the rules they will be fined: 1
buffalo, 100 gantang of rice (250 kg) and Photo 1 Rule of villages protected forest
100 coconuts.

* .40
5

On the other hand, before these forests have defind farmers can open the land in the
forest whenever they have enough capacity of lab@Winere land is scarce and forest
considered mainly as a land reserve, as soon asvaoonomic opportunity appears which
needs land, people would convert their forest. \Bet their attachment to traditional

livelihoods and beliefs, if they have to chooseweein economic development and forest
conservation, they rarely choose the conservation.
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3.1.4 Cropping system in the village

Agriculture in two villages has similar croppingssgm. There is rice, rubber and oil palm
plantation. Rice and rubber agroforest are theiticawl cultivation of the local villagers in
this area. Rubber monospecific and oil palm plamtatre the new comer crops in the
village.

Average monthly rainfall (2007-2011) and temperature (2001-2006) in
Maura Bungo
350 - B Average Precipitation ~ 2gq
i —e—Temperature
300 L 200
E 250 - £
£ 200 - - 150 £
I i o
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Source: ICARF, 2013 and Bonart, 2008
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Fiaurel7: Croppina calend:
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Rice

In two villages, rice cultivation is different theers lowland rice and upland rice. Senamat Ulu
is cultivating lowland rice and Batu Kerbau is owdting upland ricéadang.

Senamat UluThe paddy field is located in the flat area whatbses to the village and river.
Traditionally, rice is cultivated for home-consumopt and rarely sold. Normally farmers can
get the production from 600-800 kg/ha. There am yarieties of rice. One is “Laout” which
has the cycle of 6 months and the other is “Bawan¥hich has the cycle of 4 months. For
the variety "Laout” the seedling are transplantédrad0 days in a nursery (20 days for
“Bawan” variety). After transplanting, farmers ghbe fertilizer directly, the day after.

At all steps of rice cultivation, men and women kvéogether on the field except for the
harvest, where men rarely participate. After harviesmers keep the paddy in the rice stock
“Bilik” closed to house. They will mill paddy and get tiee “Bras” when they need. The
cost for milling is 1 kg of rice for the miller fdr5 kg of rice milled.

and man work dﬂring haresting

Photo 2: lowland rice close to village oRh3: Women

Operation Period N. people N. hour/day  N. working days
Paddy Nursery January 2 6 1.2
Roundup January 1 7.5 18
Prepare soil plot January 2 7 35
Make fences February 1 4 4.7
Water the field February 1 5 1.4
Plough with Tractor February 1 2.5 11
Transplant rice February 2 7.5 16
Fertilisation March 2 7.5 8
Weeding June 2 7.5 27
Harvesting June 2 7.5 24
Preprocessing (threshing) June 1 7.5 9
Total 155

Table 6: Rice operation and amount of labour reigake®r cultivation
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Batu Kerbau: as already have mentioned before on the histody ewrolution part that
lowland rice at this village disappeared since RB®tyears. Farmers cultivate only upland
rice. There is two system of Ladang. One is intgpimg during the first two years of the
rubber plantation. The other one is annul cultmativhich mixed with cassava, banana, chilli
and other vegetables.

A lot of farmers in this village are facing withetlproblem of wild pigs attraction. Normally
farmers can get the rice product from Ladang 900200 kg/ha but if there is the problem
with wild pigs so they can get only 300 — 450 kg/hkhere are two kinds of rice milling in
the village. In the last decade, farmers used tbtha& rice by hand with traditional method.
Since 2001 there are three rice millers introdurcthis village which faster than traditional
method. Farmers will pay 10 % of the milled padalytie miller.

Total of

Activities Period N.people N.Hour/day N.Days working days

Prepare land+ cutting

grasses June 2 7 14 28
Sowing August 2 7 15 30
Weeding Sep 4 7 20 80
Harvesting Jan 2 7 12 24
Total 162

Table 7: Upland rice activity, number of labouquest and the day of working per 1 ha

{

Photo 4: Ladang cultivate mixed with rubber agre§dr  Photo 5: Sowing rice in ladang

Rubber

The main activity of the people in two villagestépping the rubber. The seedling is local
traditional seedling. The farmer gets the rubbedsdrom their rubber fields. They can also
buy the seedling from their neighbours. Farmersivate approximately 600 seedlings per
hectare with the distance of 4 m x 4 m and mixeth wther trees like durians, jackfruit,

mangustin, cocoa, etc.
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Rubber field Kebun karet in Senamat Ulu and Batu Kerbau has 4 differergesy of
plantation:

1. Kebun karetwith a low density of rubber trees and a lot oflier trees, which are
located on the high slopes.

2. Kebun karetvith the new high density of rubber trees mixethvather fruits trees.

3. Kebun karetwith a medium density of rubber trees mixed wititc@a and other fruit
trees.

4. Kebun karet UnggulRubber monospecific plantation” which can be péahclose to
the road. It's quite new for these villages.

In Senamat ulu and Batu Kerbau have different dgepping rubber. In Senamat Ulu farmer
start to tap when the rubber trees age more thared® but in Batu Kerbau started to tap at
the year 8 after planting, an assumption because the sateBatu Kerbau more fertility
than in Senamat Ulu. The highest yield of rubbeedris between 15-25 years old, which they
can give 15 kg of latex/ha/day. Farmers tap théeulree 20 to 25 days per month as they
do not work on Friday. Weeding takes place 2 tor$ per year depending on the access to
labour.

Since beginning of 1980s, farmers have used disgan system as a gap replanting
technigue. Whenever a dead rubber tree leaves angdye plantation, the farmer plants a
new one to fill the space. This technique seentsetadopted when some rubber agroforests
were aging while farmers wanted to conserve thexlptoduction instead of leaving the land
as a fallow. Consequently, a plot managed undesiffigantechnique presents a large range
of ages of the rubber trees, from the immatureesi@gl0 years old) to the oldest stage
(around 40 years old). Therefore, in this perio€ tipland areas were divided into young
rubber agroforest after theadang and older rubber agroforest managed by stsgpan
technique.

There are two type of labour requirement on ruldmmoforest. One is family labour and
hired labour as sharecropper. Sharecropper is i sfemnefit between the owner and the
taper. The system of sharecroppers is sharing ibdryedlivide the production into two parts.
1/3 is for the owner and the 2/3 is for the taférs sharing scheme has changed last two to
be an equal share: 1/2 is for the landowner anddt/2he taper. This situation indicates a
rising tension on land meanwhile that more dematids supply for tapping rubber
agroforests. The increase of demand can be linkelet increase of the latex price and also
increase the number of landless households whadatedo sharecrop.

Oil palm

Oil palm plantation is still new at Senamat Ulu @&atu Kerbau. One single independent oil
palm grower started in 2004 at Batu Kerbau and 0852at Senamat Ulu. Nowadays,
approximately 16-20 farmers or 6% of total housdhal the village are growing oil palm.

Most of the oil palm independent growers startedrtaw the oil palm at the rainy season, in
August or September. During the first 2 years danption, farmers usually add other
vegetables to cover the ground and protect the @rdprcropping) such as chilli, banana,
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cassava, sugar cane and other vegetables on thgalm fields. Farmers who are good
managers of the cover crop in the first 2 yearsgain an extra income which can at least
compensate some the investment cost.

Almost oil palms independent growers in
these village didn’t put the fertilizer, some
farmers use the organic fertilizer during
prepare the seedling. Oil palm start to
harvest at year four and the first yield is
100-200 kg/ha/month. The high yield in
the mature stage is yeal®z 9" which
farmer can get 800 — 1,600 kg/ha/month.
Oil palm harvest every 15 days it means
two times per month. Total working day
for oil palm is 40 - 60 working days/
year/ha. Most of the farmers who cultivate
oil palm are facing with the problem on
wild pigs attraction, this affect to yield
because oil palm three still low and the
pigs can eat the oil palm fruit easily. When
the trees growths up {6year up) farmers
don’t have problem with the pigs.

* 3 ;
| % [ 4 § 3 pL 3
Photo 6: farmer harvest their oil palm at
year 7th Senamat Ulu

There are 90 percent of independent oil palm greveértwo villages prepare seedlings by
themselves. They buy the seeds with the middlen@n butside the village. such as from
Medan, Rantau Pandan and from Muara Bungo. Fampfens oil palm seedlings at different

stages. Some farmer plants 6 month old oil palrdisegs and others prefer to plant one year
or one year and half old seedlings. It dependshendapital and the time that farmers
available.

The price of seedlings is different. There area®sks of the seeds

= Kostarika is the first class and the most =

expensive one. Price Rp. 10,000 /seed
= Malihat is the second class with the
price Rp. 7000-7500 /seed

= Lonsum and Sopindu are considered the

third class but at the same price with the
second class which Rp. 7000/ seed.
The price of seedling:

= 6 month old seedlings price is
Rp.12,000/seedling

8 month to 1 year old seedling is Rp.
15,000 -20,000/seedling
» Seedling aged 1.5 years price is Rp.
25,000-30,000 /seedling

/

Figure 18: FFB Kostarika (left) and Malil{eght)
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Cocoa

The other tree that people are interesting to \@tki is cocoa trees. It's almost 4 years
already that cocoa tree has been introduced irvitteeye Senamat Uluby not yet in Batu
Kerbau. Farmers cultivate cocoa trees mixed withben agroforest. There is no mono
specific cocoa plantation in this village. Farmeught cocoa seedling from Padang and in
Medan. Farmers prefer to cultivate cocoa treesusscaocoa don’t need to put fertilizer and
they can harvest at™3years after plantation. The price of cocoa frigsRp. 15,000-
30,000/kg. It seems that people are happy to @aiéticocoa and now there are 10 % of total
household already cultivated cocoa.

e

Photo 7: Cocoa mixed with rubber agroforest hotB 8: Cocoa in 3rd year in Senamat Ulu

Livestock

Livestock in two villages are goats, sheep, chicked drunk but for cows and buffalos are
existing only in Senamat ulu. It's almost 10 yeaready that buffalos and cows disappear in
Batu Kerbau. Farmers said that they don’t wantdotioue feed them because there is no
lowland rice in the village to feed them. Farmezavie their animals in the field during the

day and during the night they have to tie or kdwgt in the stable close to house or the field.
Farmer can’t leave all kind of their livestock adesduring the night because animals attract
to farmer’s field, if it happened the owner of tield have all right to takes the animals. It

opposites during the day the owner of the fieldeh&w make the fence to protect their

cultivation. If the animal eat/damage the plantatiois will not be the problem to the animal

owner because they don’t protect their field walbegh.

Photo 9: Goat stable in Batu Kerba Photo 10: Cow stable in Senamat Ul
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3.2 Socio- economic analysis

Three parts are going to be presented in the econamalysis. Firstly, it presents the
land profitability analysis return to land and metuo labour based on the cropping system
and farming strategy. Secondly, it is going to preghe KKPA system and farmer’s debts.
Then present typology of households of two villagésally, evolution of land prices and
labour prices as well as the oil palm and rubbmegrare presented.

3.2.1 Land use profitability analysis

The land use profitability analysis consisted ia tomparison of economic indicators (return
to land and return to labour) and labour calendatee main crops: rice, rubber agroforestry,
rubber monospecific plantation, and oil palm indefent growers. This part is going to
present comparison on land profitability analydiglifferent plantations based on cropping
system and farming strategies.

Analysis based on cropping system

Land use profitability analysis based on the crogpsystem shows the comparison of
different crops such as rubber agroforest in fytlle’. The rubber monospecific plantations
as oil palm plantations are still new in theseag#s therefore the analysis is possible only up
to 12 years after planting. Upland rice has shole rhaximum and minimum production
because of the boar attraction.

The return to land or land profitability is the swhthe yields of all the products of the
plantation. Monospecific plantation land produding yield; agroforest land productivity =
yield of rubber and return to land is the monetaalpe of the land productivity. It expresses
and compares the capacities of the different crapystems to create economic value,
without considering whether this added value isatge by the producer himself or by the
laborers that he employs.

The calculation includes the depreciation of thantion investments for oil palm and
rubber monospecific plantations. This depreciaisooarried by a full cycle of production 40
years in total for the rubber, and 25 years fordih@alm plantation.

* The gross Added Value of the rubber agroforesalsulated by considering only the rubber produnstiand
not Non-Timber Forest Products like durian and amon which are supposed as negligible.
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Comparison of returns to land in different ages of plantations
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Figure 19 : Comparison return to land of differerdps

The figure above shows the return to land of battber and oil palm plantations at different
ages of plantatioh Farmers consider that the good mature stagebbferis at year 1830™.

It's different for oil palm. Oil palm get high befi¢ghigh product in the mature stage at year
7" to 9". They consider that the yield of oil palm normallgcreases from year 10. This is
indeed the case of the local famers in the studg arfho are not working with the oil palm
company. An assumption was formulated that thityedecrease of oil palm production is
caused by the lack of fertilization.

The figure 19 shows that from yedf 8il palm gets return to land 1252 €/halyear ari 8
€/halyear at year ¥0and 278 €/ha at year ®1There are two hypotheses on the drop of oil
palm FFB. First is no fertilization and the othsrpoor quality seedlings, most probably of
Dura type, which doesn’t respond well to fertilipat If the farmer puts fertilizer the return
to land should be at least 1120 €/ha at yedt 1a", 12"and forward. This yield might be
continuing until the life span of oil palm tree tadbetween 22 and 25 years(pratica, 2012)
this assumption has been confirmed by a Malaysigrabm expert met in Bogor, and also by
further data collected and analyzed by a PhD studiethe SPOP project — Margot Moulin
(INRA) in Bungo after the data collection of thisepent study has been finished (pers. com.)

Focusing on the rubber plantation, the investmening the first 5 years is higher than other
plantations. It's 540 €/ha compare to oil palm fiost three year of installation is 133 €/ha
and 61 €/ha for rubber agroforest. This performaadeecause the rubber plantation requires
high labour and fertilizer. Farmers put fertilizen their rubber field lather than oil palm
plantation. Therefore, the return to land is higtieem other crops it starts from 1000€/ha at
year 6' and continue to increase up to 2400€/ha at yefr ctinpare to oil palm the
maximum mature stage at yedt gives the return to land 1600€/ha and went dower gbar

> In the case of rubber agroforests, all types obeutagroforests have been considered togethee asthe
ages. Indeed, one plot is considered at one age avkerge majority of the rubber trees are from tihass of
age. The other factors of differentiation are cdestd as less impactful than the age.
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10". Normally with the rubber monospecific plantatibie life span is possible until 30 years
(Hoong, 1997).

Therefore, based on the figure 19 the most prdétdbr the return to land is the rubber

monospecific plantation because it has a fastmetampared to rubber agroforest which has
to wait for 8 years and the profitability is thewest compared to oil palm and rubber

monospecific plantion. When focusing on oil palne eidvantage is that oil palm takes only
three years to installation and during the firgtears of plantation farmers can put the cover
crops and make the investment cost for oil palra feat rubber monospecific plantation.

Comparison of returns to labour in different ages of plantations

Oil palm No fertilizer

25
= = =Q0il palm put fertilizer at year 10th
> 20
4 Rubber monospecific
c 15 - = e
g Rubber Agroforest
<
i L
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@ 1 8 15 22 29 36
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Years after plantin
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Figure 20: Return to labour of different age ofpso

This figure presents the same plantation as thaaqure figure (figure 19) but focuses on the
return to labour. The return to labour is the rided value (NAV) divided the total number
of labour days (including both family labour andeli labour). It expresses the capacities of
the different cropping systems to give value tolt#im®ur applied to them. This figure shows
that the highest return to labour is oil palm 1l#vdking day, rubber monospecific 9
€/working day and 7 €/working day for rubber agre&i. Rubber monospecific plantations
consumed a lot of labour during the installatioms{f6 years) because it needs a good
management of weed control. Traditionally, farmarthis area tap their rubber 3 to 5 days a
week whereas oil palms FFB are harvested everyeeks this is the reason why oil palm
give return to labour higher than the other crops.

Therefore, when focusing on the return to labolipalm is the most profitable to farmers.
As mentioned before that oil palm and rubber lalvequirement on harvesting are different.
The return to labour of oil palm is high to farmes a consequence farmers can have more
time to work on the other field. However, even thkpalm is the most interesting crop
(regarding to low labour requirement) farmers ghihk about the access to oil palm seeds
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and seedling because oil palm seeds and seedliagxpensive (see the detail in stakeholder
part on “seedling producer”). Therefore, the farsdecision to have oil palm is depends on
the household situation and access to the landubecail palm needs to have good road
accessibility for the transportation and becauspalim FFB have to deliver to the mill in 48
hours which it not the same as rubber latex whigh be kept a long time and can be
transported in weekly.

In addition, land profitability analysis based anmping system has a summary comparison
return to land and return to labour for the firtykars of difference plantations and for one
harvest of paddy as follows:

Rubber Rubber Oil palm  Upland rice cultivation ~ Low land
Agroforest Monospecific  plantation rice
(112"  plantation (8 (I -12" “Max(no Min (with
years) -12" years) years) wild pig  wild pig
attack) attack)

Return to land

(€/ha) 232.46 1461 802 768 236 235.4
Return to
Labour 1.7 9 11.9 6 2 3.24

(E/working day)

Table 8 Average return to land and return to lalfouthe first 12 years of plantations and
for one harvest of paddy

The comparison shows that the most profitabilityhaf different cropping systems in the first
12 year is rubber monospecific plantation swhicredhe return to land 1461 €/ha, second is
oil palm 802 €/ha. Rubber agroforest gives very teturn to land 232 €/ha. It's almost the
same return to land of the upland and lowland 66e240 €/hal/year. This comparison is only
for the first 12 therefore rubber agroforest isngpio increase the profitability after 12 years
seen in the previous figure 18 and 19 that rublgeofarest gives high benefit during the
lifespan of 22-30 years. The comparison of retartabour shows that the most profitability
for the farmer is oil palm It's 12 €/working day cda® €/working day for rubber, and 1.7
€/working day. This performance is based on thedsing labour requirement which was
mentioned in the previous figure.

Rice cultivation gives very low return to land aatbour compared to other crops but some
farmers still keep this system even they know thay get less return. The reason why they
still keep it because rice is secure source forsgorng in their family, during the asian

financial crisis in 1997-98 the price of the rubloeopped and one resource that they still
have is rice. Therefore they still keep it becafaseners still pay attention to prices. The
other farmers who are not concerned just left theg field or convert it to other crops.
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Most of the farmers who cultivate the rubber moma#jc plantations are putting fertilizer as

a result it makes rubber monospecificgivinghighumetto land. Farmers prefer to put the
fertiliser on rubber more than on oil palm becathse rubber price is higher than oil palm

price. Therefore, farmers have different strategeesnanage their farm they can diversify

their farm based on access to land and the pridestb rubber and oil palm. The comparison
above gives the suggestion to the farmer thatwiosild be more beneficial to have both

crops, rubber monospecific and oil palm plantatiecause farmesr have to think about the
market price.

Analysis based on farming strategy

This land use profitability analysis compares d#fe farming strategies, using the family
income as the criterion for evaluation. The familgome is what is left to the family after
taking off the gross product all the costs inclggdihe hired laboGr

Comparison of Family Income in different ages of plantations
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Figure 21: Family Income in different age of plditas

The figure above compares the family income pet ohland of both rubber and oil palm
plantations at different ages of plantation. Whea hired labour as production cost is taken
into account, the NFI are lower than the NAV rettorland for oil palm plantation NFI at 12
years is 526 €/ha to compared with the net addadeva 802 €/ha. The GFI and NAV for
Rubber agroforest and rubber monospecific are ddlesause traditionally people in the study
area don’t hire much labour for the rubber. Thegfer to do it by themselves and
sharecroppers if they don’t have enough time abdua

Oil palm NFl is lower the NAV is because farmerghis village hire labour for planting and
weeding in their oil palm field. Therefore, theuktdrom the comparison shows that the most

® We underline that the calculation of the Net Adt#adue does not consider the costs of the hiredualsee
the calculation method in chapter2.
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profitability for the farmer is rubber monospecifdantation because farmers don't hire
labour more than oil palm.

Comparison of Net Family Income per one working day in
different ages of plantations

25
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T (10) - Year after planting

g (15) - Qil palm No fertilizer
(20) - = = Qil palm put fertilizer on year 10th
(25) - Rubber monospecific

Rubber Agroforest

Figure 22:Net family income per one working day for one hdliifierent ages of plantation

The comparison of oil palm net family income peeamorking day for one ha in different
ages of plantation shows a peak of return whenptioeuction starts, with high levels of
yields which quickly compensate the investmentsenddter the tenth year however, when
farmers do not put fertilizers, the strong drophs yield decreases the GFl/labour. As there
are no plantations older than 12 years in thegaia it is not possible to say how far this drop
of profitability can go. In the case of rubber mspecific, the initial investment is much
higher but the GFI stabilizes at levels doublehofske obtained in agroforests.

Rubber Rubber Oil palm Upland rice cultivation ~ Low land
Agrofore  Monospecific plantatiop rice
st lantation (I 1% —12 —
(112" p—12‘h yearé) ( years) Max (no  Min (with
years) wild pig wild pig
attack) attack)
Net Family
income (€/ha) 102 1440 526 768 236 62
Net family
income per one 1.9 9.2 11 6 2 0.2
working day

(€/man-day)

Table 9: Land profitability of different crops

In the case of including hired labour as a produnsicost the most interesting crop for
landowner to investment is rubber monospecific faiaon because net family income is

49
S.Mienmany - Master 3A - Specialisation: RESAD - November 2013 Montpellier SupAgro - IRC



Results — Socio-economic analysis

1440 €/ha and 526 €/ha for oil palm. The rubbentaldon is higher than oil palm almost 3
times and even higher than rubber agroforest a®dnniore than ten times. On the other hand,
regarding the net family income per one working,dalypalm still has high value.

Rice cultivation gives very low benefit when inclag the hired labour as the production
cost. Family income is 62 €/ha compare to NAV i85 £ha, this is because farmers suing the
hired labour almost each step of cultivation , tstgr from preparation the soil until
harvesting farmers hired labour.

Therefore, the interesting crops for farmer to He investment are both crops rubber
monospecific and oil palm plantation because olmpaequests less labour than rubber
plantation. They can manage their working hoursjeséarmers in the village already did it
for example, farmers tap the rubber in the morrand in the afternoon they go to their oll
palm field because traditionally rubber tappingyolaists half day from 7:00 — 11:00 in the
morning and tapping three to five days a weeks.

However, when focusing on the capital and accessadand. It is not all farmers can have
enough capital to access to improved seedlingdentitizer because seedlings and fertilizer
are costly for investment. Furthermore, accesshéoland is also one reason that farmers
choose the cropping system because farmers thmkt dire transportation. Oil palms have to
be delivered to the middlemen or the mill in 48 tsoWtherwise they will get low prices or
refuse to buy from the middlemen or mill.

In addition, the economic result based on two typdgators (based on cropping system and
farming strategy) shows that in the indicator basedarming strategy which includes hired
labour is the real profit that farmers get fromitleeopping system. Farmers can manage to
have hired labour and family labour is based ornaheur available in their family. The other
indicator which is not based on cropping systenmsvsithe real profit of the cropping system
whatever labour from family or hired this is thealoreturn to the land if farmers cultivate
this kind of crops. Therefore, this technique omparison with two indicators is the good
way to understand farmer’s strategy and the reasenisid their practices on their farms.

Based on these results rice is very low returndap@turn to land and net family income. If
the farmers still continue practicing like thigstbetter to change to cultivate other crops or
convert the land to oil palm and rubber. Then hgeincome from rubber and oil palm to buy
the rice to consume in the family. Rubber monodjmeplantation gives higher return to land
and net family income than oil palm but lower retdo labour and net family income per
working day. Therefore, this study suggests hauwogh oil palm and rubber together.
Farmers should think about the market price becadms® one drops they still have another
one secured. Rubber agroforesthave the low retompared to oil palm and rubber
monospecific. However rubber agroforest should ioomet to be cultivated because the
location of the field is different. Rubber agrofsiés possible to grow in the slope areas but
it's not for the rubber monospecific plantationoftal rubber). Farmers in these villages
already know about the location where they shouttivgand what kind of crop they are
going to have but they have different householdisason.
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3.2.2 KKPA system and farmer’s debt

To understand on the KKPA system and farmer’s deformation about the companies
which are running the business in two villagesmesented.

Oil palm and rubber companies

Melaka Agro Parkasa Company (MAP), the company wims the rubber and oil plantation

business in this study area. In 2009 company camedgotiate with the village to start an oil
palm plantation and rubber plantation in 2010. Tdtal of land concession for the rubber
was 230,000 ha of former state forest which covedhede villages (Senamat Ulu, Ratau
Pandan and Aur Cino). In compensation, the compdieyed only 5 % of the total annual

benefit drawn from the 230000 ha to the 3 villagdss contract was mostly rejected by the
local people. Therefore, not many farmers accegaeebrk with this company.

The MAP company has three sub companies for thpatih: namely Sawit Harum Makmur
(SHM), Sawit Harum Lestari (SHL) and Cinta Sawitrita (CSH). Two sub companies,
SHM and CSH, are running a business in Senamatthiucompany got the permit to start
oil pam plantation with The land concession is 068,ha on the old fallowSasap” and
“Lahan tidur’of the village.

PT. CSH also runs the business in Batu Kerbau.cbhgpany came to village since 2008 in
2010 they started to plant. This company didn’t eota discuss or negotiate with the
villagers. The negotiation was done in the Bunggiriit with head of district (Bupati) and
only representative from the villager as a headhef village for sign the contract. The
contract condition of the company PT.CSH and SHMGs30. It means that 70% of the
productions for the company (Kebun Inti) and 30%haf production for the farmers (Kebun
Plasma) and the farmers also have a loan 41 mitborthe initial investment of oil palm

plantation as seedlings, fertilizer and labourse Tontract duration is 30 years.

Another oil palm company who also runs the busiriesBatu Kerbau is PT. Prima Mas
Lestari (PT.PML) negotiated in the village in 20@ith the first condition of the divide the
production 80:20 it means 20 % of the productiontfi@ farmer and 80% of the production
for the company. This condition was refused frora tilagers. In the 2008 the company
came to negotiate in the village again whit the rewatract condition as 70:30 but the
villagers still refused that condition again, vijés want to have 60:40. At the same year 2008
the company return to the village with all agredha condition that villagers have proposed
before as 60:40 of benefit share and 50:50 of Erating. So company accepts with 60:40
condition of share benefit on the 50 % of land.%66f the production is for the company
(kebun Inti)and 40% is for farmerKgbun plasma)n this condition farmer have no loan.
The company will responsible for all the investmemt the plantation installation. The
contract is for 30 years (detail at the table bglow
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Company | Scheme Description Debt Mill
PT. PML 50:50 (land This scheme the land will
share) divide in 50:50 (50 % of the
60:40 land is for the company and
(production| the less is for farmers) but the No mill on the
share) divide of the productions gf No Debt site. Delivery
the plasma is  60:40. FFB to the
Meanwhile, the company will Mill in Tebo.
bear for the cost of installatign
in the first 4 years and the
parting the production is 60 %
for the company and 40% for
the farmers. In addition,
farmers get the consolation fee
Rp. 700 000 - 1 million per
hectare of the land submitted.
PT. CSH 70:30 Under the most common
arrangement in Bungo district
farmers are entitled to 30%Debt 41 million| No mill in the
both of land and revenue. |per hectare (site. Sell FFB
addition, farmers get thethe period for to the
consolation fee Rp. 700 000 repayment is 9 middlemen in
1 million per hectare of theyears) Muara Bungo.
land submitted
PT. SAL 0:100 (land The company provides capital
share, ngsuch as seedlings and
estates) fertilizer. Farmers have to sell Mill capacity
30:70 all their products to the 60 tone
(production| company. Meanwhile, the FFB/hour
share) farmers will get 70 % of the

product and 30% company

will get it.

Table 10: Type of oil palm scheme (KKPA system3tindy area

o

il palm plantation areas

of Batu Kerbau

Photo 11: Map of oil palm plantation of PT. PML
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There are differences conditioin KKPA schemesof sharing benefit and pay back
company such as initial of the loan and the peegmiof productivity to pay back to t

company.
ltems Condition 1 Condition 2 Condition 3
Land share 70/30 70/30 70/30
Plasma production share 0/100 0/100 0/100
FFB price (Rp./t) Rp.1,5 millior Rp.1,5 million Rp.1,5 million
% monthly income to 60% 30% 60%
pay back
Bank interests rate 14 % 14% 14 %
Initial loan per hectare Rp.7,5 millior Rp.41 million Rp.41 million
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Figure 25 KKPA Condition !

SourceFeintrenie, 2013

The figures and table above have shown the difter@ndition of KKPA system and the w
of farmers pay back their loan to compa
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As shown in the table 18 on the types of KKPA schethe company will invest and make
the oil palm plantation on the total area concerhgda contract. At the moment of the
production, the land is shared between the compaayerally getting 70%) and the initial
owner of the land (generally getting 30%). From phheduction of its land, the farmer has to
pay back a share of the investment to the compBimg. initial loan carries an interest rate
(most generally 14%) In the model of debt situgtime have considered two scenarios, (i)
one with paying back with 30 % of the productionntidy or (ii) paying back with 60% of
the production monthly, and two levels of initiahh.

The first scenario is based on a real case described by Feintrenad. €2010), with a
plantation established in the 1990s.is the conustimclude an initial loan Rp.7,5 million.
Farmers decided to put high percentage of pay Wackhe loan as 60% of monthly
production to the company. Therefore, in this dasmers can finish their loan in 9 years
after planting (figure 22).

The second scenaridgs based on PT.CSH case. The initial loan peraneds Rp.41 million.
Farmers put 30% of the annual production to pay bac their loan. In this case farmers
cannot finish pay back their loan and at the same farmers increased their loan because of
high interest. Therefore, in this case farmers éllin debt (figure 23).

The last scenariois also based on PT CSH, the initial loan perdrecis Rp.41 million, but
here we test the results for farmers putting 60f%® monthly production to pay back their
loan. In this case farmer can finish their load&years after planting (figure 24).

In KKPA system there are many ways to pay back ltdas, it depends on the initial
conditions set up in the contract, on the farmstiategy and manages their plans and it
depends on the price of the FFB. If the FFB prcdigh and farmers put all their annual
products (100%) to pay back for their loan, they finish their loan early possible 2-3 years
after harvesting. Therefore, in the KKPA systemvgltbat farmers who have good strategy
dealing with the system pay back and be able ta fwaithe long benefit will gain benefit
from this system. But farmers do not always seddhg-term benefits and not well aware of
the conditions of the agreement with the compagganming their debt and the conditions to
pay back are easily frightened by the amount ofdislat. If an offer of immediate benefit is
presented to them through the sale of their stithature plasma plantation, lots of them do
not resist and sell their plantation. The direatsemuence for them is the loss of their land.
Some farmer regret on this after they understamaitathe benefit from KKPA system and
they want and waiting to have such kind of investhe®me to their village again.

Farmers can gain the benefit from this systemaffdrmers know how to play or deal with it.
Only the people who have the capacity to see thg-term benefit they can will win in this
system. On the other hand, farmers who are low attuc cannot understand and trust this
system welling to sell their plasma which encousageople outside the villages, especially
the rich people and civil servants to buy the plagtantations.
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3.2.3 Typology of households

The typology of household in Senamat Ulu and Baarbidu has defined into three main
groups based on the wealth of the villagers andathilty to diversify their farm, off-farm
activities and also the labour in the household.

Farmers who has:

- Rubber Agroforest > 5 ha

- Mono rubber Clone and
local seedling> 1

Household who is secure in| 4 5 - Oil palm=> 2 ha

their livelihood and be able - Civil servant

to facing big investment - Small shor .

1 and can diversify their farm 15
‘\’ Farmers who has:
1B - Rubber Agroforest 5 ha
- Start to investment on oil palm
Households Plantation 1-3 ha and rubber clong
2 >1 ha

11

Household who is - start the off-farm activities

secure/sustain for their
livelihood but cannot
investment in other crop or
just start participate plasma

Farmers who has:

- Rubber Agroforest 5 ha

- Start to participate on oil palm
companies as Plasma scheme| g
- Goat ’

Households who don’t have
capacity to investment and
being the labour

Farmers who has:

- Rubber Agroforest in immature
(Less than 7 years) 1- 2 ha

- Be sharecropper

- be the daily worker in PT. E
7

=

|:| Number of interview
Total of interview 41 houselolds

Figure 26: Typology of households
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Social characteristic Cropping characteristic Economi
c

/U= Age group Education of Levelof Ageand Agesand Age and Family's
of of their children facilities areas areas areas income
141" household Rubber oil palm Rubber per year
Sielel (years) agroforest  (year)  monospecifi (Euros)

(year) (ha) (ha) c

(year) (ha)
1A 40-50 1-2 children at Very

high school  good + Mixed 4-8 years 12 yearand 3800

and university, car ages >5 and>2 ha > 2ha
1 in secondary
school
1B 25-35 1 child Good + Mixed
secondary car agesand 1-3years 3yearand 2000
school, 1in >4 and>1 ha 1-2 ha
primary
school
2 30-40 2 children in  Medium Mixed
secondary + ages ang
schooland 1 motorbi 4 ha L L 2000
primary ke
school
K} 25-30 1 baby Low+ Not yet tap
50-60 No children no and 1 ha
or 1 childin  motorbi Mixed _ _ 1000
the primary ke ages and 2
school ha

Table 11: Characteristic of each household group

Three main household are:

(1) Households who are rich and can invest in the sitenfarming who have already
secured a living. They have a good practice inrtider agroforest field, paddy field
and can invest in oil palm plantation, rubber mgeesfic plantations and other crops.
They can diversify on off-farm activities. This kirof households would be teachers,
village chiefs, people who have a position in tiiages and other households who
have enough capital. They have more than 5 hectdresibber agroforest + clonal
rubber 1-2 hectares and/or oil palm independeatvgr 2-3 hectares and/or 1-2
hectares of the rice field. Moreover, such kindh©@iiseholds also have a high social
status. this household is divided in 2 sub-housi=hol

= (1A): Those who started to invest a long time dgar. example, Oil palms ages
already 8 — 12 years and have land close to thegeiland road accessibility. This
household participates on the plasma scheme aabledo buy the land and other
plasma with their neighbors (they have more thdarap Furthermore, they have
rubber mono specific plantation already tapping.
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= (1B): Those who just started investment in oil pafar example, oil palm ages 2-
4 years, there are road accessibility to their.|aiek other land which located far
from the villages they decide to participate on fpt@sma scheme (this is their
own land heritage from their family) they have 3 ha to participated.

Household who are rich and be able to diversify théarm

Family Historical change of the farm
- Family in a middle age
- Richest family, they have children -Long settlement in the villages
gone to university high school. - Farmers with the experience with
- Be a teacher, head of the village the sharecropper as the land owner
and civil servant and middlemen. and middlemen

Family project
- Participate on oil palm plasma; buy

selling and buying the land

- Invest on oil palm plantation

- Invest on rubber monospecific
- support their children in higher education

Constraint
Assets - Capital: the prices of rubber
_ Farm Strategy and oil palm not stable,
Land: close to the road Objective: develop high - Access to the price in Muara
Labour: invest on yield on oil palm and Bungo
sharecropper rubber, add fertilizer and - Labour: fast change from
Capital: fast return on increase the surface sharecropper because of latex
investment increase leve Gl - «—] price down and sharecropper
of wealth Decision: negotiation on change to work in the oil palm
price for sharecropper. company

Figure 27: Schematic analysis of household whaiaheand be able to diversify their farm
and off-farm activities

(2) Medium income households is a household who havieutyre as a basis for their
livelihood (paddy field and rubber agroforests)ytlean sell and buy labour on a
sharecropper scheme. This kind of households eadjr secure in their living. They
don’t want to take the risk to invest in other witiies like oil palm plantation, clonal
rubber and off-farm activities and also they ddrdie land which good accessibility
of the road but they use the land which far from thlage participate on the oil palm
plasma scheme 1-2 ha. They have 2 - 4 hectareeofutbber agroforest and/or 1-2
hectares of the rice field. They have a good praaif their rubber agroforest and get
high yield from that.
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Household who ranges in medium economic

Family Historical change of the farm

Family in a middle age secure in
their life has children secondary
and high school.

Used to taping rubber in the other
farm.

Family project
- good management of their rubber agrofores

- support their children in higher education
- participate to an oil palm company partnership
as a plasma smallholder and employee as the
administration and securi

Assets 1 Constraint
Land: not so far from the Farm Strateqy - Capital: the prices of
village cultivate, have the Objective: Increase their rubber not stable
land close to oil palm > rubber agroforest. - Access to price
company information
Labour: family and hired Decision: strong decision to - High price of fertilizer
labour as sharecropper manage the farm by - Labour: limited labour
Capital: from the good themselves and negotiate the - Risk to invest on other
yield of rubber condition with sharecrobpe crops

Figure 28: Schematic analysis of household whoraneedium economy

(3) Household who are classified as poor householdd siscold people and young
households who just married who cannot invest roarether crops. They have a low
capacity of investment and cannot diversify thannf. This type of households only
has 1-2 hectares of the rubber agroforest whichocéy serve their daily life and is
sometimes not enough. Therefore, they have to cammaht by working on other
farms. This kind of household cannot invest on tike palm both plasma and
independent because of the capital and accesgifoilthe land.
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Household who are poor and cannot diversify theirdrm

Family
Family range in poor in the village.

- Old people no child or in the status
devoid or remarried again.

-Very young family just married. Have
one child, his wife cannot work in the
field

Historical change of the farm

Experience on rubber agroforest and
be a daily worker for other farm.

Family project
- for young family try to find get the

land and investment on rubber and oil
palm, and find the sharecropper to be a
tapper.

- old people save money for supply in
their daily life.

1 Constraint

Assets

- Capital: the prices of

Farm Strateqy
Objective: be able to have
their own rubber field as fast

Land: close/far to village
but not more than 2 ha
Labour: be a sharecropper as

rubber not stable
- Rainy season difficult to
tap

a tapper —» as possible. (for young - Uncertainly of income,
Capital: only enough for famllly.) - they have to rely on a daily

they have to rely on the

they manage to get a
landowner

contract as sharecropper of
worker in someone else’s
plantation

Figure 29: Schematic analysis of household whgao® cannot diversify the farm

Three types of household in this study area hddreéifice successful history on their life and
difference relationship in each stage which shawthe figure below (figure 30). Farmer has
different strategy to manage their farm and thefivaies. Therefore, the way of successful is
can start from the poor stage move to the mediagestfinally they can be get to the rich
stage which it happen with the young household yisb married and start their field with
the 1-2 ha of rubber agroforest and while theyveading for their rubber ready to tap they
are working as sharecropper and gain the money finisrbusiness. When their rubber in the
mature stage they can work both field and earn nmaeme. Later on they can invest on
other crop or increasing the fields such as oitmpahd rubber monospecific plantation or
invest on off-farm like small shop. Finally, thegrcdiversify their farm, this is the way to get
the successful if they don’t have the big probldam@ the way. However, it takes long time
to reach the rice stage.
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Relationship between 3 type households

Household who are
rich and be able to
diversify the farm

Household who
are range in
medium economi

Household who are
poor and cannot
diversify their farm

‘ When there is the problem Source: S,Mienmany, 2013

Figure 30: Relationship of households

The way to reach the successful stage is not alstayted from the poorest stage. It could be
start from the household who are range in mediuom@nic and move to the rice stage. For
example they have a lot of land and fields trarssfesm their heritage. Therefore, they did

not take long time to looking for the land for is@ent, they just continue their heritage
business and just install the new business whenhthiee a opportunity so this household can
move to the rice stage fast. Although, poor houkkalso have a possibility to jump from the

poor stage to the rice stage if there have goodtipeaon their farm for example, rubber

agroforest high productivity and the latex pricerease.

On the other hand, there also have the way to gmdiam the rice to be medium or possible
to back to the poor household stage if they hageptibblem for example, they have problem
with health, or member in the family or head of thmily pass away so they lack of main
labour in the family, another problem is farmersi@bt with their business.
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3.2.4 Land and labour prices
Land price

Land prices during 20 years (1993-2013)
in Batu Kerbau and Senamat Ulu village

1,800
1,600
1,400
©
< 1,200
9) Company
D 1,000 came
2
5 800
2
s 600
400
200
P P D P O O D DD
Y Y O O O » Y QY
R R S U S S
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Source: Survey data, 2013

Figure 31 land price in Senamat L
and Batu Kerbau village

In the last 30 years, until the years 2-
2008, land in these villages had little va
and in some case villagers can give the |
to each other for free ptal farmer said’
This figure shows the land price for

years from 1992013, calculated in $/ha
erase the effect of the 1997 fiicial crisis.
In this figure shown that Batu Kerb:
villages 1993 the land price was 300 $

In 1998 land price feldown to 100 $. The
land price started to increase after
company came to the village in 2C
Starting from 200 $/hi and 300 $/ha in
2008 and after the company settled ¢
one year the price of the land move fr
300 $/ha to be 800%/ha in 2010 (B
Kerbau village). The price grew up ur
1600%/ha in 2013. And it's the same
Senamat Ulu village land price h
increased when the oil palm company cc
to socialization in 2008 from 200%/ha to
800%/ha in 2013.

The land pricesof two Vvillages ar
different. This carbethe assumption that in
Batu Kerbau before the arrival of compa
there still have a lot of lands anow high
demand of land than supply which
consequence$o increase land price. T
land price inSenamat Ulu is lower than
Batu Kerbaubecauscof villagers still have
land a lot. Therefore,supply still higher
than demand.  Another assumption is
land in Batu Kerbau more fertility than
Senamat Ulu. Foexample the 1ature stage
of the rubber catap in Batu Kerbau earlit
(in year &) thanin Senamat Ul (in year

10M).

Because of the land price are very interesting.rdfoee, 90 % of villagers in both villag:
have sold their land.Villagers are sold their laodhe oil palm company and their plas
plots to people from dside the village. The other people from outside\thlage came fron
Jambi, MuaraBungo, Bangko and Java. The most pedptebought the land is come frc
the Bupati office, police office, Husbun, kecamagawl kehutanan in Bun.

Therefore, the currenitsation of the village is high demand on land. fehis no availabl
land which closes to village. Although there didive available land called “tanah kosoior
“sesap”(old fallow) which there is r road accessibility. Ae land which still availablin
Batu Kerbau is 1000 ha, means at least one hectare householdsome don’t haveihis
land and othecan have more than one hec this depends on their heritage or their ¢
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property because farmers opeiis land since long time ago and Iéftto be old fallow.
Therefore, the farmer whaon’t have that land or even have but cone hectarare facing
with this situation of landless because forest statualready approve since 1991 and 1!
that farmer cannot open the nforest, all the forst status is belong to the state. With
situation of landlesgarmers reque to open the land with the statushditan desa lindun
for cultivation. But they don’t have the permit to open it yet. Fais aretrying to find the
solution. This solution willdiscussmore detail in the scenario pdhat farmercreate their
possible future.

Labour price

Increase theLabor prices during 20 years (1993013) InBatu
kerbau and SenamatUlu
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Figure 32 Labour price in Senamat Ulu and Batu Kerbau dug year (199:-2013)

Similarly, labour prices also increased in the Btyears (19¢-2013). The labour price we
down during the Asian financial crisis 1¢-98. After the crisis, the labour price in 20came
back to the level 01993. When the oil palm comnies started their activity in the villages
price started to rise also.

The price was half in Batu Kerbau, where rare ofymities existed, the price was half whe
was in Senamat Ulu. The economic opening of tha afeer the financial crisis,nd then
arrival of the oil palm companies, led to the eqadion of the rice in a little bit more thaten
years. Now the labour price in the two village$ i$/working day In the figure 2 show that
the price in Batu Kerbau was lower than in SenaUlu the assumption is because lab
supply is higher than demand.
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FFB price at mill gate and rubber prices Muara Bungo
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Figure 33: Price of FFB at the Mill gate in Bungorh January 2012 to July 201

Oil palm FFB price at the mill gate was up to Rp. 1800/kg inriABO12. It dropped at
Rp.1000/kg in November 2012, and then rose to BP01In December the same year. Now
the FFB is around Rp. 1300/kg. This is the pricthatmill gate, which only middlemen can
get. Farmers would get a price lower by Rp. 20043890

Similarly, rubber has dropped three times betwees R012 was to July 2013 from Rp.
24,000/kg to only Rp. 8000/kg. This situation makasners stop tapping their rubber and
prefer to work at oil palm companies.

" Oil palm Fresh Fruit Brunch
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3.3 Stakeholder analysis
To understand the interaction of stakeholders whay glifferent roles in oil palm
development identifying stakeholders is needed.

3.3.1 Stakeholders

Government (Local and central government)

The Government group includes the sub-districtfridis provincial and national
governments, which all influence proceedings withiplantation in a variety of ways.
The national government creates much of the magallenvironment in which
plantations operate in Indonesia. The nationaklagon fundamentally affects show
smallholders interact with plantations, their opip agencies and means of the
recourses.

The provincial government is less prominent, altfout is currently playing an
important role of monthly overseeing of the plaiataé operating costs and hence of
the income smallholders are entitled to receivdic@fs at the sub-district level of
government are particularly influential, both witkeir overseeing role of plantations
in terms of the distribution of benefits and howarghtion companies adhere to
obligations imposed upon them by legislation (Gillie, 2011)

Furthermore, regardless of international agreementsthe land, only national or
decentralized governments have the authority oin tla¢ural resources. They have to
deal with local and regional constraints, peoplesds and demands and the interests
of groups, external or internal, that have claimghe resources or their management.
Governments may affect natural resources with iiffetools, such as legislation and
regulations, land-use planning and public prograsmkrural development or of
environmental conservation(Colfer & Pfund, 20I)e main activities of the district
government that influence the economic developnaent landscape dynamics are
conducted under public sponsored development pmoges. These programmes are
implemented by the district offices of each deparitm under the coordination of
Planning and investment department (BAPPEDA).

Community groups

Community groups include oil palm smallholders,nfars with plasma, plantation

workers and other forms of employment as securigffss mechanics, paid

cooperative members with the ability to earn incdnoen a variety of sources. The
other members of the community group are the fasmdro don’t have enough land
to surrender to company. In this study communisp dlased on has different group of
households, this is based on their activities dralr tstrategies to organize their
farms.

8 Group of household have identified in the che@p&fypology of households”
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NGO'’s

Several NGOs are present in Bungo, and more braadlyy NGOs are involved in
the issues of deforestation for the oil palm plaats expansion. NGO are mainly
involved in the issues of forest and biodiversipngervation as WARSI (Warung
Konservasi). They have a long term involvemenhim ¢onservation and have success
in the creation of village forests tutan desastatus, which authorizes villagers to
manage the protected forest around their villagkeusustainable constraints.

Middlemen

The middlemen are very important people for farmé&heir rule is the delivery ofoll

palm fresh fruits brunch (FFB) from the local famnéo the mill. The profit that

middlemen make is Rp. 200 — 300 per kg. For exanipky buy from farmers Rp.
1050/kg. Then they sell in the mill gate Rp. 1350/But they have to pay Rp. 25-
30/kg to the money lender.

In this study (SenamatUIlu, BatuKerbau and BaruRe)epere are different kinds of

middlemen.

- Middlemen who buy the FFB from farmers then selBR& another middleman in
other villages. It's not selling direct to the ngfte.

- Middlemen who are selling direct to mill gate.

In this situation, farmers are free to choose theddlemen because there is normally
no contract between the middlemen and farmers. ihises the price of the FFB on

the local market quite competitive. In practicewBwer, the majority of small-scale

producers must sell their fruit to the middlemarntoom they are bound because of
loans that they receive from these middlemen t@shyn the establishment of the
plantation.

Money lender

The money lender or in Indonesian oil palm markeown as Delivery order
(DO).The DO system is the purchasing system for maaterials used by oil palm
processing units (oil palm mills). It is based oooatract made between the mill and
the raw material supplier (the fresh bunch fruipier), who states the amount of
raw materials that will be delivered by the suppteethe mill in a year. The amount
of fresh fruit bunch deliveries can vary from ongglier to another. Suppliers have
to pay a deposit to the mill which is estimatedrestotal value of fresh fruit bunch
they should deliver. For this reason, most indigldsmall-scale producers (farmers)
are not able to access the DO directly from thd. mifherefore, DO holders are
mostly those who have sufficient money to pay teeasit and the transportation
means to deliver the fresh fruit bunch to the milfese middlemen connect the
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small-scale farmers and the oil palm mills. Thegdséheir trucks to the farms and
buy the fruit directly from the farmers. Dependiog the harvest, a truck can go to
several farms to fulfil its transporting capacitlythen goes to the mill to deliver the
raw material, then paying the farmers using theodgpnoney.

Middlemen can get money direct from th® after they sell the FFB in the mill. For
the DO they will get the money from the mill through tbank the day after the
farmers sell FFB to the mill. There is diversi2{ in Bungo. Middlemen will choose
DO as they feel comfortable to get the money diradtdepend on the prices tHaD
take per kg of FFB. The price DIO takes is Rp. 25-30/kg of FFB.

Local investors

Local investors are the people who come from oattle village to buy the land and
investment in the villages. These kinds of peopte mvesting in the rubber
monospecific plantation, oil palm plantation andtiggate in the plasma scheme.
Local investors are well known in the oil palm plesscheme. These kinds of people
are rich people and have a high position in thae$p. These people come from
Muara Bungo, Rantau Pandan, Jawa. Some of thenivdrservants.

Oil palm seedling producers

The Pusat Penelitian Kelapa SawiPPKS) in Medan is the company producing the oil
palm seeds and seedlings which are already of gaatity. The system to get the seeds
from the PPKS is first, the producer must havectificate permit from the company to
buy the seeds. Not every farmer can buy direct ftom PPKS. The other seedling
producer is the in transmigration villages as imBRelepat and in Muara Bungo. In this
study area there are not yet getting the suppersdiedling from the public services.

Oil palm companies and mill

Oil palm companies in the Bungo district range fra®0% farmers ownedké¢bun
plasma)to 100% company ownedébun int), the majority of oil palm plantation are
company-farmers partnershiptf-plasmg

There are two oil palm companies in this study &RRPML” and “PT. CSH". These
two companies have no mill therefore the study ehibe oil palm company “PT. SAL
283" °

® More information on the company and plasma schame mentioned in chapter4d
“stakeholder of the villages”.
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3.3.2 Stakeholders’ relationship

The relationship of each stakeholder shows inithed below

Central government

Local investors

NGOs

v

Head of the village

Middlemen +Money
lender

Figure 34: Stakeholders' relationship on oil pakwelopment

Each stakeholder have difference relationships figise above shows the relationship of
each stakeholder in the study area. Farmer extensidhe most interested from other

stakeholder in term of land which shows that mamgves direct to it. There are government
level, companies, local investor, middlemen, segdfiroducers and NGOs have relationship
with farmers. Central government and district goweent have direct relationship with

farmers on the land status and territory. Distgovernment performs as the advisors and
give information for the farmers during the sodation. District government as public

services also plays a role support the trainingterlocal villagers.

District government and oil palm companies havati@hship in term of investment permit
process which companies have to follow (see inxanneand relation when the civil servant
bought the land from local village then this pedpdee relationship as the plasma business.

Regarding to buying and selling the land, the lonaéstor also have direct relationship to
farmer and oil palm company because local invediagsthe land direct from farmers then
they became the plasma smallholder of the company.
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Relationship between oil palm companies and farmers

Oil palm companies have the direct relationshifhtofarmers, one is during the socialization
and other is relationship land selling and buyiegduse farmer’s lands are interested by oil
palm companies. Therefore, how do the companigswith the farmers and the interaction

of these stakeholders? There are two relationdbepseen farmers and oil palm companies
one is employer and employee. Famers or villagersvarking in the company as the daily

worker and the annual contract as administrativatiom. The other relationship is buyer and

seller the land.

The example regarding to land tenure is famerstdeaht to sell the land and companies
don’t stop demand on villagers’ land. By doing ttieg company is trying to get the villagers’
land without the permit from the villagers. Thesghe case in Senamat Ulu village, company
start to clear the farmers’ land without the perwiiten the farmers know about that so they
just negotiate by offer two options to the farmdédsie is participate on the plasma and the
other option is sell that land direct to companheiefore, how do the reaction from the
farmers to the company? First, farmers have totkeit land to company as they don’t want
to do that at the beginning.

“I don’t want to sell my land and | don’t want toip the plasma, | just want to keep
my land but the company try to clear my land litble little, | went to my field on
weekend but the company are clear my land duriegwikekday, when | go to my
field they stop working but when I'm back home tbeytinue. Finally, | found that
they already cleared my land without any perminfrone” (dai tidak puyang izin
sama kita, dia lunsung buka tanah kitagal famers in Senamat Ulu

The other case, company PT.CSH already clear theefés land and planted the oil palm in
the farmer’s land without permit, when farmers knalout that farmers don’'t accept any
condition of the company offer (Selling their land participate on the plasma scheme)
Farmers just asked the company to get out of thanl by uprooting the oil palm seedling
that company already planted. And now the farmisted the rubber.

“I have 4 hectares and company offers the pricasillion per hectare after, but I
refuse that offer. Later on | found that my landealy planted the oil palm by
company without any permit from me. | have askedhtiio uprooting the oil palm
seedling out from my land. | don’t want to sell lagd or participate on plasma, |
want to keep this land for my children | have 3ldrein and if | sold this land what
are my children going to do/live in the future?ocal farmers in Senamat Ulu
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Relation between farmers and middlemen

The relationship between farmers and middlemermesréelationship of buying and selling
benefit, farmers have a good relation with middleraad they never negotiate the price with
the middlemen. There are two type middlemen omeliber latex and the other is oil palm.

The latex products are commonly sold to middlenTdrere are middlemen in the village and
also from other villages. The fees the middlenake tfrom selling the products depend on
the quality of the latex. If the good quality (datex) the farmer will pay 4-5 % of the total
price to the middlemen while if the latex not gapdility (too much water), farmers can have
to pay 10% of the total price. In case the farnterge a loan with the middlemen the price
will be lower than for the other people who doréve the loan. For example, the price of the
latex in June 2013 is Rp. 8000/kg then the farmdrs have debt with the middlemen will
get only Rp. 7500/kg. Almost all farmers in twolages are selling their latex through the
middlemen in the village to avoid transportatiostso Only a few farmers sell directly to the
middlemen in Muara Bungo because they have thect&gsafor transportation. This figure
below summarises the latex flow from villages te tactory in Muara Bungo (detail in figure
below).

Bush Fallow Rubber Agroforest
“Sesap” = “karet Jumpur”
] Smalholder Sharecroppel
[
@ e
1/3 1/2 2/3 1/2
Owner Tapper
A 4

Middlemen in village

- o o

Latex from Latex from Latex from Tapping
smallholder Sharecronpel Sharecropper
- /)
Y

Middlemen in Muara

A 4

Smallholder sell
direct to ﬁ Transport to latex factory

Latex Factory

Source: S. Mienmany, 2013

Figure 35: Market chain of rubber
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Oil palm

Farmers sell their oil palm FFB with the middlemarthe village and also with middlemen
in Muara Bungo. The price of selling with the mieiaien in the village is Rp.700 kg (Price in
June 2013). If they sell in villages nearby is asWBPelepat they will get Rp.900-1000/kg.
Mostly people prefer to deal with the middlemervitlage (only in Batu Kerbau) because
they think about transportation cost and they gel/\tow yield so it better to sell in the
village.

Bush Fallow m @ Old Rubber

“Sesap” Agroforest
Oil Palm stallholders
Smallholders Middlemen in village

sell direct to ":‘/'\
middlemen ¢
> Middlemen in Baru Pelepat
village <
¢ Middlemen in
Middlemen in Maura Bungo Baru Pelepat sell
direct to the mill

ate
h 4 9

Mill in Muara
Bunaa
Source: S.Mienmany, 2C

Figure 36: Market chain of oil palm FFB

The relationship between farmers and middlemehcstiltinue like this because farmers have
the factor limit on the transportation. In two aijes farmers still trust the middlemen
therefore, there are no conflict have noted inghakages.

Relationship between village and NGOs and publiesvices

NGOs are one stakeholder which also plays an irapbrtile on the conservation in Senamat
Ulu and Batu Kerbau. There is one project whichpotes women handicraft. This project is
supported by Indonesia Conservation Community inalloname Warung Konservasi
(WARSI) and another project is an Eco-tourism prbpnd Women handicraft with support
from The National Program for Community Empowerm@MNPM). This is a national
program within the overall policy framework estabkd to implement poverty alleviation
programs. These projects start this year in Senahoat Furthermore, WARSI also supports
cocoa and rubber monospecific plantations anditrgiof local farmers. In 2012, there is one
local farmer who already cultivates cocoa has gigdied to a Cocoa training in Bali.

In addition, the World Agroforestry Centre (ICRA&s0 supports conservation; one project
is thus working on forest statdsutan Desa This project also works collaboration with
WARSI.
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3.3.3 People’s perception on oil palm development

Identify stakeholders and their interest, clarifyistakeholders’ views on the agriculture
development and identify the key strategy issudwerdfore, the perception survey have
conducted by posted the questions “who is the poser (influence) and interest in oil palm
development?” to the villagers, civil servants awhdemics. This part presents people’s
perception in oil palm development which has comeldign two villages, civil servant and
academic in Bungo and in Bogor. First is preseatabverages value of village’s perceptions
then the averaged value of academic and civil sg¢rvallowing by the comparison value of
two villages with civil servant and academic. Fipathe relationship figure with the axis on
interest and power on oil palm development aregmtes!.

Average value of two villagers’ perceptions

No. Stakeholder Interest Power
1 Rich HH" 0.65 0.62
2 Median HH 0.54 0.42
3 Young HH 0.50 0.20
4 Central Govt' 0.58 0.57
5 District Govt 0.56 0.54
6 Head of village 0.57 0.42
7 NGOs 0.21 0.20
8 Middlemen+ money lender 0.62 0.56
9 Local investor 0.48 0.51
10 Oil palm seedling producer 0.53 0.49
11 Oil palm company 0.75 0.73

Table 12: Average value of villagers' perceptions

People answered two questions by giving the valuél @hen the total score was calculated
and the average divided by the total number wasntakhe maximum value is 1 which
means the most power and interest in oil palm agreént. The analysis using the Chi-test
function is to see the different meaning betweerheztegory depending on ages, gender,
and between two villages and the civil servants araeblemics. Therefore, results show that
Chi-test value is 0.999 means that there are noifsignt difference between male and
female and the ages between two villages and &wweelen civil servants and academics and
villagers.

10

Household
11

Government
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Average value of civil servant and academic’s patioas

No. Stakeholder academic civil servant
1 Rich HH 0.72 0.73
2 Median HH 0.33 0.33
3 Young HH 0.15 0.16
5 Central Govt 0.65 0.66
7 District Govt 0.61 0.62

8 Head of village 0.41 0.42
9 NGOs 0.27 0.28
10 Middlemen+ money lender 0.49 0.50
12 Local investor 0.51 0.52
13 Oil palm seedling producer 0.40 0.41
14 Oil palm company 0.78 0.79

Table 13: compare civil servant and academic’sgian.

There are no significant differences between @eilvants and academic’s perception of oil
palm as shown in the tablel3 that oil palm companthe academic’s perception got the
value 0.78 of total score and perception of cigivant is 0.79 of total value.

Comparison two villages, academic and civil servant

No. Stakeholder Interest Power
1 Rich HH 67% 67%
2 Median HH 53% 38%
3 Young HH 42% 18%
5 Central Govt 60% 61%
7 District Govt 64% 58%
8 Head of village 56% 42%
9 NGOs 19% 24%
10 Middlemen+ money lender 66% 53%
12 Local investor 56% 52%
13 Oil palm seedling producer 61% 45%
14 Oil palm company 78% 75%

Table 14: average value of perception in percentage

Finally, the comparison of all categories such gssagender, civil servant and academic
perception are give almost the same value, there@significant differences as shown in the
table 14 that the most interest and power is thpadin company with the value of interest is
78% and 75% for the power.

The result shows interest and power on oil palmetigpment of each stakeholder.
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Perception on
"power (influence) and Interest of stakeholders in oil palm development "
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Figure 37: Interest and power (influence) in oinpaevelopment

Each stakeholders has a different level of poweriaterest it depends on who they are this
figure shows that the most powerful and interesbiinpalm development is the oil palm
companies. The second range of interest in oil pdéuelopment are rich people and
middlemen because in the people’s perception ttiiakrich people have a lot of capital and
can invest whatever they want and have power. Tigellemen also have high power and
interest because middlemen are the person who deats between farmer and mills. Local
farmers trust the middlemen and have good relatipss Farmerslidn't negotiate with the
price because they believe that middlemen arepeagst with them.

The other high interest and power is oe thistrict government level. They have had high
interest and power since the enactment of Indoisediecentralization laws, 22/1999 and
25/1999, administration has been divided into areégovernmen{pemerintah pusatand
regional governmentpémerintah daerah,e. provinces and districts) Provinces and ditsri
have similar government structures but with différgypes of authority. Therefore, oil palm
investment the district government level has highathority than the provincial level.
(Feintrenie & Martini, 2010).

Head of the villages are also one of main stakedt@ddd have power to accept and refuse the
offers from the companies. Therefore, heads otilteges play an important role for the oil
palm development. The point of view from oil palongany managers is said that “the head
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of village is the key person to make the processagotiation and to achieve the step of
socialization. The system will go smoothly and éeill be more participation from the
villagers if the head of the village satisfies doenpany”.

On the other hand, poor people and young houselbl just married are also have an

interest in oil palm and they want to have oil paghtantations but because the lack of
capacity to invest. Therefore, the perception mfigure shows that poor people have lower
interest and low power than other stakeholders.eNbeless the conservation side as non
governmental organizations (NGO) is the lowestrggein oil palm development but they

still have the power even if little but they shithve power against oil palm development.

In summary each stakeholder has different powerirtedests in the oil palm development.
This depends on how they are presented in thetgomnel how they use their resources. In
the situation of the oil palm development and espam the companies are the most
interesting on the farmers’ land and now farmess the main decision-makers regarding
their lands. They have the right to refuse and gictee the conditions of company because
now farmers are not isolated.

Nearly no difference was made by the responderitsele® power or interest. One average
value of the two indicators can thus be used asntiest accurate perception of the
respondents. This figure below shows more on thgeaf the most interest and power the
less interest and power of each stakeholder.
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Figure 38: Average value of the interest and paweoil palm development of each
stakeholder
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3.4 Participatory Prospective Analysis (PPA)

PPA workshops brought satisfaction to the local momity as well as public services in
Bungo district. In this part is going to presem result of the each step of PPA, first the
defining system and key variables of each villagent follow by the influence and
dependence of each variable and finally exampleasaes are presented.

3.4.1 Defining system and analysis variables

The systems of workshops at both villages havenddfiCommunity economy in 30 years
with main point “what might be changed and improvedarding to oil palm development
and agriculture development in the villages?”

Therefore, the brainstorming session helped tdyfriest all variables that, according to the

experts, have influenced, are influencing or canltlence the role and importance of the
workshop of the “community economic in 30 year” mhthe proposed variables were

discussed until a consensus was reached about warcbles to keep, to eliminate, or to

modify. Each variable was also reviewed to make shat all participants understood them
uniformly. Finally 25 variables (Senamat Ulu) and\ariables (Batu Kerbau) were defined.
For example, access to capital, land prices, mfcgeedling, quality of seedlings, access to
information of commodity prices, improve roads @odn.

3.4.2 Influence and dependence of each variable
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Figure 39: Diagram influence and dependence ohbseiof Senamat Ulu village
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This figure arrows show the direction of the infitl@f each variable. The main variable is
the most arrow connected/direct/link to it. For made, information on prices is an influence
on price of rubber and oil palm, price of seedlingsality of seedlings, price of fertilizers,

price of inputs and animals. Furthermore, the esttenservice such as training is influent on
the production of the farmers, opening the roadplantations and creating fish ponds and
animal production in the village. Access to capisahlso the main influence which makes
farmers able to invest more and diversify theinfsr Moreover, the quality of seedlings is
the direct influent on production extension and tilaning service is an indirect influent on

the production as well. Another big influent isdiprice. It's the direct influent on an access
to capital extension and the same land pricesnalieect influent on increasing surface of
rubber, oil palm and other crop commodity becaukenwfarmers sell their land, they have
capital therefore they can invest in their farm.

Example of figure of influence and dependence of variables
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Figure 40: Example of Influence and dependencenéhles

The position of variable on figure shows that thpper-left quadrant (1) is the area of the
driving variables where most of the strongest \deis are present which is shown in the red
circle. It's the main influence and independenceialde such as‘capacity building
(training)” , “information of commodities prices”, “access to capitdl, “oil palm fresh
fruit brunch prices” , “rubber latex price” and “prices of fertilizers”. These six main
variables have influent to increase the lower-righaidrant (3) 6utput” variables such as
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“maize field”, “paddy field” and “bananas field ”. In the lower-left quadrant (4) which is
Marginal are the less influence and dependences thex handicraft training, th&access
medicine subsidy”, “livestock breeding” and “boar atracted”.

3.4.3 Building Scenarios on “Community economy in 30 years”

The scenarios are based on the key variables wivete mentioned in the figure 39
(Training, commodities prices, access to capiteB and rubber latex prices and prices of
fertilizer) these are the key variables which taki® account building scenarios for the
“Community economy in next 30 years”For example, “capacity building (training)” in
the current situation farmers in both villages &eking increase capacity building, this
corresponded to very strong and significant chamgdbe agriculture development in this
area. Secondly, “information of commodities pricdafmer lack information of product
prices, farmers trusts the middlemen. They aresoa¢ whether they will get the good price
or not, therefore, in the near future if the vikaghave good access to information of the
commodity prices, farmers can choose where theydetiger their product to. Another key
variable is rubber and oil palm prices, in the n8@tyears this price will influence the
economy of farmers, farmers will be able to opemriew areas of plantations and intensive
on the their field.

This study will give two examples of scenarios.

Scenario 1: “Towards a village business”

= Local Government transmigration project openedte area of Production
Forest:

- This will include 50% of transmigration househol@sd 50% of
Indigenous households

- Villagers want to open the land with a status adderction Forest of the
village for the transmigration project.

- Villagers open new fields such as rubber and dihpa

- Capacity of human resources development has iresettsanks to the
outside entrance of the village

- Land prices rise.

Population increased and also :
infrastructure and facilities have improvef
Farmer’s capital has increased
- Farmers who have oil palm plantatiors
- Farmers can earn money by being
workers besides tapping rubber

Photo 12: Local experts Batu Kerbau are describing
the scenarios. (Photo by Margot Mulin)
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Scenario 2: Landowners and daily labourers

Current trends
-Asphalt road
- Oil palm prices rise
- Rubber and other commodity prices are ndtlsta

people will be richer and the poor still remain poo

Therefore, only the children of rich people a
able to attend school and the children of t
poor people will be looking for a job as dail
workers or be farmers.
This scenario is the current situation of twi o8
villages and it will continue like this if theZ4®

local villagers still keep selling the land an|
don’t have good practices for their farming.

Photo 13: Local experts Senamat Ulu are describing the
scenarios. (Photo by Laurene Feintrenie)

These criteria above are consequences to villageosare less able to sell their land
therefore they become workers in oil palm compameyillages or move to be
labour in the city. Furthermore, other people aédhe village (local investors) are
replacing original people and farmers will worktjasly enough for their daily life
On the other hand, people who are able to buy rpalm oil plantations and the rich

3%

3.4.4 Defining recommendations

After defining three scenarios the villagers aslteal experts open the discussion to raise
the recommendations to the public authority fornegke the main recommendation are the
creation of the farmers groups and common projectdhe villages to get advantage on
request for the help from the public services Bloeess to improved seedling for oil palm,

rubber, vegetables and fish ponds (detail in annex)

The scenarios have raised villager openness tdisicassion and given the recommendations

as follows:

= The road to the field

- Farmers who have land or the field in one locasibould create the “farmer s

groups” to build the road together.

- Group cooperation working together or “gotong-roybim Indonesia

language to improve road even if it's not the lmgd but it's the road access

to the field by motorbike.
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= Farmers create the Village Unit Cooperatives (KUD)

= Access to improved rubber seeds and seedling
- Create groups of farmers to get the advantageeadbess seedlings from the
public services.
- Buy the seeds by themselves to make sure thattreget the real improved
seeds and seedlings.
- Create the groups of seedling producers in thagel by requesting support
training from the public service.
* Find information on commodity prices
- Information price from public service (Perindakagndonesian language)
each week.
- Information through newspapers
- Assess to market as opening auction

esent their recommendstion

i

Photo 4: Prticipntspr

for example the main recommendation are the crahgetarmers group and common project
in the villages to get advantage on asking/reqtersthe supports from the public services
like access improve seedling for oil palm, rubhegetable and fish pond (detail in annex).
On the other hand, at the beginning discussionve the recommendation the villages are
asking all support from the public services. Theink that they cannot do it by themselves.
when they are more discussed during the workdheypriealize that some part they can solve
it by themselves for example, open the road whatdess to the field which they can open by
themselves no need to wait for the government ppeau it. Some local experts especially
head of the villages are aware and move activeagiicipate to design their possible future.
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3.4.5 Sharing result from the workshop with the district public services in Muara
Bungo

The workshop at the district public services ldw#hg the good opportunity for the village to
share their situation and their demands to theip@elrvices because local village have less
chance to talk and inform their situation in thélmstages. The aim of this workshop is to
present the results and the recommendations whieh discussed in the villages.
Representative of the villages as a head of thegéats present their situation and issues of the
village then follows by the recommendations to plélic services. The main discussion are
the road, training for farming group, access togkedling of rubber, oil palm and vegetables
and the contract condition with oil palm companitise feedback of the workshop from the
civil servants who are participated on the workshopntioned that “this is a good
opportunity for us to know about the villagers’uss and the recommendations from the
villager directly and we are ready to help and supghe villagers”. Therefore, during the
workshop there are the seedling plantation officgpse to head of village to contact them
to get support from the vegetable seedling. Orother hand, the contract issue with the oil
palm company (PT PML) will be more discuss agaimehd of the village come back to
contact the public services for the advise and gmeeffor the re-negotiation. Furthermore,
after the workshop head of the village of Senaniatdét the contact from the transportation
office to discuss on improve the road. These aeedinect impact of the PPA workshops
which have been done in the two villages.
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4 Discussion
4.1 Land use issue: land prices and land grabbing

Land grabbindf in this study area is between local villagers aildpbalm companies, and
local villagers with the local investors who comenh outside the village. 90% of the farmers
in both villages sold their land to oil palm comgnand their plasma plantation to local
investors since the oil palm company arrived itagies in 2005. Farmers want to get money
in the short term. Farmers who sold the land amd flasma regret their decision because
the current of land price has increased almosbtenf

The reasons why farmers sold their plasma (afteicgaating in plasma schemes only few
months or few years) to companies as well as qteeple outside the village are:

- The company doesn't tell the farmers about theildetahe condition and contract
especially the credit/loan. This is because thal fiman will include the management
costs of the plantation during the first four yeawhich are not known in details by
the company beforehand. Thus plasma smallholden¥ &now exactly how much
they will have to pay back. As a consequence thmytdeel secure to keep this
business with the company.

- They don’'t want to wait for the long term benelihe company told them that at the
year 5 they will get the benefit from the compaiyt if they are offered an
immediate benefit through the sale of their plaomtsmallholders don’t hesitate
long.

- The company and other people outside the villader diigh prices for the land
(interesting prices). For example, Rp. 15-17 millpger hectare year 2013 at PT. PML
at Batu Kerbau and Rp. 8 million per hectare at EBH in Senamat Ulu). If
compared to the price in 1994 in Senamat Ulu iy &pg. 700,000 per hectare and in
1993 in Batu Kerbau is only Rp. 150,000 per hectare

The example between villagers in Senamat Ulu ahplabin company PT. CSH, even the
villagers who still keep the contract with the canp as plasma they don’t know exactly
how much the loan that they have is worth and w hwany years they will need to pay
back. They try to ask the company but the compam®gi't tell them directly.

“I have asked the company many times already atheutredit/loan how much that |
have loan with you? And what are the conditionsegfayment? The company just
told me “we don’'t know yet, you will know after theompany divided the benefit
production of the oil palm”. So | just try to paipate with PT. CSH only one hectare
first. Saya sudah betayan PT banyak kali tapi dia biluetudn tahu, belum tahu,
dibagi hasil dulu nanti tahuJadi saya cobah satu ha dultarmer in Batu Kerbau
village.

12« and grabs” is a term coined by the media to dbsdarge-scale purchases or leases of agricllurarest
land on terms that do not serve those alreadydivimthe land. (Murphy, 2013)
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Comparing two companies PT.PML and PT. CSH: viltagare satisfied with the way of
working and managing from the PT. PML because efdbntract condition60:40. However,
farmers don’t understand clearly the contract herg:40 of the divided benefit of the
production. In the reality if the farmer understandell the contract 60:40 of device the
benefit from the 50 % of the plasma land is vemy lmenefit than the contract 70:30 because
the 70:30 scheme is the contract sharing of batidl land revenue (Detail at table 10).
Therefore, the condition to a successful KKPA gsysie the transparency of the proposals of
the oil palm companies to the villagers. For thisshould be needed to have clear
information about the contracts which could be tentin a book of requirements signed by
all the parties: the company, the villagers anddis&ict authorities.

Another issue about the land is local villagersuesy from the government to open the
villages protected forestutan desa lindundpecause the villagers are facing land shortage
now. One example in Lubuk Tebat (one Khampung inuRBarbau village) asked the
government to open thdu tan desa lindungwo times already but they haven't got a permit
yet. The reason behind this request is in the (tefore 1999) the forest did not yet have a
status as the forest state. Now all the forestsnigeto the state. According to (Feintrenie &
Martini, 2010) The Indonesian legislation giveshauity over unforested land to local people
but grants the majority of forests to the cent@aynment, under the status of state forest.
On these state forests, the central governmentdgniably the most powerful stakeholder,
with full authority on their use or conservatiorarfers have no right to access to the land by
opening the forest.

The status of “village protected forest”, farmerslerstand that this land might be requested
back from the state when they need it therefonméas give the land to be forest state for the
conservation term. Recently farmers realised thdt this land they have no right to get it
back again. The current situation of land shorfagees the local farmers to request this land
back. This request is still on the way of hope thay can open thidutan desa lindungrhis
situation never happens in Bungo before. Now fasmmeed more land to cultivate their
rubber and their oil palm, farmers aren’t awarehef conservation term. Therefore this issue
happened in this study area. (Therville, 2011) toaed that perception survey of people’s
opinion in Bungo district about land uses, landscapd forest conservation, conducted in
2007, clearly showed that all villages were willtmgaccommodate an oil palm company on
their premises. People believe that their futuee in oil palm and rubber and do not imagine
alternative livelihoods. This is the same casenia Yillages Senamat Ulu and Batu Kerbau
that farmers prefer to have these kinds of cropgpstems as a main income for them.
Farmers didn’t mention to have the conservatioe & their village, the important thing for
them is how can they find more land to open thgiibaisiness.

Another point that this study want to discuss isiiiErenie, et al., 2010) have mentioned in
the research that:

(Marti, 2008) said“oil palm development can be tantamount to landhbdpiag, uprooting of
the communities, unfair deals extorted from helpfasmers, and poorly paid jobs”

Therefore(Feintrenie, et al., 2010) have verifieakt
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“Qil palm development are much more positives tregatives. Since 1999 the end of the

centralized transmigration program, there have beercases of communities forced to sell

their land to a company in Bungo. Whenever peogld their land, they did it on a voluntary
basis, and as participants in a NES scheme”.

This research conducted in the villages SenamaabidliBatu Kerbau, moderate Feintrenie et
al. (2010) results. Indeed, these authors baseddtatement on data collected in 2008 and
2009 in Bungo district.But since 2008 new oil patompanies have entered the area and
come to the villages. If villagers have not beertéd to sell their land, they have been, and
still are in 2013, pushed to sell by local and arpawerful elites. Poorly informed and easily
impressed villagers are not in a position to negetan offer of immediate cash for the sale
of their land. Land grabbing have occurred betwleeal villagers and local investor outside
the village which this study shows that 90% of pecgell the land. Now the villagers are
facing land shortage/land scarcity, farmers areitgp for new land as village protected
forestHutan desa lindung

Therefore, land grabbing in these villages stilhtaaue if the farmers get the permit to open
the land and they still continue to sell this newd. What is going to happen in these villages
again? Therefore, PPA workshops have been heldarvillages to see their possible future.

This PPA method might be nice, but the impact iy aha village scale as the study has only
been done in two villages. Therefore, how can ttheerovillages facing the same issue on
land grabbing will have a chance to see their pbss$uture which would be different to what
is going to be their future? This is the challefgethe PPA workshop to up-scale to the
district level.

In the challenges it is still possible therefoi@,up-scale levels to district or to the national
levels which is possible to happen as well. acoyydo (Bourgeois & Jesus, 2004) already
have done the PPA in the regional level on the &Caf Secondary Crop Research and
Development Prospects in Asia and the Pacific”.

Therefore, the next research for the upscale shobeldfirst start from the sub-district

(Kecamatan). For example, sub-district where th@aim company covers two sub districts
like Bathin Il Ulu and Pelepat Ilir where the hlm company PT.CSH were settled then
up-scale to the district level. Yves Laumonier (BIR- CIFOR) has recently led some PPA
at district scales, with urban and rural elitese Tgarticipation of higher-education local
experts modifies the activity, especially on thetfthat participants need more time to
discuss to reach an agreement (pers. com.).
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4.2 The advantages and limitations of the method

4.2.1 Socio-economic analysis and sample

The Size of sampling is small for the economic gsial The reason why this study took
small samples is because the economic part aréhaahain point of the objective of this
internship. The economic result is a part to suppod prepare for the PPA workshop. This
economic result is to understand the farmer’s efgaton managing their farm. The
economic results of this study were also basederetonomic results which have been done
from the previous research of Laurene Feintreni20idi7-10 and others especially Chong and
Bonnart in 2008. The other reason is because & tomsuming in the field. Therefore, this
study can only have the small samplings. Even iksia small sampling the result was
validated with the local villagers and the expens<CIFOR during the presentation in the
village and at CIFOR office. Because of this smsalinpling, the economic results cannot be
used for statistics, and cannot be up-scaled tadisteict. They are only representative of
some activities in the two studied villages. Howewamalysed as part of a long-term research
conducted in the district since 1994 by CIRAD, CEEOCRAF and IRD, this small sample
add new information and a new perspective to thewkedge of the district economic
organization.

4.2.2 Stakeholders analysis

The stakeholder analysis is quite a difficult paetause of the communication in the local
language. During this internship there was no preger during the interview and the
collecting of data because without an interpretercan get the real information from the
villagers. When we use the interpreter we miss simfieemation and the information that we
got is not the real answer from the farmers, samegi interpreters will transform the

farmers’ answers and give their opinion or theimpof view. Therefore this internship did

not use an interpreter .The other difficulty inkstaolders’ analysis was a lack of well-
structured method and conceptual framework.

In order to avoid this difficulty first, have to Werepare and be ready to communicate in
local language. The other one the structure medéinadconceptual framework should be clear
understanding and well organize on the conceptaaldwork before conduct the interview.

As a consequence of difficulty on the stakeholdelysis the perception survey was created
to check the point of view as the perception of Wiagers, farmers, civil servants and
academics on who has the most power and interast palm development. However, there
still is the difficulty on the perception surveydagise the questions which were chosen for
perception survey were quite similar, the two iatlics were too close one to another for
respondents to give different answers. Theretorenprove this situation indicators chosen
should be more different one from another.

4.2.3 Participatory Prospective Analysis (PPA)
The participatory prospective analysis (PPA) isdbed way to give the opportunity for the
local villagers to talk and open group discussianghe village level. It's a good chance for
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them to listen to each other on the current issuneks how can they work out the solutions
together. Furthermore, they were offered a chamgedsent their situation and their thinking
to the public authority in Bungo district. Thistie direct outcome for the villagers.

Thanks to the PPA workshops farmers understandritégir situation and give the scenarios
for their possible future (next 30 years). In thvalaation of the workshops, they have told
the moderators that the workshops have helped tterbetter understand the future
consequences of their current choices. The exencggte the participants think on the long-
term. Participants proposed a number of activitie®rder to improve the future of their
village, most of which should begin by activitieenducted by the villagers themselves
without any outside support. Therefore, this hdaerecommendation for the next research it
would be good to have the evaluation after one j@aee what is the reaction after the PPA
workshop? Are they going to sell their land againill they apply their own
recommendations?

In my points of view PPA workshop is the effectivethod to help the farmers understand
their current situation and their possible futuvtareover, the prospective analysis method
goes beyond the elaboration of scenarios. Thisfidl grocess that expert participants who
are at the same time stakeholders are led to Vieiwénvironment and their resources from a
very different perspective, to share this inforratior the next generations.

However, there is still a difficult point about tiPA, at first, how to get farmers (local
experts) to participate in full four working daysdause farmers prefer to work on the field
and they cannot leave their farm activities. Theeois the language and the technical word
which use in the PPA make the local expert donderstand clear enough for example: the
word “variable”. Most of the participants have Hgrénished primary school and had
difficulties to write. The level of conceptualizati demanded by the method is very
challenging for low-educated participants.

Another difficulty is for the facilitators. Firsit's difficult to explain the work without giving
answers to the participants. If the facilitatorgegexamples or answers, then the participants
are influenced and might repeat the same thingse dther is how do the facilitator make
sure that everyone participate for example womehstry people should talk as much as the
head of village.

Therefore, in order to bring the farmers to papéteé on the workshop is should well
explanations with the head of the village aboutithportant to participate on this workshop
because this is the real impact to local commusutyhis will motivate them to be active to
participate. For the facilitator, it should be gotw limit their influence by give the
explanations more not the answers or their opinidesmake sure that everyone participate
is would be based on the selection the participdrtterefore, should select the villagers who
are not shy and be ready to talk together.
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Discussion — Advantages and limitations of the ogkbth

Nevertheless, this PPA has satisfied the local expend gets good result. Therefore, it
would be good to have such kinds of workshops iottzer villages to make them have an
opportunity to tell their situation and find theldon together. However, up scaling of
conducting the workshop in another level wouldheedhallenge for the PPA.
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Conclusion

Most of the local villages’ economies are still &édson the rubber agroforest and rice
cultivation only for home consumptions. Only 6% total households from the villages

surveyed cultivate monospecific rubber and priv@tepalm plantations. These plantations
are still new in the village and little intensifie@conomic results enlighten the reasons
behind farmers’ practices. Rubber monospecific taaons perform as high levels of return

to land, but, in the meantime with high levels offéstment but low return to labour.

Traditionally local villagers prefer to put ferikrs on rubber rather than on oil palm fields.
Consequences are that return to land of oil palmaderately high but the return to labour is
high. Farmers however lack technical knowledgeestilization and on quality of seedlings.

As a result, after 10 years of plantation, the pobidity drops down.

Land accessibility and households’ situation aeergasons for farmers to choose the crops
and diversify the farm. When they have to choossvéen oil palm and rubber, they will
choose the later.

Oil palm development brings new opportunities te thllage, such as road accessibility,

labour opportunities, planting techniques and, hors term it improves the people’s

livelihood. However, oil palm development also lggnthe land grabbing issue to the
villages. Land becomes more valuable and locahgdts prefer to sell their land and plasma.
On the long term, the highest benefits from oilnpaevelopment are for the local investors
from outside the village. Local investors as wallcavil servants use their capacities to serve
the interests of oil palm development. Farmers vidlv education can loose their land

following unclear contracts conditions and lack wansparency proposals from the

companies.

On the other hand, when the land is in shortadage protected forestdutan desa lindung
are the new target for the local villagers, whied mever happened in Bungo area before the
last two years. The vision and the strategy of lipesple for their economic future in the
next 30 years are to invest on rubber and oil paliamtations and to access to new lands.
Improved seedlings and support training from thelipuservices are needed. At the same
time, prices of rubber and oil palm fresh fruitsséan influence on farmers’ decisions to
extend their plantations of these crops. One pleséibure scenario is if the farmers get the
permit to access the new land, they will investenon rubber and oil palm as smallholders
rather than participate to the companies. Anotlussible scenario can be that people still
continue to sell the land, which should lead tddihg more the society between rich people
who become richer and poor people who still renpaiar. Therefore, oil palm development
is not a win-win solution in this study area.

However, there is nothing worse than too late. RiAkshop already helped local people
and public services in Bungo to design their pdediisture. With regards to the knowledge
generation, PPA method has shown to be an effettidleand effective mean of work for the
local experts working together. This method is pmesat the village level, district level and
even higher level such as the national and regienals.
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The benefits that the villagers get from the plasulaeme have been clarified during the
PPA workshop. This was much appreciated by theagelts. Now, renegotiation of the
contracts conditions is a main point that villagans willing to undertake. It's important that
district authorities and public officers encourate signature of MOU on the oil palm
development between the companies and the villagérsse are the PPA workshop have
contributed to the villages. Now it's the locallages and local government themselves to
choose what they prefer for their future.
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Annex1: Scenarios at Batu Kerbau and Senamat Ulu

Batu Kerbau
Scenario 1: “Way to heaven”

- The road extended until the old fallow;

- All commodities prices are high which make commiesiincrease the capital
furthermore, training extensions are workout amth&as can access to improved
seedling and information on prices.

When farmers increase the capital then they aesast to open a new field on old fallow
with 60% of the land is for rubber and 40% of thied is for palm oil plantations.

- Economic of the community has increased which agusece to the children can go
to school and improved the livelihood (Have a rhioese, motorbike and car)

- Good accessibility of the road and public servegsport on the irrigation which
villagers can have a fish pond and paddy filed whinimproved rice seedling.

Senamat Ulu
Scenario 1: “Independent/state development”

= The supporting from the state which the economaa rextend until fields and access
to all commodities prices information. Moreoverpgaodities prices are high.

= Farmers are interested in opening a new land édlovf) which they require to have
the road accessibility until the field then theylwivest on the oil palm and rubber
plantation.

= Created farmer groups which facilitate to accessrnputs (seedling, credit, fertilizer,
herbicide and etc). On the other hand, this kindafking group also engage the
farmer to increase the capacity building and o#otivities inside and outside of the
villages.

Scenario 2: “Not forward, not backward”

=  Current trends:

0 The road to the field are not extended,
o Unstable of the rubber prices and fertilizer isengive;
o Limited access to capital and villagers cannot tigvaew activities.

As a result of these trends communities are l@ssasted on the cultivations because there is
no road to transport productions. Furthermore cagjtire plantations are not replanted;
farmers will leave the land to be old fallows andva to work in the city or in the oil palm
companies.
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On the other hand, there are no training comedwillages and improved seedling are not
available which consequence to the long term ajui@idevelopment of the village that
productions have decreased.

Scenario 3: “Move forward”

= Economic road open until to the field, farmers worére easily and interest to open
the old fallows. When the road come land pricesrameased and farmers can
increase the capital when they sell the land. Epetal can also from the new field of
cultivation.

= Capacity building (training) are supported from thblic services which providing:
- Technical information on the agriculture;
- Improved seeds and seedlings;

= The government determines the prices of the cominesdi

= Subsidy fertilizers for the farmers.

All of these conditions above are consequencedb licome and income are stable in the
family. Therefore, people have more capital anéradgt to open a new field and invest in
other businesset addition, villagers obtain the land certificatglich allow them to have
the credit from banks.
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Annex 2: Questionnaires

Questionnaire
l. History
Family story: sejarah keluarga
NaME:. o AGC e et e
Marriage yeamenikah: ................oo i DAMEB. .. e e e

- Date of arrival in the villageangaal masuk didesa...............oooiiiiii.
- People in your familprang-orang di keluarga

1. Could you tell me about the history in the family?

Apakah anda bisa bercerita riwayat /sejarah kk &hda
2. What are the changes in your village in term ofdggculture and forest?

Apa mengubah perkebunan dan hutan di desa anda?
- Rule and political and organizati@uran, politik dan organizasi

- Infrastructure and marketsar, penjualan dan pembelian, dan infrastruktur
- The landscape of the villaggemandangan/lanskap/ apa yang anda lihat...

3. What did you do before oil palm? Why and how?
Apa mata pencarian anda sebelum anda punya kehwit?’sa
Sebelum berkebun sawit, ada apa di lahan ini?
Kenapa? Bagaimana?

Labour in family

Name Age Relation with Work done (%)
interviewed

Hired labour
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Land

Name of plot Size Currentland | Land tenure Origin of the land
(location) use (type of (owner, sharecropper,

cropping given to sharecropping,

system) renting )

CS : oil palm, rubber monocropped, rubber in agext cacao + rubber n agroforest, sawa

Machinery
Name of Purpose to use Life time Date (when do Price
equipment they buy)

Animal

Species Quantity where are they feed

- Off- farm activities kegiatan yang bukaertanian, kegiatan lain

INCOME: .. e Rp/month

95



Technico-Economic

Cropping system Xkegiatan pertanian
= Cost of production Technical management of cropsanaman pengelolaan teknik

Family labour Hired labour
Date | Activities N. N. N.day| N. N. N.days, | Tools Input/output | Quantity of| Prices
Tang | kegiatan people, | hours/per| s, hari| people, | hours/pe| hari Alat Masukan/pro| input/outp | input/outpu
ga orang | Jam/hari orang rJam/ha duksi ut t
r Berberapa | Harga

Paddy Nursery

Prepare the

nursery

Fertilize the

nursery

Prepare the soill
plot

Transplant rice

Fertilizer

Herbicide/pestici
de

Weeding

Water

Harvesting

Preprocessing
(threshing,
making latex...)

Transportation
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= Production/Yield

Product/cost Quantity Price Quantity x Price Remark
Produksi, hasil/harga| berberapa
* Investment calculation
Cost Plantation Installation Price Life time | Depreciation | Quantity | Quantity x | Remarks
Harga Hidup (Price/life depreciation
kali time) Mencela
Clearing the land
Seedling
Fertilizer
Herbicide
Weeding
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Annex 3. Economic analysis

IV. Rubber clone 1,5 ha age: 7 years

4.1 Investment year 1to 5
Family labour Hired labour
Date Activities N. people, N. N.days, hari N. people, orang| N. total Tools Input/output Quantity of Prices
orang hours/perJa hours/perla[N.days input/output |input/output
m/hari m/hari
Open the land+ Burn 2.00 7 60.00
Seedling Plantation 2.00 7 30.00 seedling 1,000.00 700,000.00
fertilizer 1.00 7 5.00 2 7.00 10 fertilizer 500.00 17,500,000.00
labour
Weeding 1.00 7 800.00 5 7.00 600 labour
Total 895.00 610 18,200,000.00
Total of labour days 1505
Total per ha and
depreciation 18.8125 227,500.00
GAV/ha (12,133,333.33)
NAV/ha (12,717,083.33)
NAV/day of labour (8,449.89)
4.2 Harvest in year 6
Family labour Hired labour
Date Activities N. people, N. N.days, hari N. people, orang| N. total Tools Input/output Quantity of Prices
orang hours/perJa hours/perla[N.days input/output |input/output
m/hari m/hari
Weeding 1.00 3 68.57 20 7.00 80lparang labour
fertilizer 1.00 7 1.00 2 7.00 2 fertilizer 500.00 3,500,000.00
labour
Tapping 1.00 5 171.43
Preprocessing + 1.00 4 27.42857143
transportation
Total 268.43 82 3,500,000.00
Total of labour days 350.4285714
Total per ha 233.6190476 2,333,333.33
Product kg/month/ha kg/year Price GP
Rubber 266.67 3200 8000 25,600,000.00

From rubber 6 year old

GAV/ha

23,266,666.67

NAV/ha

22,682,916.67

NAV/day of labour

97,112.42

Family income/ha (NAV- cost of the hired labour)

22,682,916.67

Family income/day-fam

ily labour ( family income per

126,753.92
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I. Example of Bapak Mohamas Sakir "oil palm 1 ha"

1. Investment for 3 ye

ars

Family labour

Hired labour

Date Activities N- N. total Quantity of Prices
N. people hours(dayja N.days N. people hours/d.ayj N.days Tools Input/output input/output _|input/output total
m/hari am/hari
July/Aug Prepare the soil plot+ burn 2.00 7 14.00 parang
sep/oct :z:sl:ng plantation + making 2.00 7 28.00 seedling 250.00 1,000.00 250,000.00
March/Sep herbicide + cuting grass 1.00 3 15.43 herbicide 3.00 50,000.00 1,350,000.00
other materials plastic bags 2.00 12,000.00 24,000.00
Total 57.43 1,624,000.00
Total of labour days 57.43
Total per ha 0 57.43 1,624,000.00
Depreciation - - 2.30 - - - - - 64,960.00
Year 1-3 Gross product /ha/year
Production quantity/ha price unit  [total GP
Harvest of oil palm - 1,000.00 0
Total 0
for Oil palm year 1-3
GAV/ha -1,624,000
NAV/ha -1,911,960
NAV/day of labour -33,293
Family income/ha 1,911,960
(NAV- cost of the
Family income/day-
family labour ( family -33,292.84
income per ha / family
2. cost and production of year 4
Date Activities N. people, [N. N.days, hari |N. people, |N. total Tools Input/output Quantity of Prices total
orang hours/perja orang hours/perJa|N.days input/output |input/output
m/hari m/hari
her bicide+cuting grasses 1.00 3| 5.142857143 herbicide 3.00 50,000.00 450,000.00
Harvesting & transport to 2.00 5 37.1
truck
Total 42.3 450,000.00
Total per ha and per year - 0.0 42.3 450,000.0
total family labour and hired
labour 42.28571429
Year 4 Gross product /ha/year
Production quantity/ha price unit  [total GP
Harvest of oil palm 1,430.00 1,000.00 1,430,000
Total 1,430,000
for Oil palm year 4 (2010)
GAV/ha 980,000
NAV/ha 692,040
NAV/day of labour 15,523
Family income/ha
(NAV- cost of the 692,040
hired labour)
Family income/day- 16,365.81

family labour ( family
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Oil palm: Analysis based on farming strategy (la&unired labour)

Return to
Land Batu Kebau and Baru Pelepat Senamat Ulu
Ages trans3 trans4 trans5 Abit Samin Rubina suhaili Razi Lalah Mulyadi Ramazi sum average Euros
1-3 years (1,972,973)  (1,312,920)  (3,321,507)  (1,710,200)  (4,281,200)  (1,194,360)  (5,692,800)  (3,472,376)  (2,643,080) (368,840)  (7,714,467)  (33,684,723)  (3,062,248) (225)
4 (2,290,307) 10,135,080 (702,173) 2,239,800 (2,251,200) 1,819,640 4,407,200 4,430,424 - - 4,198,867 21,987,331 2,443,037 179
5 2,309,693 25,735,080 1,031,160 - 3,598,800 2,339,640 10,582,200 11,340,024 - - - 56,936,597 8,133,800 597
6 4,643,027 30,935,080 2,331,160 - 5,938,800 3,639,640 17,164,700 16,228,024 - - - 80,880,431 11,554,347 848
7 15,709,693 36,135,080 2,764,493 - - 3,639,640 - - - - - 58,248,907 14,562,227 1,069
8 13,709,693 30,935,080 2,951,160 - - 3,639,640 - - - - - 51,235,573 12,808,893 940
9 7,709,693 20,535,080 7,284,493 - - - - - - - - 35,529,267 11,843,089 869
10 6,109,693 - 7,284,493 - - - - - - - - 13,394,187 6,697,093 491
11 3,709,693 - 2,951,160 - - - - - - - - 6,660,853 3,330,427 244
12 3,709,693 - 2,951,160 - - - - - - - - 6,660,853 3,330,427 244
Sum 5,257
average 526
Return to
Labour Batu Kerbau and Baru Pelepat Senamat Ulu
Ages trans3 trans4 trans5 Abit Samin Rubina Suhaili Razi Lalah Mulyadi Ramazi sum average Euros
3-Jan (15,784) (12,624) (13,342) (16,444) (39,641) (5,504) (97,911) (149,304) (89,093) (19,161) (220,714) (679,520) (61,775) (5)
4 (44,451) 92,725 (12,788) 46,188 (100,860) 27,645 103,082 204,960 49,333 365,833 40,648 3
5 44,134 235,447 18,779 - 159,199 35,544 319,594 524,613 1,337,310 191,044 15
6 85,982 283,022 42,454 - 262,712 66,912 574,125 750,741 2,065,948 295,135 23
7 300,185 283,022 50,345 - - 66,912 700,465 175,116 13
8 253,883 285,079 95,474 - - 66,912 701,349 175,337 13
9 147,319 187,873 221,882 - - - 557,074 185,691 14
10 116,746 - 221,882 - - - 338,628 169,314 13
11 70,886 - 89,891 - - - 160,777 160,777 12
12 70,886 - 89,891 - - - 160,777 80,388 6
Sum 108
average 11
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Oil palm: Analysis based on cropping system (Notude hired labour)

Return to
Land Batu Kerbau and Baru pelepat Senamat Ulu
Ages transl trans2 trans3 transd trans5 transé Abit mohamas Samin Rubina Stimariam suhaili Razi Lalah Mulyadi Ramazi sum average Euros
1-3 years (223,0000  (1,04920)  (1,972,973)  (1,312,920)  (2,073,507) (473,293) (715,267)  (1,911,960)  (3,865200)  (1,194,360) (5,813,000  (5480,500)  (3,056,376)  (1,787,080) (269,000) 2,165,533  (29,087,823)  (1,817,989) (133)
4 19,137,000 30,223,080 (2,290,307) 10,135,080 (254,173) 1,717,373 2,878,067 692,040 (2,235,200) 1,819,640 (2,003,600) 5,577,200 4,526,424 - - 4,578,867 74,501,491 5,321,535 391
5| 35,457,000 35,423,080 2,309,693 25,735,080 1,479,160 2,167,373 - 3,162,040 4,264,800 2,339,640 - 11,752,200 11,436,024 - - - 135,526,091 12,320,554 904
6| 40,657,000 40,623,080 4,643,027 30,935,080 2,779,160 4,567,373 - 2,562,040 6,864,800 3,639,640 - 17,164,700 16,324,024 - - - 170,759,924 15,523,629 1,139
7] 40,657,000 51,023,080 15,709,693 36,135,080 3,212,493 7,717,373 - - - 3,639,640 - - - - - - 158,094,360 22,584,909 1,657
8| 40,657,000 40,623,080 13,709,693 30,935,080 3,132,493 7,717,373 - - - 3,639,640 - - - - - - 140,414,360 20,059,194 1,472
9| 25,057,000 35,423,080 7,709,693 20,535,080 7,465,827 6,117,373 - - - - - - - - - - 102,308,053 17,051,342 1,251
10 - 25,023,080 6,109,693 - 7,465,827 5,317,373 - - - - - - - - - - 43,915,973 10,978,993 806
11 - - 3,709,693 - 3,132,493 4,517,373 - - - - - - - - - - 11,359,560 3,786,520 278
12 - - 3,709,693 - 3,132,493 3,717,373 - - - - - - - - - - 10,559,560 3,519,853 258
['sum | 8,023 ]
| average | 802.31 |
Return to
Labour Batu Kerbau and Baru Pelepat Senamat Ulu
Ages transl trans2 trans3 trans4 trans5 transé Abit Mohamas Samin Rubina stimariam Suhaili Razi Lalah Mulyadi Ramazi sum average Euros
3-Jan (107,212) (16,249) (15,784) (12,624) (6,983) (3,114) (6,878) (33,293) (31,856) (5,504) (56,437) (94,259) (53,755) (44,308) (12,902) 36,381 (464,775) (29,048) 2
4 185,395 350,825 (44,451) 92,725 (4,472) 36,813 59,350 15,523 (97,806) 27,645 (71,252) 103,479 82,530 - - 43,158 779,459 55,676 4
5 343,500 411,186 44,134 235,447 26,028 47,132 - 70,925 83,630 35,544 - 265,561 480,159 - - - 2,043,247 185,750 14
6 393,876 471,547 85,982 283,022 48,903 99,324 - 52,735 134,614 66,912 - 418,243 685,390 - - - 2,740,547 249,141 19
7 393,876 592,268 300,185 283,022 56,528 165,426 - - - 66,912 - - - - - - 1,858,217 265,460 20
8 393,876 471,547 253,883 285,079 95,414 165,426 - - - 66,912 - - - - - - 1,732,138 247,448 19
9 242,747 411,186 147,319 187,873 227,405 131,129 - - - - - - - - - - 1,347,660 224,610 17
10 - 290,464 116,746 - 227,405 113,981 - - - - - - - - - - 748,596 187,149 14
1 - - 70,886 - 95,414 96,832 - - - - - - - - - - 263,133 87,711 7
12 - - 70,886 - 95,414 79,684 - - - - - - - - - - 245,984 81,995 6
[ 'sum | 120 |
| average | 12
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