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ABSTRACT

Concern about global deforestation has grown markedly, especially in relation to
tropical forests. Indonesia's forest cover is one the ten largest forest covers in the
world. However, the Indonesia forest suffers from significant deforestation.
Deforestation also occurs in protected forest as approximately 19 per cent of this
'forest' is no longer forested. There are some problems with conservation policies that
include the dominance of government roles, the ignorance of local people's rights on
forest resources and land. In the context of these problems, the objective of this study is
to discover what the factors are behind involved in the capacity of the people, policies
and institutions, in order to save Indonesia's protected forests from the drivers of
deforestation and forest degradation. The framework of the thesis focuses on the
background to policies made by various people and the roles and interactions of them.
Drawing the forests' profiles and examining their histories as well as exploring
implications of policies on forest cover are also part of the discussion. The thesis
focuses on three Indonesian protected forests: Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park
(Lampung Province), Sesaot Protection Forest (West Nusa Tenggara Province) and
Setulang Customary Forest (East Kalimantan Province). Five villages around these
forest are also studied, that is, Sedayu and Way Nipah (Tanggamus District-Lampung
Province), Sesaot and Lebah Sempage (West Lombok District-West Nusa Tenggara
Province) and Setulang (Malinau District-East Kalimantan Province). Interviews, field
observations, analysis of written materials and the 1930 and 2000 Census, in addition
to the 2005 Village Potential Survey, are the method used in the study.
The study finds that the factors that are associated with the capacity of people,
policy and institutions to protect forests can be classified as the economic and political
backgrounds as well as issues of socio-cultural, geographical location and law
enforcement. The capacity of government is strongly associated with the condition of
national or regional economy and politics of the country or sites. In general, conservation
has not been the priority of national or local governments. The roles played by civil
society are significant but their work is often temporary and dependent on support
(financial and collaboration) of donors, government and local people. The historical
culture and movement of villagers are also found influence the relationship between forest
and local people. Those people who have strong forest-related cultures tend to have a
stronger will to conserve their customary forests, although they struggle with their
economic problems. The involvement of various people, policies and institutions with
their different interests and the existence of various factors that explain their capacity
provide a picture of the complex nature of protected forest management in Indonesia.
There is still a need to improve the conservation policies. These include the improvement
of the welfare of local people, property rights and law enforcement, as well as the
redesignation or reclassification of some protected forest areas. These tasks and
responsibilities cannot be carried out by the government alone. Collective action is
necessary and it will only be successful if the people involved set aside their individual or
group interests and focus on the one common interest, that is, to maintain the protected
forest and its ecological functions for the present and future generations.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

SECTION 1.1 POLICY PROBLEMS AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Global concern about deforestation has grown markedly over the last 15 years.
Assessment of global forest changes in 2005 shows that deforestation is continuing,
especially in parts of the tropics (Table 1.1). Deforestation was also one of the serious
issues discussed in the Bali Climate Change Summit in December 2007. Based on the
assessment of the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAQ) in 2005, the global changes
in forest cover between 2000 and 2005 indicated a reduction for most areas. The
reductions in forest cover were mainly due to conversion to agricultural land' (FAQ
2006c:13, 19).
Reductions in forest cover also occurred in the South-East Asia countries (Table
1.1).

Many countries in this region are developing countries and are 'hotspots' of

tropical biodiversity that need to be protected. Indonesia, for example, is recognised for
its large forest cover. However, between 2000 and 2005, Indonesia held the record as
the country with the second highest average annual deforestation of primary forest
(18,710 km^ per year) after Brazil (31,030 km^ per year) (FAQ 2006b).
Forest degradation and deforestation have also occurred in areas of Indonesia that
should be protected. The official land use classes designate about 42 per cent of total
forest as protected forest, i.e. as conservation and protection forest. Currently, about 19
per cent of these areas are no longer forested (Figure 1.1 and Figure 1.2). According to
forest cover analysis in the year 2002/2003, the total non forested protected-forest is
about 96,000 km^ (for more detail see Chapter 2). It is a particularly alarming situation

' The positive changes were mainly due to afforestation and natural expansion of forest in some countries and regions
(FAO 2006c).

since these forest areas have important ecological functions, such as providing the
habitat for endangered species and water saving.

Table 1.1 Global forest cover changes between 1990 and 2005
Area

Forest area in

Forest cover change

Forest cover change 2000-

2000 (per cent

1990-2000 (per cent

2005 (per cent annual rate

of land area)

annual rate of

of change)

change)
Africa

21.8

-0.64

-0.62

Asia

17.8

-0.14

0.18

East Asia

19.7

0.8

1.6

33.6

-0.8

-1.0

(54.0)

(-1.7)

(-2.0)

3.9

0.1

not significant

46.0

0.09

0.07

North and Central
America
Oceania

25.7

-0.05

-0.05

23.3

-0.21

-0.17

South America

50.5

-0.44

-0.50

World, total

29.6

-0.22

-0.18

South and SouthEast Asia
(Indonesia)
Western and
Central Asia
Europe

Source: FAO 2006b

s forested
• non forested
8%

• no data

20%

72%

Figure 1.1 The forest cover in Indonesia's conservation forests (hutan konservasi)

• forested
8%
19%

• non forested
• no data

73%

Figure 1.2 The forest cover in Indonesia's protection forests (hutan lindung)
Source: Badan Planologi Kehutanan 2005 (see Table 2.4 and Table 2.5)
Note
Forested areas include: primary dry land forest; secondary dry land forest; primary swamp forest;
secondary swamp forest; primary mangrove forest; secondary mangrove forest; and plantation
forest.
Non forested areas include: bush/shrub, swamp shrub, shrub-mixed, dry farm land, estate crop
plantation, settlement areas, dry land agriculture, savannas, rice fields, barren land, fish ponds,
transmigration areas, mining developments, and airports.
'No data' was due to cloud cover or data not available.

POLICY

PROBLEMS

Indonesia's forest conservation is still in its infancy. The first national park was
established in the 1980s, about 100 years after the first protected area in modem times
was established in Yellowstone National Park, U.S.A. Thus the Indonesian experience
in conserving protected areas is obviously limited. Overall, the government is the main
actor in conservation, especially the central state. Forest conservation is often not a
priority of national or local government policies. The government has mainly regarded
forest as a source of income for national development (Haeruman 2001:2), clearly
demonstrated with the creation of Government Regulation No. 2/2008^. This regulation
allows mining activities in protected areas and has already caused substantial protected
forest degradation. Another example is transmigration. In the past, transmigration
policies have led to a significant increase in population size at transmigration sites.
Population increase has subsequently led to an increase in forests being opened up for
settlement and agricultural land (further discussed in Chapter 3).
In addition, Indonesia's policies of protected areas were often ineffective because
of understaffing (for terrestrial national parks: on average one guard for approximately
47 km^) and limited budgets (with most terrestrial parks spending US$ 0.22 per ha) (The
World Bank 2001:43). The ineffectiveness of policies was also associated with the low
integrity of government officials. This can be shown by cases of their involvement in
illegal activities in protected forests (see Ravenel 2004). Coordination between different
government units is often poor and there is a need for better collaboration between
governments, NGOs (Non Government Organisations) and private sectors (The World
Bank 2001:45).
Moreover, overlapping and conflicting claims to land within protected areas are
common. They indicate the problem of unclear boundaries of protected areas and are
worsened by population pressure. High population levels commonly lead to greater
demand for agricultural land. Activities by local people, such as establishing settlements
and their use of land for agriculture and timber harvesting, are illegal in protected
forests. Consequently, conflicts between government and local people are difficult to
avoid. Several examples of serious tensions include the conflicts in Lore Lindu National
Park (Awang 2003) and Kutai National Park (Wulan et al. 2004).

In the context of

these problems, there is a need to find more effective institutions for the adequate
^ The regulation concerns fees for forest utilisation that are categorised as non-taxable government income. Forest
utilisation is for non forestry development programs, such as mining.

protection of Indonesia's protected forests. It is through such institutions that the forest
policies are designed, implemented or challenged.

RESEARCH

QUESTIONS

The main research question for this study is: What factors explain the capacity of people,
policies and institutions to protect Indonesia's protected forests from the drivers of
deforestation and forest degradation? Several sub-questions relating to the main question
are the focus of three case studies presented in this thesis (see Figure 1.4):
1. How did the current condition of protected forest emerge from the history of
protected forest policies?
2. How have the conservation related policies implemented by the central, provincial
and district governments as well as civil society, influenced the situation on the
ground in the protected forest?
3. How have historical, economic, social, cultural, political and geographical factors
influenced local arrangements with regard to forest use and protection?
4. Who are the stakeholders and what is occurring at the village level in areas
bordering the protected forests?
5. How do these factors (Questions one to four) affect local management
arrangements?
6. What are the implications of the above issues (Questions one to five) for current
protected forest cover in protected forests?

SECTION 1.2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND DEFINITIONS

CONCEPTUAL

FRAMEWORK

Various scholars have presented discussions of environmental policies and their
outcomes. Connelly and Smith (1999) examined the theoretical bases of collective
action and power in understanding environmental policies.

They concluded that the

cooperation of vast numbers of individual actors is necessary to secure public good and
power is important to achieve political success in bringing about changes in

environmental policy (Connelly and Smith 1999:106). In the context of protected areas,
cooperation between local people and government officials is often difficult to achieve.
Local people, especially, are often excluded from conservation planning because their
livelihoods are often assumed to be incompatible with the conservation objectives of
park authorities (Aagesen 2000; Few 2000). Establishment of protected areas comes at a
cost for the local inhabitants. Such costs include: threats to physical security; loss of
access to forest resources; lack of respect by outsiders for local culture and traditions;
and an inability of local people to maintain traditional customs and lifestyles. This has
resulted in a large number of arrests and human rights violations (Kaimowitz
2003a:202). Consequently, the attitude of local people towards the protected areas is
often negative. This attitude threatens efforts to protect such areas because a positive
attitude among the local population is recognised as the key to successful management
of protected areas (Struhsaker et al. 2005).
Other scholars suggest that decentralisation, or devolution, and changes in
property rights are potential options to solve the problems in protected areas (see
Agrawal and Ostrom 2001a; Puppim de Oliveira 2002; Nyce 2004). It has been found
that exclusion is not necessarily the key to successfully protecting areas, whereas
acknowledging a range of different tenure regimes does hold promise (Southworth et al.
2006). Transferring authority to local institutions and people is expected to improve the
management of protected forest, because the centralised management has been
considered to be responsible for the problems in protecting forest. It has also been
suggested that the model should be accompanied by changes in property rights regimes^
(Agrawal and Ostrom 2001a).
In line with the idea of 'increasing the local participation in protected areas', a new
paradigm of protected areas has been proposed (see Appendix 1). It highlights some
issues concerning the interests of local institutions and people in the protected areas and
is supported by the prominent international conservation institution, the World
Conservation Union (lUCN). The new paradigm of protected areas involves the
management of protected forest by allowing a degree of access to local inhabitants,
shifting governance arrangement from centralised to partnerships well as applying
political sensitivity rather than technocratic ways (Phillips 2003, see Appendix 1).
In addition, Mayers and Bass (1999) proposed a policy that has the potential to
benefit both the local community and the forest. This policy regards the people as part of
' Agrawal and Ostrom (2001a) discuss decentralisation that implies the changes in property rights over resource that
give more opportunities for local people to make operational rules (2001a:509).

the environmental problem and recommends that the forest policy should accommodate
the interests of all actors. The approach is to understand the people and the institutions
within the decision making process: the winners and the losers and factors affecting
policy outcomes (Mayers and Bass 1999:34). In evaluating policies in Indonesia, this
study modifies Mayers and Bass' approach"*. The policy analysis of cross-scale linkages
is considered to be important for forest protection. The cross-scale linkages include the
global, national and local scales. The analysis of my studies also includes the linkages
between ecosystem services and human well-being. It is important to understand the
impact of forest changes, especially from a local perspective. These issues have been the
main focus of international bodies like the United Nations Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment (MA) conceptual framework (Millenium Ecosystem Assessment Board,
2003). The impacts on human well-being include security, social relations, freedom,
choice, health and the material minimum for a good life (Appendix 2).
The framework of this thesis comprises three aspects of analysis (Figure 1.3).
Firstly, the historical policies of forest management are evaluated in order to assess their
dynamics and to examine contexts that influence policy decisions made about the
forests.

The contexts involve the economic crisis and the implementation of

decentralisation. At the village level, informal institutions such as adat rules and illegal
activities (especially illegal logging and forest encroachment) are part of the discussion
because they can influence, positively or negatively, the effectiveness of policies on the
protected forests. The next stage is to identify the implication of policies for protected
forest cover. Here, the potential impact of the loss of ecosystem services on the people
in the villages is also included in the discussion. Finally, several points are derived to
answer the main question of: 'What factors explain the capacity of people, policies and
institutions to protect Indonesia's forests from the drivers of deforestation and forest
degradation?' According to Geist and Lambin (2001:9), the drivers of deforestation and
forest degradation include: agricultural expansion, wood extraction and infrastructure
extension (direct drivers, or proximate causes); and economic, policy and institutional,
technological, cultural and demographic policies (indirect drivers, or underlying causes).

" Mayers and Bass book was based on a project funded by the International Institute for Environment and
Development (IIED).

INTRODUCTION TO PROTECTED-FOREST PROFILE AND THE
HISTORY OF POLICIES

NATIONAL AND PROVINCIAL: PEOPLE AND POLICIES
DISTRICT: PEOPLE AND POLICIES

VILLAGERS: PEOPLE AND POLICIES
• VILLAGE HISTORY
•
•

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

LOCAL MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENT

IMPLICATIONS FOR PROTECTED-FOREST COVER: FORESTED
OR CONVERTED TO OTHER USE
. THE IMPACTS OF THE LOSS OF ECOSYSTEM SERVICES

WHAT FACTORS EXPLAIN THE CAPACITY OF
PEOPLE, POLICIES AND INSTITUTIONS TO PROTECT
INDONESIA'S FORESTS FROM THE DRIVERS OF
PROTECTED FOREST DEGRADATION?

Figure 1.3 Conceptual framework

DEFINITION OF KEY CONCEPTS
Several key concepts that are used in this study are policy, institutions, deforestation
and forest degradation. They also include community forestry, forest encroachment,
illegal logging, life time migrant, recent migrant and poverty. The concept of 'protected
forest' is that used by the Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia which classifies protected
forest as 'conservation forest' {hutan konservasi) and 'protection forest' {hutan lindung)
(detailed in Section 1.3).
The definitions of 'policy' are various and made by scholars from different
backgrounds (see Mayers and Bass 1999). This thesis looks at policy as actions, which is
in line with Rees' definition: 'Policy is dynamic and is formed by actions (including the
maintenance of the status quo) at all levels in the decision hierarchy from the central
legislature down to the individual resource user' (Rees 1990:363). In this research, an
'institution' does not mean an organisation, but refers to existing rules or norms (formal
and informal). This definition was previously used by economists in explaining the role
of the institution in economic performance (see North 1990), and is now commonly used
in natural resource management discourse. 'Institution' can further be defined as 'the set
of rules actually used (the working rules or rules-in-use) by a set of individuals to
organise repetitive activities that produce outcomes affecting those individuals and
potentially affecting others' (Kiser and Ostrom 1982:179). Within these terms, for
example, customary rules (adat) and the 'rules of the game' in illegal logging can be
called institutions.
The definitions of 'deforestation' and 'forest degradation' are those used by the
FAO, which have been recognised internationally. 'Deforestation' is defined as 'the
conversion of forest to another land use or the long-term reduction of the tree canopy
cover below the minimum 10 percent threshold' (FAO 2004:25). 'Forest degradation' is
defined as 'changes within the forest which negatively affect the structure or function of
the stand or site, and thereby lower the capacity to supply product and/or services' (FAO
2004:26).

Within these definitions, degradation is not necessarily deforestation.

Deforestation can be defined as 'drastic changes in forest cover for other use, such as
agricultural land' as happened in some parts of Bukit Barisan National Park and Sesaot
Protection Forest (Chapters 3 and 4).
In addition, the thesis understands community forestry as a forest management
system that is based on the forest's function with the involvement of local people inside
or around forest areas (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 1998). Illegal logging refers to

logging activities that contravene regulations. While there are several approaches to
poverty (see Ravallion 1992; The World Bank 2005; Van Noordwijk 2005; Wunder
2001), this study identified poverty by the number of people who hold a state welfare
paper {kartu sehat) (see Kristiansen and Santoso 2006). People who at present have
provincial residency different from the province where they were bom are called life
time migrants; and those whose province residency five years earlier was different from
that at the time of interview are called recent migrants. The terms 'life time migrants'
and 'recent migrants' are official terms. There are other classifications for migration in
Indonesia, such as in migration, out migration and transmigration, but they are not part
of the discussion on this thesis.

SECTION 1.3 INDONESIAN FOREST POLICIES AND CLASSIFICATION

Unlike forests in other countries, such as Papua New Guinea (Filer and Sekhran 1998),
Thailand (Putasen 1996), India and Nepal (Agrawal and Ostrom 2001a), most
Indonesian forest areas comprise state forest^ These forest areas are designated by the
state, and up until December 2005, the Government of Indonesia had issued Ministerial
Decrees on forest designation and water ecosystems for 25 provinces. The same process
is underway in eight remaining provinces^ (Riau, Riau Archipelago (Kepulauan Riau),
Banten, Central Kalimantan, Gorontalo, North Maluku, West Sulawesi and West Irian
Jaya (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2006). Based on the 2005 Forestry Statistics
Book, the classification of forest and area is presented in Table 1.2. The table shows
that about 27 percent of total land is classified as protected forest.
However, Indonesian conservation rules generally have unclear and inconsistent
definitions of protected areas and their classification^ (Sembiring and Effendi 1999;
Wiryono 2003). The rules established by various development sectors were often in
conflict (Sembiring and Effendi 1999:21). The reasons for this are first, one type of
conservation area may have several overlapping ftinctions and management purposes;

' This is after the the establishment of the Forestry Act No. 5/1967 (see Resosudarmo 2005:2)
' The previous latest ministerial decrees are applied in determining forest designation before the
Decree is issued for the eight remaining provinces.

Paduraserasi

' This thesis does not give further details about different definitions and classification of protected areas under
various rules. More disccusion on this issue is presented in Wiryono (2003) and Sembiring and Effendi (1999). The
rules involved are the Conservation Law No. 5/1990, the Forestry Law No.41/1999, Government Regulation No.
No.68/1998, Government Regulation no 34/2002, and Presidential Decree (Keppres) No. 32/1990.
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second, there are unclear and overlapping meanings of the terms used for the category or
the purpose of management of the category (Wiryono 2003).
This thesis understands the 'classification of forest' as it is written in Forestry Law
No 41/1999 (Table 1.3). This classification is used by the Forestry Department, the main
government institution responsible for managing protected forest. Based on the Forestry
Law, forest which can be categorised as protected is classified into either protection
forest (hutan lindung) or conservation forest {hutan konservasi) (Ministry of Forestry of
Indonesia 1999). 'Protection forest' is defined as 'forest areas that have the main
functions of a protection system for life support, to manage water regulation, to prevent
flood and sea intrusion and to maintain land fertility' (Forestry law No 41/1999, Article
1). In Indonesia protection forest covers 16 percent of total terrestrial land (Table 1.2).
Conservation forest is forest with particular characteristics whose main function is to
maintain the diversity of vegetation, wildlife and the (Forestry law No 41/1999, Article
1). Conservation forest covers 10.6 percent of terrestrial land in Indonesia (Table 1.2).
Some of the protected forests are strictly managed with minimal human
intervention, such as nature reserves {cagar alam), category I A of lUCN, and national
parks {taman nasional), category II of lUCN. These two strictly protected forests are
commonly managed by the central state or province. Other forests are managed with
some human interference, for example protection forest, by districts. Community
forestry is allowed to be implemented in protection forest. Its implementation is
regulated by laws.
Another term that is used in this thesis is 'customary forest'. Many customary
forests are designated as state forests under national law, but in most cases forests
traditionally owned by local community under customary law have yet to obtain formal
recognition by the state. The local terms for 'customary forest' are various. In general,
they are called hutan adat, some Dayak ethnic groups call them tanek olen, while some
native Lampung call them hutan marga. The government can declare state forest to be
customary forest, with certain requirements regulated under the laws (Ministry of
Forestry of Indonesia 1999). In this present study, one of the case study areas was
declared by the local people to be their customary forest, although the forest has not
been so declared officially by the government (for more details see Chapter 5).

11

Table 1.2 Total forest areas based on 'synchronised' {paduserasi) TGHK (Forest Land Use by
Consensus) and RTRWP (Provincial Land Use Plan) in 2005
Designated Forest

Extent (X 1000 km^)

Percentage

198.76

10.6

300.52

16.0

Permanent Production Forest

352.59

18.8

Limited Production Forest

256.56

13.7

Convertible Production Forest

227.32

12.1

1,335.74

71.1

543.39

28.9

1,879.13

100.0

Protected Forest
Conservation Forest Land
{Hutan Konsen/asi)
Protection Forest (Hutan
Lindung)
Non-Protected Forest

Total Designated Forest Land
Others [Areal Penggunaan Lain)
Total Indonesian Terrestrial Areas
Source: Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2006
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Table 1.3. The classification of conservation and protection forest based on Law No.41/1999,
Government Regulation No. 34/20028 and lUCN
Forest Types

Areas

Sub-Areas

Conservation
Forest
(hutan konservasi)

Sanctuary
Reserves {kawasan
suaka alam)

Nature Reserves
Game Reserves

lA

Nature
Conservation Areas
{kawasan
pelestarian alam)

1. National Parks
2. Grand Forest Parks
3. Natural Recreation
Parks

II

Hunting Parks
{taman buru)

1.Hunting Areas
2.Utilisation Areas
3.Wildlife Breeding
Areas
4.0thers

Protection Forest
{hutan lindung)

lUCN Categories (2003)9

Protected Areas
Utilisation Areas
Others

V

VI

V
VI

VI

Source: Adapted from Wiryono 2003 and Rhee et al. 2004

* Modified by the Government of Indonesia with the establishment of the Government Regulation No 6/2007.
' Category la: Strict Nature Reserve; protected area managed mainly for science.
Category lb: Wilderness Area: protected area managed mainly for wilderness protection.
Catgory II: National Park: protected area managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation.
Category III: Natural Monument: protected area managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features.
Category IV: Habitat/Species Management Area: protected area managed mainly for conservation through
management intervention.
Category V: Protected Landscape/Seascape: protected area managed mainly for landscape/seascape conservation and
recreation.
Category VI: Managed Resource Protected Area: protected area managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural
ecosystems. (lUCN, n.d).
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SECTION 1.4 SELECTION OF CASE STUDY AREAS
This thesis uses the case study as a research strategy because it allows researchers to
explore and understand the process of decision making regarding the management of the
conservation forest and the factors surrounding that process (see Yin 2003). Histories of
the forest and villages are also used as a research strategy to explain the background of
forest establishment and population mobility.
Three forest sites were selected as case studies: a national park, a protection forest
and a customary forest, these case studies representing three different types of forest
conservation management in Indonesia (Figure 1.4; Appendix 6 and 11)). All of the
forests are protected by different stakeholders, that is, the central state (national park),
district (protection forest) and local people (customary forest) (see the pictures of
stakeholders in Appendix 9 and 10). The customary forest is declared and managed by
the community, but it is officially a state forest. Some parts of this customary forest are
classified as protection forest {hutan lindung) and others as limited production forest.
All three areas have interesting conservation forest-related issues which were reported in
the national media such as in newspapers and television programs. Details of the three
protected forest regimes and five study villages are given in the next three sub-sections
(see the map in Figure 1.4 and the pictures of study villages in Appendix 8).
BUKIT BARISAN SELA TAN NATIONAL PARK
Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park (BBSNP) shelters some endangered wildlife
species and has also been named as a world heritage tropical rainforest. The BBSNP is
located in Lampung and Bengkulu Province, Sumatera Island (the closest to Jakarta of
the three case studies). The park is managed by the central state and has been paid
particular attention by international, national and local NGOs and international donors;
therefore the dynamics of institutional arrangements in the area are different from other
types of protected forest such as protection forest. Moreover, the BBSNP has suffered
from deforestation because of encroachment, illegal logging, illegal poaching and
mining. Two study villages were chosen, based on their proximity to the forest. They
are different in terms of their geographical location (remoteness), their local population
characteristics and issues related to the conservation of the BBSNP. Also, new
14

encroachments have occurred in one of the forests with resulting conflicts between the
park management, NGOs and villagers becoming a common phenomenon.

SESA OT PROTECTION

FOREST

Sesaot Protection Forest is located in West Lombok District, West Nusa Tenggara
Province, Lombok Island. This protection forest has received less NGOs and donor
attention compared with BBNSP, in spite its importance in saving water for the
residents of Lombok Island in West Nusa Tenggara Province. It is managed by the
district under a decentralised system. The conservation management is also less strict
than in a national park, so offers more opportunities for local people to have access to
the land. This forest suffers from deforestation and degradation. Illegal logging and
forest encroachment are rampant and have been reported by the national and local
media. Two villages near the forest were chosen because of their proximity to the forest
and the community forestry activities that have been implemented in the areas. In
addition, some illegal activities have occurred in the two villages, at different levels of
pressure. Illegal logging is more rampant in Lebah Sempage than in Sesaot village.

SETULANG CUSTOMARY

FOREST

This forest is the most remote of the three study sites. It is located in Malinau District
(East Kalimantan Province, Kalimantan Island) with more abundant forest than in the
other two forest areas (BBSNP and Sesaot). Official records indicate the population
pressure is lower. Setulang forest is a state forest (classified as protection forest and
limited production forest) but de facto it is managed by local people, Dayak Kenyah
Uma' Lung from Setulang Village who won a national environmental award
(Kalpataru) in 2003 for protecting their customary forest. Threats to conservation exist
and until recently they had not affected the integrity of the forest stand. Lastly, but very
importantly,

the three

study

forests and villages were

chosen

for practical

considerations, such as safety and existing networks, both significant for fieldwork
completion.
Arguments for the three case studies are presented in Table 1.4. Deforestation has
taken place in two forests while the other is still in good condition. The arguments also
show the common factors that influence the effectiveness of conservation policies.
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Table 1.4 Arguments for the three case studies
No

Case Studies

1

Case Study 1:
Bukit

2

Barisan

Arguments

Selatan

Deforestation and state-community conflicts around

National Park (BBSNP)

the Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park (BBSNP) can

Villages: Sedayu and Way

be explained by the policies made by various parties

Nipah

and the results of various complex interrelated factors.

Case Study 2:
Sesaot

Protection

Forest The deforestation of the Sesaot Protection Forest

(SPF)
Villages: Sesaot and Lebah
Sempage

(SPF) can be explained by the policies made by
various parties and a complex network of historical,
geographical,

socio-economic

and

political

background factors.

3

Case Study 3:
Setulang Customary Forest The
(SCF)
Village: Setulang

success

of

local community

activism

in

conserving the forest is explained by decisions made
by stakeholders

at various

levels. These are

associated w[h complex interrelated factors.
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Case Study 3

Banda ItiitT

Celebes

Vegetation

cer.m

Il|i|i;uri

j Bro«d!eaf evergreen fores!
Broadleaf deciduous forest
Swamp forest
I Marvqrove and n.pa palms

Case Study 2

u n t m ^ y
't^Timor

Portuguese
Timor

Figure 1.4 Indonesia, vegetation map and indicating case study sites
Source: Adapted from the online map of University of Texas Library (2007)
Note: Case Study 1: Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park, Sedayu and Way Nipah Villages
Case Study 2: Sesaot Protection Forest; Sesaot and Lebah Sempage Villages
Case Study 3: Setulang Customary Forest; Setulang Village
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SECTION 1.5 DATA COLLECTION AND FIELDWORK

I carried out fieldwork twice at the three study sites in Indonesia during 2006-2007. The
first period of fieldwork was fi-om 9 April to 13 October 2006, when I visited Jakarta; I
then spent some weeks at each of the study sites in Lampung Province (Bukit Barisan
Selatan National Park), West Nusa Tenggara Province (Sesaot Protection Forest) and
East Kalimantan Province (Setulang Forest). During the second fieldwork period, I
visited only two of the study sites, Lampung and West Nusa Tenggara Provinces, due to
time constraints. The second period of fieldwork was carried out from 14 December
2006 to 17 February 2007. In this period, I spent two months and two weeks in Jakarta,
Lampung and West Nusa Tenggara. Preparation at the Australian National University
(ANU) for the two sets of fieldwork included a proposal seminar, ethical clearance and
funding management. In the field, I obtained permission from the Indonesia Forestry
Department to conduct research in Bukit Barisan Selatan National park. During the
fieldwork, I visit the Indonesian Ministry of Forestry Office in Jakarta, Center for
International Forestry Research (CIFOR) offices in Bogor and Malinau, World Wide
Fund for Nature (WWF) offices in Bandar Lampung and Tarakan (East Kalimantan),
Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) office in Lampung, Bukit Barisan Selatan
National Park Office in Kota Agung, Narmada Forestry Office in Lombok and Malinau
District office. I also stayed in five study villages (Sedayu, Way Nipah, Sesaot, Lebah
Sempage and Setulang) and carried out direct observations in the three forests (BBSNP,
Sesaot and Setulang).
Data and information used are from multiple sources such as interviews, maps and
other written material. The methods used to collect data and information included:
a. in-depth interviews with people from different groups (see Table 1.5 and
Appendix 4). A modified snowball method was used as a sampling method, in
which people who were interviewed were asked to name other individuals who, in
their opinion, were also relevant to the issues (see Goodman 1961)
b. focus groups
c. attending meetings, workshops and a national forestry congress in 2006 where
some stakeholders met and interacted with me
d. field observations and taking photographs
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e.

collecting and analyzing written materials and maps from institutions and the
internet.

Table 1.5 Number of respondents
Respondents

Number of

Explanation

people
Public officials

68

The data from government officials were collected through

Central office

43

attending meetings and workshops

Local offices

25

Local population

65

The data from the local population were collected through
focus group and attending workshops

Civil society

38

The data collected from NGOs staff were obtained through
attending meetings and workshops

Total

171

Note; See the details in Appendix 4

My study in the five villages was facilitated by local leaders, NGO staff and
government officials. In general, I did not experience any significant ethical issues. I
respected people's wishes if they did not want to be interviewed. However, most of the
participants were pleased to provide information for my study.

The process of data

analysis included the following:
a.

descriptive analysis was used for the quantitative and qualitative data. The
analysis included graphs, tables and basic statistical parameters such as means and
totals. The geometric growth of population'® was used to calculate the rate of
population growth.

b. a translator assisted me with the interpretation of demographic data collected in
1930, that was reported in Dutch
c.

this study was assisted by a PhD student who is familiar with the codes used in the
2000 Census data

d. the redrawing and overlaying of maps was facilitated by the Cartography Section
of the Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies (RSPAS) at The Australian
National University (ANU).
The equation of geometric growth is Pt = Po (1+r)', Pt= population size at year t , Po=Population size at start (year
0) r= population growth rate, t= number of years from year 0 to year t (BPS et al. 2008).
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SECTION 1.6 THESIS OUTLINE

The thesis is divided into seven chapters.

Chapter 1 presents an introduction to the

thesis, including the conceptual framework that is used and outlines the methods
employed in the field. Chapter 2 discusses the policy framework of Indonesian
Protected Forests. The first case study, Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park, is
discussed in Chapter 3, followed by Sesaot Protection Forest in Chapter 4 and Setulang
Customary Forest in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 presents a comparative perspective of the
three case studies.

Finally, a synopsis and the policy implications are presented in

Chapter 7.
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CHAPTER 2 INDONESIAN PROTECTED FOREST:
POLICY FRAMEWORK

SECTION 2.1 INTRODUCTION
In 2005, Indonesia was recognised as one of the ten countries in the world with the
largest forest areas (FAO 2006a). The Indonesian tropical rainforest is of functional
importance not only for the national community but also for the global community.
Therefore, efforts to maintain the forest are crucial. This chapter presents the policy
framework for Indonesian protected forest management and provides a context for
further discussion about policies in the three protected forests chosen as case studies
(Chapters 3, 4 and 5). This chapter also provides an overview of land classification, the
history of forest related policies and the actors involved.
SECTION 2.2 FOREST AND LAND USE CLASSIFICATION
About 71 per cent of Indonesian land is designated as state forest. Table 2.1 shows the
proportion of designated forest in 7 groups of islands. The proportions are not distributed
evenly: in smaller islands such as Java, Bali and the group comprising Nusa Tenggara
Timur and Nusa Tenggara Barat, the proportion of forest is less than 40 per cent. The
proportion of forest is about 60 per cent in the larger islands of Sumatera and Sulawesi,
and it is more than 70 per cent in Kalimantan, Maluku and Papua. The designated
forests consist of non-protected forest and protected forest. About 58 percent of total
designated forest is classified as non-protected consisting of permanent production,
limited production and convertible production forest (see Table 1.2, Chapter 1). The
timber from these forests can be logged, based on existing rules.
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T a b l e 2.1 Proportion of designated forest on Indonesian islands (x 1000 km^)
Islands

Designated

Others

Total

Extent

Percentage

Sumatera

Extent

Percentage

286.49

60.8

184.83

39,2

471.32

Java

31.36

23.4

102.75

76.6

134.11

Kalimantan

406.18

75.6

124.22

23.4

530.40

Sulawesi

115.38

62.5

69.16

37.5

184.54

Bali, Nusa
Tenggara
Maluku and
North Maluku
Papua

28.62

39.1

44.62

60.9

73.25

70.94

91.1

6.97

8.95

77.91

396.77

97.3

10.83

2.7

407.59

1,335.74

71.1

543.39

28.9

1,879.13

Total

Source: Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2006

PROTECTED

FOREST

About 42 per cent of the designated forest (approximately 500,000 km^) is classified as
protected forest. These areas are classified as protection forest or hut an lindung (30
million ha) and conservation forest or hutan konservasi (200,000 km^), whether they are
forested or not (see also Table 2.4Table 2.4 and Table 2.5). Protection forests are
commonly managed because of their ecological functions, which include water saving
and the prevention of erosion and landslides. Conservation forest is generally managed
with greater restrictions compared to protection forest (see definition in Chapter 1).
Conservation forest includes nature reserves (cagar alam), game reserves (Jaman marga
satwa), national parks (taman nasional), grand forest parks {taman hutan raya), natural
recreation parks {taman wisata alam), and hunting parks {taman buru). Table 2.2 shows
that most conservation forests are classified as national parks, followed by game and
nature reserves. At the moment, Indonesia has established 43 terrestrial national parks.
Papua, Sumatera, Kalimantan and Sulawesi are the islands with the largest
proportion of protected forests (Table 2.3). They are also the islands with the largest
total land mass. In general, the large islands have more protection forest than
conservation forest. Although the proportion of designated protected forest is lower in
smaller islands such as Bali, Nusa Tenggara, and Maluku, the forest plays a very
significant role in biodiversity conservation and in conserving water for the residents.
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On these islands, there are generally more designated conservation forests than
protection forests.

Table 2.2 Conservation areas in 2005
Terrestrial Conservation Areas

Unit

Percentage of the total area

Nature reserves

241

19.9

Game reserves

71

22.0

105*

1.2

Hunting parks

14

1.0

National parks

43

54.3

Grand forest parks

21

1.5

Natural recreation parks

Total

100.0

Source: Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2006
*Some of these are marine natural recreation parks
Table 2.3 Proportion of conservation and protection forest
Islands

Total land

Conservation

Protection forest

Proportion of

(xlOOO km^)

forest or hutan

or hutan lindung

protected forests

konservasi (per

(per cent of total

{hutan konservasi

cent of total land)

land)

and hutan lindung)

Sumatera

471.32

9.6

13.5

23.1

Java

134.11

3.4

1.6

5.0

Kalimantan

530.40

8.2

13.6

21.8

Sulawesi

184.54

8.0

10.1

18.1

Bali, Nusa
Tenggara
Maluku and
North Maluku
Papua

73.25

6.4

2.7

9.1

77.91

5.8

2.9

8.7

407.59

19.9

19.4

30.3

Total

1,879.13

10.6

16.0

26.6

Source: Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2006
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SECTION 2.3 MEASURES OF DEFORESTATION AND DEGRADATION
Data that detail the rate of deforestation in Indonesian protected forest over time are
limited. It could be assumed that the status and effectiveness of protected forest would
significantly reduce deforestation. However, there is evidence to show that pressure on
some conservation forest and hutan lindung has reduced the forest cover of such areas
since they were not formally classified" or reclassified as protected areas by the
government of Indonesia (for detail see Chapter 3 and 4). The current problems in
Indonesian protected areas can be clearly seen in Table 2.4 (conservation forest) and
Table 2.5 {hutan lindung). Tables 2.4 and 2.5 show the condition of forest cover in
conservation forest and hutan lindung for each province. In general, 19 per cent of
protected forest (conservation forest or hutan lindung) is no longer forested. Provinces
such as Lampung (where the largest area of Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park area is
situated). South Sumatera, Central Java, Yogyakarta, West Nusa Tenggara, East Nusa
Tenggara, and South-East Sulawesi have less than 50 percent forest cover in
conservation forest. The provinces of Maluku, North Maluku, East Kalimantan (where
Setulang Forest is situated) and South Kalimantan have 60-65 per cent forest cover in
their conservation forest. In addition, Lampung holds the lowest percentage of forest
cover in protection forest {hutan lindung) (14 per cent). Other provinces that have less
than 50 per cent of forest cover in hutan lindung are North Sumatera, South Sumatera,
Bangka Belitung, Yogyakarta and Bali. In the provinces of West Sumatera, West Java,
West Nusa Tenggara (where Sesaot Protection Forest is situated), East Nusa Tenggara
and South Sulawesi, North Sulawesi and Maluku, the hutan lindung are also in an
alarming condition, with only 50-60 percent of forest cover in hutan lindung remaining
in these provinces.
The principal factors contributing to high deforestation in Indonesia are forest
fires, logging practices, illegal logging, the continuing disconnection between spatial
planning and forest delineation, and management and land use conflicts (The World
Bank 2001:118). Pressures on protected forest have been observed since the 1980s,
however local people lacked awareness of conservation issues and the central state failed
" For example, some forest areas within Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park has been cleared since it was not
officially declared as a national park in 1985 (Chapter 3).
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to establish that the protected forests were important (Awang 2003: 171). The most rapid
destruction of Indonesian protected forests have occurred particularly during the recent
period of transfer of power over natural resources from Jakarta to the district level,
which coincided with the period of economic crisis (Sayer et al. 2005:125). Fifteen
national parks in Sumatera, Kalimantan and Sulawesi were reported to be seriously
damaged because of illegal activities {Kompas 1999 August 25). The destruction was
carried out by local people, in, for example Lore Lindu National Park, and also by forest
logging companies, in Rinjani National Park (Putrawadi 2001; Awang 2003). Hutan
lindung also suffered significant destruction. Several national newspapers reported that
many hutan lindung areas in Java, Sumatera and the Sulawesi islands were severely
degraded, especially during the reformasi'^ period (Harahap and Pramudyanto 2007;
Kompas 2007a January 13; Subhan 2007). By 2002, the Ministry of Forestry'^ statistics
reported that about 104,000 km^ of hutan lindung (approximately 33 per cent of total
Indonesia protection forest) needed to be rehabilitated (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia
2006).

Indonesian reform triggered by 1997 economic crisis
" Report of the Directorate General of Land Rehabilitation and Social Forestry (RLPS)
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Table 2.4 Estimation of forest cover in conservation forest (2002/2003)
Provinces

Forest Cover (X1000 Ha)
Forested
Primary

1

Secondary

Plantation Total

%

Non
Forested

No Data

Total %

Total

Total
%

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

N. Aceh Darusalam

158

574

2

734

89

71

9

18

2

823

North Sumatera

0

238

88

32

12

0

0

270

80

158

Riau

45

279

1

325

88

33

9

10

3

368

West Sumatera

240

369

0

608

79

81

11

81

10

771

Bengkulu

354

45

0

400

88

56

12

1

0

457

Jambi

158

260

0

418

59

112

16

180

25

710

South Sumatera

240

5

362

49

348

47

33

4

Bangka Belitung

-

116
.

.

0

-

.

.

743
.

Lampung

-

141

-

141

36

225

57

26

7

392

1,276

1,942

9

3,226

71

958

21

349

8

4,533

Banten

6

41

15

62

74

20

24

2

2

84

DKI Jakarta

-

0

-

0

25

0

25

0

50

0

West Java

8

64

26

99

75

33

25

1

0

132

Central Java

-

2

1

3

31

1

13

5

56

9

Dl. Yogyakarta

-

0

0

0

50

0

50

0

0

1

East Java

149

30

11

191

84

24

11

13

6

228

JAVA

163

137

54

354

78

79

17

20

4

454

West Kalimantan

915

250

-

1,164

80

294

20

387

110

-

497

79

132

21

1
.

0

Central Kalimantan
East Kalimantan

1,089

188

9

1,286

60

595

28

12

South Kalimantan

41

45

0

86

64

48

36

258
.

KALIMANTAN

2,432

592

10

3,033

71

1,069

25

259

4

4,361

North Sulawesi

96

106

202

81

25

10

22

9

248

Gorontalo

91

80

171

88

18

9

6

3

194

Central Sulawesi

230

266

496

82

56

9

55

9

607

South East Sulawesi

34

95

129

43

46

15

124

41

299

-

-

0

-

1

-

-

-

0

South Sulawesi

71

26

1

97

75

23

18

9

7

129

SULAWESI

522

573

1

1,095

74

169

11

215

15

1,479

8

7

17

71

5

21

2

8

24

NTB

25

24

NTT

82

51

BALI+NTB

115

81

SUMATERA

West Sulawesi

Bali

1
3

_

_

1,459
.

-

629
2,140
134

49

32

46

30

58

38

153

133

45

157

53

6

2

296

198

42

208

44

66

14

472

North Maluku

16

17

33

65

8

15

10

21

51

Maluku

104

142

246

61

69

17

85

21

400

Total MALUKU
Papua
INDONESIA

120

158

278

62

77

17

96

21

451

5,612
10,239

568
4,050

6,180
14,365

76
72

1,449
4,009

18
20

498
1,502

6
8

8,127
19,876

75

Note: Estimations based on the digital data of forest cover (scale 1:250.000) of landsat imagery
(citra landsat] 7 ETM+ (2002/2003). Source: Adapted from Badan Planologi Kehutanan 2005.
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Table 2.5 Estimation of forest cover in protection forest (2002/2003)
Provinces

Forest Cover (X1000 Ha)

1

Forested
Primary Secondary Plantation Total
2
3
4
5

N. Aceh Darusalam 319
North Sumatera
93
Riau
6
West Sumatera
137
Bengkulu
136
Jambi
20
South Sumatera
79
Bangka Belitung
7
Lampung
SUMATERA
796
Banten
2
DKI Jakarta
West Java
8
0
Central Java
Dl. Yogyakarta
122
East Java
131
JAVA
1,061
West Kalimantan
Central Kalimantan 441
1,819
East Kalimantan
93
South Kalimantan
3,413
KALIMANTAN
56
North Sulawesi
57
Gorontalo
575
Central Sulawesi
South East
477
Sulawesi
150
West Sulawesi
335
South Sulawesi
1,650
SULAWESI
38
Bali
169
NTB
43
NTT
250
BALI+NTB
186
North Maluku
81
Maluku
267
Total MALUKU
6,884
Papua
13,391
INDONESIA

1,245
597
244
419
37
101
135
67
44
2,889
8
0
74
18
1
79
181
783
356
511
248
1,898
39
82
569
223
363
365
1,642
11
93
315
418
365
300
665
715
8,406

7
36
4
2
-

0
3
-

51
8
-

83
29
1
100
220
-

0
28
28
-

2
0
4
6
0
1
-

1
0
-

0
0
306

Non
Forested
Total %
7
8

%
6

1,570
725
254
557
174
122
216
74
44
3,736
18
0
165
47
1
300
532
1,844
797
2,330
368
5,338
96
139
1,143

85
47
66
59
71
70
33

702
513
705
3,297
49
262
358
669
551
381
932
7,599
22,103

65

.

14
59
61
66
57
63
38
85
71
80
95
83
75
83
52
81
85

-

54
69
49
54
52
52
77
60
69
83
73

181
774
121
245
55
40
380
122
261
2,178
11
0
122
23
2
42
199
454
38
119
121
731
55
26
81
125
158
414
859
31
84
318
434
61
139
200
1,021
5,622

No Data
Total %
9
10
10
50
31
26
22
23
58
-

82
34
38
35
42
31
50
12
27
20
5
4
25
11
30
15
6
12
-

31
18
31
18
46
34
8
22
15
11
19

Total
11

106
52
13
136
18
12
57
27
13
433
1
.

6
3
3
14
7
7
9

4
5
0
10
20
6

1
6
12
3
3
0

-

342

-

4
7
2
-

-

12

-

-

348
32
7
114

5
18
4
8

253
4
196
606
20
135
19
173
107
116
222
526
2,328

23
-

15
13
20
28
3
14
15
18
16
6
8

1,858
1,550
387
938
246
173
653
222
318
6,347
30
0
291
75
3
352
751
2,304
835
2,791
489
6,418
183
172
1,338
1,080
513
1,314
4,762
99
481
695
1,275
719
636
1,355
9,145
30,053

Note: Estimations based on the digital data of forest cover (scale 1:250.000) of [citra landsat) 7
ETM+ (2002/2003).Source: Adapted from Badan Planologi Kehutanan 2005.
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S E C T I O N 2.4 H I S T O R Y O F F O R E S T P R O T E C T I O N P O L I C Y

The dynamics of conservation policies in Indonesia are presented in Table 2.6 and Table
2.7. Policies can be classified into five main periods, that is, colonial, independence,
new order, followed by reformasi and finally decentralisation.

Table 2.6 Conservation arrangements in the colonial and early independence periods
Period
- 1945
(Colonial)

Arrangements or conditions related to conservation Area
Small population; pressure on land was insignificant in outer islands such
as Kalimantan.
The establishment of the 1910 Ordinance to protect certain mammals and
birds.
The establishment of the 1924 Hunting Ordinance and the 1931 Hunting
Ordinance (the successor of 1924 ordinance)
In 1916 the Dutch passed a nature monument ordinance and designated
110 sites (in Java). 17 wildlife refuges (mostly in Sumatera and
Kalimantan) were designated.

Colonisation/migration from high populated islands to lesser populated
islands
Conservation initiatives were limited
Conservation management under Indonesian Government. Under
1946-1966
President Sukarno, there was limited literature provided information about
(Independence)
forest conservation policies.
Transmigration and forest opening including in Sumatera island
In early independence (under the President Sukamo) Indonesia was suffering from economic
and political instability. There were not any significant conservation policies in this period.
Source : Barber et al. 1995; Cribb 1998; Seymour and Kartodihardjo 2000; Rhee et al. 2004;
Cribb 2007 and interviews
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Table 2.7 Conservation arrangements in the New Order and decentralisation periods
Period
1967-1997
(New Order)

Arrangements or conditions related to conservation area
First Forestry Law (Law No 5/1967) was issued.
Ratification of intemational conventions (CITES (Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora); CBD (Convention on
Biological Diversity); and Ramsar Convention on Wetlands)
The first Indonesian national parks were declared at the 1982 Bali World Park's
Congress. The 'Biodiversity Action Plan was published.
Forest designation through TGHK (Forest Land Use by Consensus)
'Forest for people' movement (applied in community forestry program)
ICDP (Integrated Conservation and Development Projects) model was
implemented in 18 Indonesian national parks. The government started to
develop partnership with intemational NGOs.
In late new order, opposing views on the direction of development
strategies grew among environmental activism throughout Indonesia

1998-2000
(economic crisis
and reformasi)

Economic crisis, social movement and weak state; Significant and rapid
destruction of forest; Protection forest management was transferred from
province to district in 1998
The Forestry Law (No 41/1999) was issued and replaced the previous Forestry
Law (No 5/1967)

The establishment of 'paduserasi' (see glossary) map to settle disputed
boundaries in forest classification
There were some efforts to conserve forest and improved people's welfare. However, during the
economic crisis, there was rapid degradation of protected forests.
2001 - 2007
(Decentralisation
period)

The implementation of decentralisation; Districts have more power and have
interest in increasing local income.
Forest and land rehabilitation
The establishment of nine new national parks; Several Parks are named as
Balai Besar ^''(national park authorithy with higher status)
Combating illegal logging

Conservation districts model
There was an increase in challenges to conservation from local government after the implementation of
decentralisation. The policy trend is to conserve and rehabilitate forest land in order to save the
remaining Indonesia tropical forest
Source : Barber et al. 1995; Cribb 1998; Warren 1998; Seymour and Kartodihardjo 2000; Rhee
et al. 2004; Cribb 2007 and interviews
It is named for 8 Indonesia National Parks based on Ministerial Decree P.03/Menhut-II/2007 (Appendix 3). The
parks include Kerinci Seblat, Gunung Gede Pangrango, Gunung Leuser, Lore Lindu, Teluk Cendrawasih, BBSNP,
Bromo-Tengger-Semeru, and Betung Kerihun.
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The establishment of Indonesian protected areas had already begun under the
Dutch colonial government (Table 2.6). In the colonial period, several protected areas
were designated such as Bukit Barisan Selatan Game Reserve (1935) and Sibolangit
Nature Reserve (1938). In this period the population pressure on forests was not as great
as it is nowadays. However, there were limited conservation initiatives and facilities. In
addition, the Dutch government implemented a program called 'colonialisation'. The
program involved the movement of people from the populated islands such as Java and
Bali to less populated islands such as Sumatera. This program was continued by the
Indonesian government after independence. Later, the increase in population in
destination areas became a serious threat to some protected forests (see Chapter 3).
In the late 1960s, the new government implemented logging concessions and
forestry contributed significantly to the national economy'^ (Maunati 2005:50). In this
period, the Indonesian economy was still weak, and the investment in logging was
required to support the weak economy. Several laws that were not directly associated
with forest protection but their implementation could influence forest conservation
initiatives, were issued, for example the Basic Agrarian Law No 5/1960 and Law No.
44/1960 on oil and Gas Mining (Rhee et al. 2004:2-6). In general, in the forestry sector,
logging activities received more attention than forest conservation. In the 1980s,
Indonesia established its first new parks: this indicated that more attention was being
paid to forest conservation. In this period, the forestry sector was still under the
Agriculture Department. The oldest parks include Leuser, Gunung Gede Pangrango,
Baluran and Gunung Halimun National Parks. The government realised that the
government institutions were not sufficient to manage Indonesia's large forest areas.
Presidential Decree No 15/1984 regarding the organisation and structure of the Forestry
Department was issued making it an independent department, no longer under the
Agriculture Department.
In the early 1980s, the Indonesian government also designated forest areas by
establishing a policy called Forest Land Use by Consensus (TGHK) (Table 2.7). The
TGHK was then used as a guide to determine working areas for exploitation,
conservation, protection and utilisation of forest resources. Most of the protected forest
was designated through this process resulting in many local people being excluded from
those areas. In order to improve the forest boundaries, a process of synchronisation
between TGHK and the Provincial Land Use Plan (RTRWP) was conducted in 1997.

" Indonesia has benefitted from booming timber export especially between 1950 and 1995 (Ross 2001:1).
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As a result, the Forestry Department released Ministerial Decrees for forest designation
that was synchronised (paduserasi) between TGHK and RTRWP. From eight remaining
provinces that have not been designated (see Section 1.3), two provinces are currently
being

evaluated, Riau and Central Kalimantan. (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia

2006).
In the New Order rule, under President Suharto, decisions regarding protected
areas were centralised in Jakarta with limited attention paid to the welfare of local
people who lived around the forests. The exclusion of local people from forest areas was
common; most of these people were poor and powerless. In Lampung, for example, the
police used elephants to drive people from the forest, destroying homes and crops in the
state forest (Multistakeholders Forest Program 2004). A number of people were also put
in jail because of forest encroachment, for example local people around Bukit Barisan
National Park (Chapter 3) and Sesaot Protection Forest (Chapter 4).

FORESTRY LA W AMENDMENTS

AND

CONVENTIONS

To support its commitment to the conservation of biodiversity, Indonesia has enacted
several pieces of legislation. For instance, in 1990, Indonesia promulgated Act No.5 for
the Conservation of Natural Resources and their Ecosystems. Subsequently, the Forestry
Law No. 41/1999 was promulgated in order to replace the former Forestry Law No.
5/1967. The new Forestry Law No. 41/1999 provides more opportunity for local
government and local people. It also stated that the utilisation of forest areas was
allowed in most types of forest except nature reserves and the core and forest zones of
national parks (Articles 24, 25 and 26) with these activities regulated by the existing
laws. After the new Forestry Law was issued, several criticisms were made of the
central state's work. First, the central state's efforts to amend conservation regulations
as guidelines to implement the new Forestry Law have been slow (interview with NGO
staff, N/B/1). Second, the establishment of Government Regulation
Pemerintah)

{Peraturan

No 1/2004 which amends the Law No. 41/1999 about permission for

mining activities in protection forest (hutan lindung) raised concerns. It has been
claimed that the regulation will lead to the implementation of mining activities that will
leave the forest damaged and bring poverty to local people (Wahana Lingkungan Hidup
Indonesia 2004).
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Furthermore, Indonesia has signed several international conventions since the late
1980s, showing its commitment on the environment conservation to international
community. The international conventions include:
•

The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and
Flora (CITES) on 28 December 1978

•

The Convention conceming the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage on
6 July 1989

•

The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands was signed on 8 August 1992.

•

The Convention on Biological Diversity on 23 August 1994 (Rhee et al. 2004:2-17).

FORESTS FOR PEOPLE: COMMUNITY FORESTRY AND CUSTOMARY

FOREST

USE
Responding to the global idea of 'forest for people' in the 1980s, the Ministry of
Forestry issued the first Ministerial Decree on Community Forestry in 1995 (Ministry of
Forestry Decree No. 622/Kpts-II/1995). Previously, the Ministry of Forestry had had
experience in implementing the community forestry model in production forest. In the
early 1980s, the Indonesian Ministry of Forestry introduced a social forestry program in
a state-owned teak forest plantation (Perum Perhutani)

and in several other forest

locations in Kalimantan and Irian Jaya (Muhshi 1997:195).In addition, the government
introduced the Community development Program {Pembinaan

Masyarakat

Desa

Hutan) through Ministerial Decree No 691/1991 and No 69/1995 (Firman et al.
1997:268). The implementation of community forestry in national parks is presented in
Chapter 3 and its implementation in protection forests is presented in Chapter 4. The
decree has been amended several times. The changes are commonly due to practical
considerations and the changes in the structure of government (Table 2.7).
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Table 2.8 Community Forestry Decrees
Decree

Remarks

No. 622/Kpts-ll/1995

This was the first community forestry regulation, although in practice

Dated 20 November 1995

the program was only carried out in state-owned enterprises (Perum
Perhutani).

No. 677/Kpts-ll/1998

The Ministry of Forestry regulation involved cooperatives (koperasi) in

Dated 7 October 1998

community forestry implementation. It resulted in the establishment of
cooperatives by people who earned money in the city. Therefore local
people did not benefit from the program.
National parks were allowed to be the site of community forestry,
however some conservationists protested against this policy.
The Minister of Forestry was the body that had authority to give permits
for community forestry implementation.

No. 31/Kpts-ll/2001

National parks were excluded from community forestry sites.

Dated 12 February 2001

The permits for community forestry were under the authority of the
Bupati (Head of District).
The implementation lacked control, therefore many forest areas were
converted into cultivated land.

No. P.OI/Menhut 11/2004

This regulation allowed the involvement of the local people within and

dated 12 July 2004

surrounding the forest through social forestry programs.

No. P.37/Menhut 11/2007

This is in line with the Government Regulation No 6/2007 dated 8

dated 7 September 2007

January 2007.
Community forestry implementation was allowed in conservation forest,
except nature reserves (cagar alam) and the core zone of national
parks {taman nasional).

Source: Interviews with Forestry officials who were involved in the process of the decree's
establishment (S/J/8, S/J/14, Appendix 4)
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Community forestry was expected to reduce the illegal encroachment in the forest.
This policy was set by the Ministry of Forestry. During the early period of
decentralisation, however, the Bupatis were often issued permits without permission
from the Ministry of Forestry (Casson 2006). Moreover, in the implementation, conflicts
of vision and mission arose between institutions within the Ministry of Forestry
(Rosdiana 2001:43).

These conflicts of interest could be seen clearly when

conservationists objected to the implementation of community forestry inside the
national parks. This led to the amendment of the ministerial decree from Decree No
677/1997 (Table 2.7) by the Directorate General of Land Rehabilitation and Social
Forestry of the Indonesia Forestry Department.
Some of the designated protected areas are customary forest that has been
managed by customary communities, such as in Kalimantan (Eghenter 2006), Siberut
Island and Kerinci Seblat National Park (Barber et al. 1995) and Lore Lindu National
Park (Acciaioli 2006) (see also the definition of customary law in Chapter 1). However,
cases where customary forests have been formally recognised by the central state are
limited. One example of a legalised customary forest is the Repong Damar
javanica

{Shorea

garden) which is situated in Krui, the southern part of the buffer zone of Bukit

Barisan Selatan National Park (see Lubis 1997; Budidarsono et al. 2000).
It should be noted that local people had an interest in recovering their rights over
customary forest that had been designated as state forest. The former Forestry Law
ignored the rights of local people, while the Environmental Law No 5/1990 does not
clearly regulate the rights of local people to access the forest (Sembiring and Effendi
1999). Decentralisation implementation in 2001 was expected to open up new
possibilities for the recognition of customary lands as it is stated in Forestry Law
No.41/1999 and in a decree by the Minister of Agrarian Reform No5/1999 (Barr et al.
2001:25).

A suggestion has also been made to allow local people to register their

customary land (Thorburn 2004:46).
Government regulations that regulate customary forest, however, had not been
established until recently because of the complexity of interests in the process,
especially between the Ministry of Forestry and local people represented by NGOs. The
state intends to enforce some restrictions on the official recognition of customary land
while the local people require no or minimal restrictions (ICRAF and KPSHK 2001;
ICRAF et al. 2001; Nilawaty 2007). This situation has led to a deadlock in achieving
consensus between the two parties. Some of the concerns about giving absolute rights to
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local people to manage forest land include: the possibility of land division and sale; the
argument that externalities justify government ownership; and concern that community
elites would capture control and benefits (Contreras-Hermosilla and Fay 2005:19). Also,
there is potential for increased conflict between communities, partly because Indonesian
rural areas are multi-ethnic in composition (Acciaioli 2006). Neglecting this multi-ethnic
situation has lead to conflict over resources. Several of these concerns are discussed in
the case studies, especially in Chapter 4.

THE ECONOMIC

CRISIS AND

DECENTRALISATION

Efforts to conserve nature were confronted by rapid forest degradation in the late 1990s
and early 2000s (see Section 2.3). The economic crisis, together with reformasi

and

decentralisation,

and

have

generated

political

uncertainties,

inconsistent

laws

regulations, weak law enforcement, a weak government system and insecurity of land
tenure (Fox et al. 2005; Resosudarmo 2005). The effect of the economic crisis on the
forest has been widely discussed in the literature and has resulted in a rapid forest
clearing, among other impacts (Sunderlin, et al. 2000; Jepson, et al. 2001; Sunderlin, et
al. 2001). During the economic crisis still going, then a policy of decentralisation was
implemented in Indonesia in 2001. Under the decentralisation system, conservation
forest management was still under the control of the central state. This created tensions
between local government and conservation officials due to the fact that national parks
do not pay land tax on the land they occupy (The World Bank 2001 :iv). In addition,
since 1998, the responsibility of hutan lindung or protection forest management was
removed from the provincial government. As a consequence, low capacity and lack of
interest of local districts responsible for conservation have led to considerable
destruction of protection forest (See Chapter 3).
In general, the armual deforestation assessment from 1997-2000 shows that
approximately 2.834 million ha of forest land per year have been changed to nonforested areas (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2005). It has been argued that the
environmental destruction has been exacerbated by the shift in development practices
from the authoritarian state development to neoliberal globalisation (Gellert 2005:1345).
This situation calls to mind the concept of the Tragedy of the Commons introduced by
Garrett Hardin who argues that where resources are publicly accessible (as is the case
with a weak state), rational individuals will try to maximise the utilisation of resources,
thereby decimating the resource, resulting in a tragedy (Hardin 1968:1244).
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In the transition period from a centralised to a decentralised system, the political
uncertainties elicited unpredictable changes in focus by the Ministry of Forestry. The
emphasis

of

policies

varied,

for

example,

between

community-based

management"^ (Sunderlin, 1998), land rehabilitation'^ (Sriwijaya

Post 2004

forest
August

2007) and combating illegal logging'^. This was also influenced by political changes in
the cabinet and among ministers. It led to confusing and unclear situations in terms of
forestry policies at both the national and local levels. In addition, other scholars argued
that implementation of the decentralised environmental management program in
Indonesia gave an overarching role to government and neglected other civil society
involvement; therefore it created more complex environmental and social conflicts
throughout Indonesia (Setiawan and Hadi 2007).

THE ERA OF CONSER VA TION ?
Currently, all of the designated Indonesian protected forest is still managed by the
government (Table 2.8), but it is managed differently from how it was in the past. The
current authority over conservation areas is more fragmented. The data in Table 2.9
shows that a centralised structure is applied to conservation areas such as national parks
and nature reserves, while protection forest is managed by the districts. Provinces have
a role in the management of hunting parks and grand forest parks.
Between 2003 and 2005, there was a revival in forest conservation with the
establishment of nine new national parks. Besides the establishment of new parks, the
central state also established a park model concept, called the Taman Nasional Model to
address sustainable management. These parks were to be supported with larger budgets,
projects and activities, as of 2007. Interviews with several high and middle level
conservation officials revealed concerns that they may not be able to deliver,
considering the low level capacity that exists (S/Lb/22, S/Lp/6, Appendix 4).
In an effort to increase local participation in conservation, conservation districts
{kabupaten konservasi) were designed by the central state. The conservation district is
the product of a collective central and local government policy.
" In the period of Minister Muslimin Nasution, co-operatives (koperasi)

These districts are

and Muslim schools (Pondok

Pesantren)

were permitted to hold forest concession rights.
" During the period of Minister M Parakosa, a big portion of the budget was allocated for G N R H L (National
Movement for Land and Forest Rehabilitation) as declared by the President of Indonesia, Megawati Sukarno Putri in
2004.
In the period of Minister MS Kaban, the national joint team to combat illegal logging was established and signed
by the current President of Indonesia, Bambang Yudhoyono.
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expected to include conservation in their local development. The policy was initiated
under decentralisation, allowing district governments to participate in conservation
voluntarily, particularly in large conservation areas, such as Lampung Barat District and
Malinau District. These two districts are still in the process of becoming fully fledged
conservation districts. The process was facilitated by CIFOR in Malinau and World
Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) in West Lampung. The role of facilitator is considered
very significant in these projects, especially in relation to setting up meetings with
stakeholders in the process.
However, the concept of the conservation district has raised concern for some
districts regarding the social and financial costs of the implementation. Some of the
protected forests, such as those in the Lebong District, have been cultivated and
inhabited by local people. In this district, many farmers have planted coffee and have
engaged in other agricultural activities inside protection forests and national parks for
years and they hope that the conservation district model will not affect their livelihoods
(Zulkani 2006). Conservation funding is one of the larger concerns of the districts that
are encouraged to be conservation districts, such as Malinau (see Chapter 5).
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Table 2.9 State agencies responsible for managing protected forest
Terrestrial Protected Government

agencies

holding

Formal Legislation

Areas

management authority

Nature reserves

Central state representatives:

Ministerial Decree No.

The Natural Resources and

P.02/Menhut-ll/2007

Conservation Bodies (BKSDAs)
Game reserves

Central state representatives:

Ministerial Decree No.

BKSDAs

P.02/Menhut-ll/2007

Natural recreation

Central state representatives:

Ministerial Decree No.

parks

BKSDAs

P.02/Menhut-ll/2007

Province
Hunting parks

Central state representatives:

Ministerial Decree No.

BKSDAs

P.02/Menhut-ll/2007

Province
National parks

Grand forest parks

Central state representatives: national

Ministerial Decree No. P.

park management units

03/Menhut-l 1/2007

Provinces and technical coordination

Government Regulation No.

wih BKSDAs

62/1998
Ministerial Decree No. P.
03/Menhut-ll/2007

Protection forests

Districts, technical coordination with

Government Regulation No.

BKSDAs

62/1998

(District Forestry Services are the

Ministerial Decree No. P.

representatives of district)

03/Menhut-ll/2007
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SECTION 2.5 STAKEHOLDERS IN FOREST PROTECTION AND
CONSERVATION

CENTRAL

STATE

The Ministry of Forestry holds the main responsibility for managing conservation forest
(Presidential

decree No

102/2001 and Presidential

Decree No 9/2005). Other

departments such as the National Planning Body (BAPENAS), the Ministry of
Environment (KLH), the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Industry, and Trade and
Ministry of Internal Affairs support the functions of the Forestry Department. At the
national level, politicians and parliamentary members also play important roles in the
creation of forestry legislation comprising Acts {Undang-Undang)

and Government

Regulations {Peraturan Pemerintah). The parliament has the task of evaluating and
monitoring the work of the Forestry Department. The Forestry Department is sometimes
helped by the National Police Department in protecting forest. The police also
collaborate in training forest rangers who will protect Indonesia's forests (Ministry of
Forestry of Indonesia 1999). The Public Prosecution Service also holds an important
role in prosecution and justice related to forestry crimes. During the period of the New
Order rule, however, the Ministry of Forestry was criticised for being the single actor in
the Forestry sector (Seminar of Forestry Revitalisation, 2006; see Appendix 5 N/M/J/1).
Decision making about land designation, for example, was often made without adequate
coordination with other government institutions.
Another example of the failure in coordination was the implementation of
Presidential Decrees on combating illegal logging. Presidential Decrees No. 5/2001 and
No. 4/2005 order 12

Ministers, the Attorney General, Police Chief, Army Chief,

Director of Intelligence Body, Governors and Bupatis to fight illegal logging and its
distribution in Indonesia. The implementation of the policy often faced problems in the
field because the forestry service, police and army lacked coordination. This led to
conflicts in the field, because each of them was working in different teams (Antara
2007c, August 7). The collaboration was worsened by lack of integrity. In his speech at
the Third National Forestry Congress, the Coordinating Minister of Politics and
Defence'^ stated that the increase in illegal logging was due to the collusion of
" The coordinating minister was Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono, the current President of Indonesia.
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government officials and investors in illegal activities (Menteri Koordinator Bidang
Politik dan Keamanan Republik Indonesia 2001).
In the Ministry of Forestry, the Directorate General of Forest Protection and
Nature Conservation (PHKA) is responsible for conservation. This agency has some
implementation units that manage conservation areas such as nature reserves, game
reserves, national parks and grand forest parks (Table 2.9). Officials within the Forestry
Department consider successful conservation means that the protection, maintenance
and sustainable utilisation of protected areas are achieved (interviews with a head of
BKSDA and two heads of National Pak Management Unit S/Lp/2, S/Lp/9, S/Lb/22,
Appendix 4). Regarding the recent situation in Indonesia, these officials realised that
this can not be achieved until common understanding exists between the government
and the community in terms of conservation objectives. They also assume that
conservation will be successful if there is an increase in peoples' awareness of
conservation. They want a distribution of roles in conservation between state,
community and civil society exists. They expect such conditions would assist them in
their task of conserving Indonesia's forests.

LOCAL

GOVERNMENT

The local institutions commonly involved in conservation are provinces, districts, local
planning agencies, local parliamentary members or local politicians, and local police or
army units. District forestry officers are playing an important role in the technical
management of forest areas (Government Regulation No. 62/1998, Appendix 3).
District officers are directly responsible to the Bupati. The other actors such as village
governments also have important roles in monitoring their residents' activities inside or
outside the forest, especially if their villages are near a protected forest.
More opportunities for district governments to participate in conservation have
occurred since decentralisation. However, some studies regarding the impact of
decentralisation on forests show that local districts have a lack of interest in
conservation (Barr et al. 2001; Potter and Badcock 2001). The restrictions on protected
forest that were imposed by the central state and, to a lesser degree, contributions to
local district income increased the illegal logging during the early period of
decentralisation (Soetarto et al. 2001). Districts are often in a difficult position, because
on the one hand they need to increase local income, while on the other hand, they have
to maintain, for example, the protection forests. As well as dealing with the pressure
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from local people around the protected areas, districts also experience considerable
pressure from those NGOs and the media who are interested in conservation. In general,
they are still undergoing a learning process and their capacity and facilities are generally
insufficient for carrying out conservation. Instead of contributing to conservation, their
policies often challenge the conservation initiatives.

CIVIL SOCIETY
For the past 30 years, the government has dominated the management of protected
forest. After the reformasi, civil societies (particularly NGOs) have more freedom in
expressing their opinions. They have more freedom to criticise conservation practices
and the uncertain rights of local people around protected areas. Since their
establishment in Indonesia in 1970s, NGOs have had sustaining the environment as a
major focus (Buchori 2002; Abidin and Rukmini 2004). The numbers of NGOs have
grown significantly, especially in the 1990s (Malik 2002:xv). In the forestry sector, the
role of NGOs in conservation has become more significant. NGOs (at international,
national and local level) have carried out various activities to counteract forest fires,
illegal logging, and other problems, as well as in making efforts to achieve fundamental
reform of forest policy through community-based forest management (Okamoto 2001).
Their conservation mission may be similar, but their strategies can be different. For
example, they may focus on research, community development, protection and
infrastructure establishment, but their main objective is conservation. The issues that
they advocate are often based on trends that occur at a specific time. For example,
NGOs that focus on research into wildlife can also include rural development in their
mission. The NGOs in Indonesia have been criticised for their unclear vision and
mission, fragmentation and lack of coordination and for not representing the needs of
the grass roots people (Buchori 2002:2004).

In addition, transparency and

accountability are two issues which have been raised regarding the activities of NGOs
in Indonesia (Abidin and Rukmini 2004). Lack of coordination between NGOs has
often led to overlapping projects and activities on project sites.
International donors like the European Union (EU), International Tropical Timber
Organisation (ITTO) and Britain's Department for International Development (DFID),
have collaborated with local and international NGOs and the government in conserving
forest. Their framework is sometimes too idealistic for the government and differs too
widely from the interests of the local community (for empirical evidence see Chapter 5).
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However, their outlook can proffer alternative views and provoke ideas to look at other
options for government or community leaders. Technology transfer by international
donors, research centers or universities can have long term impacts. For an International
Research Center that has a long term commitment and has an office close to protected
areas, their impact on the community and thus on conservation can be significant. Some
examples are CIFOR and World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF) in Sumatera and
Kalimantan.
Private companies that have a significant influence on conservation are timber
concessionaires, sawmillers and tourism operators. Their roles and responsibilities are
set out in Government Regulation No.45/2004. This regulation states that the protection
tasks of forests that have been given to state-owned enterprises, forest concessions and
tourism operators, will be the responsibility of the managers. However, uncontrolled
activities have caused problems for protected areas. In some areas, if the trees in
production forests cannot fulfil the demand for timber, protected areas may be the target
for illegal logging (Chapter 3 and 4). For example, a number of logging companies
cutting the area surrounding the Bukit Raya National Park (East Kalimantan) were
alleged to be paying local communities to log the park illegally during the early
decentralisation period (Casson 2001:18). Sawmills can also cause problems for
conservation. The permits for sawmills are issued by district governments that have the
task to generate local income. In addition, districts often do not have sufficient
information regarding demand and supply of timber. Excessive numbers of sawmills
have led to high demands for timber which leads to illegal logging inside protected areas
(see Chapters 3 and 4).
Unlike timber logging and sawmill activities, tourism is commonly considered to
be compatible with conservation. Forestry Law No 41/1999 allows tourism activities in
some protected forest areas. Tourism is held to have minimal negative impacts on the
environment and furthermore to make a financial contribution to conservation and the
local people. At the moment, tourism in protected forests has not been optimally
developed due to problems caused by the lack of government attention, poor facilities
and infrastructure, and lack of local participation (Hidayati et al. 2003:6). However, not
all villages studied for this thesis have the potential for tourism. If they do have the
potential for tourism, the development of tourism around the study villages has been
relatively limited.
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LOCAL

POPULATION

Local people in Indonesia exhibit a variety of characteristics in terms of adat rules,
language and religion (more discussion in Chapter 6). According to Elmhirst (2001)
'adat may variously embrace customs associated with kinship, inheritance, rules of
behaviour and resource management (2001:293). In some villages, adat has a significant
role in managing resources similar to the case in customary forests.

However,

customary forest areas that have been designated as state forests have restricted access
to local people. In addition, the increase in local population numbers has led to an
increase in demand for agricultural land. The problem becomes more complicated when
the land is classified as protected forest.
The pressures on protected forest from local people have raised the suggestion of
increasing the participation of local people in forest management. Their participation in
protecting forests can be significant for conservation since they are the ones who live
closest to the area. However, some negative perceptions about local people around
protected areas challenge the idea of including them in conservation. They are
commonly assumed to be the main actors halting the conservation of Indonesian
protected areas. They are also accused of involvement in activities such as illegal
logging, illegal hunting, and forest encroachment. Furthermore, there is an assumption
that conservation is not a priority in their life, and that they focus on their livelihoods
and land tenure (Awang et al. 2001:233). Apart from such assumptions, some local
people have also committed themselves to the conservation of their customary forest, for
example the Wehea Dayak Ethnic Group in Kutai Timur District (Wehea protected
Forest Management Body 2006) and Setulang villagers (see Chapter 4). These cases
challenge the pessimism regarding the involvement of local people in forest
conservation, particularly in Indonesia.

SECTION 2.6 RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE STAKEHOLDERS

It is clear that the government will not be able to manage Indonesia's protected forests
alone. It needs to collaborate with other stakeholders. Collective action is part of
successful environmental management (see Connelly and Smith 1999). The relationship
between stakeholders, therefore, is an important element in achieving conservation
goals.

With better relationships, the possibility for successful cooperation will be
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higher. However, relationships between stakeholders are often problematic because of
conflicts between actors. The most common conflicts in Indonesia's protected forests
are between the government and the local people.

Local people involved in the

conflicts are commonly farmers who need agricultural land and settlement such as in
Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park and Lore Lindu National Park. Some of the farmers
raise cattle and therefore need pasture for them, in Laiwanggi Wanggameti in East
Sumba (Awang, et al. 2001:233). Designation of conservation forests, such as occurs
with national parks, is often mentioned as the source of the conflict. In the past, the
government has not responded appropriately to the protests of local people and
furthermore, the type of research that was conducted in the park often gave little or no
benefit to local people (Awang 2003:173). As a result, local people have a weak sense
of ownership and often resort to illegal activities that damage the park.
The relationship between the central state and local government involve conflicts
that

have

become

more

pronounced

since

the

implementation

of the

2001

decentralization regime. The more recent Decentralisation Law (No 32/2004) does not
explicitly set out the allocation of conservation tasks but rather states that these are
negotiable (Chapter 3). The law can be implemented by the central state or the
government can transfer such tasks to the provincial, district or village government. In
regard to this issue, Laban (2001:157) suggests there is a need to change the
management from top down (centralised) to a more collaborative management as
conservation is currently given low priority by the provincial and district officials.
Furthermore, several grand forest parks were left without proper management by the
province because they did not have enough funding {Kompas 2007d, 15 January).
Deforestation of protection forest (hutan lindung) is also occurring at an alarming rate
and the Central State could give better assistance to the local government in conserving
forests.
Although there is a strong relationship between NGOs and the government, it is
sometimes problematic. International and national NGOs share a common interest in the
conservation of large national parks that are managed by the central state. Some of these
NGOs collaborate with the state to protect national parks, but some NGOs are critical of
the strategies employed. NGOs generally advocate participation in land tenure issues.
This is exemplified by the case of conflict between conservation officials and a national
NGO, The Indonesian Forum for the Environment {Wahana
Indonesia-Walhi),

concerning

Lingkungan

Hidup

farmers in Lore Lindu National Park (Ministry of

Forestry of Indonesia 2002). Similar conflicts have also occurred in Bukit Barisan
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Selatan National Park (Chapter 3). These conflicts did not solve the social problems in
the park, but rather led to more complicated social and ecological problems that
involved the central state, local people and the NGOs.
Collaboration between stakeholders has been implemented in both conservation
forest and protection forest. All initiatives for collaboration in conservation areas are
regulated by Ministerial Decree {Permenhut) No.P.19/Menhut-II/2004. The successful
collaboration of various stakeholders in conservation forest is still limited. The strict
implementation of restrictions in conservation forest leads to difficulties in achieving
agreement. This is associated with the limited activities that are allowed in the
conservation forest. Tourism development is commonly the focus of collaboration in
conservation areas, for example the collaboration that was implemented in Gunung
Gede-Pangrango

(The World Bank 2001) and Gunung Halimun National Park

(Biodiversity Conservation Network 1999). Moreover, in hutan lindung, collaboration
in community forestry has been often implemented. Collaboration commonly involves
NGOs, local people and the district (see Chapter 4). The experience in protection forest
reveals that successful collaboration is associated with support from local institutions,
good communication and strong commitment (Arsyad and Raharjo 2004). So far, the
experience of successful collaboration between stakeholders in managing Indonesia's
protected forest is still quite limited.
The discussion of stakeholders involved and their relationships provides an
overview of problems in managing Indonesia's protected forest. The capacity of people
and institutions involved should have advanced more than it has. Deforestation of
protected forest is not only associated with the issues of climate change, but also the loss
of biodiversity for future generations. In addition, deforestation will cause ecological
problems that can lead to natural disasters such as droughts, erosion, floods and land
slides for the present generation. The following chapters outline the situation in three
protected case study areas. The discussion will focus on the policies and stakeholders
involved in order to reach a clearer understanding of the issues involved. This insight
will help to devise better institutions for managing Indonesia's protected forests.
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CHAPTER 3

BUKIT BARISAN SELATAN
NATIONAL PARK

SECTION 3.1 INTRODUCTION

National park is commonly known as a home to various rare species. A national park
(category II of lUCN) is defined as
A natural area of land and/or sea, designated to (a) protect the ecological
integrity of one or more ecosystems for present and future generations, (b)
exclude exploitation or occupation inimical to the purposes of designation
of the area and (c) provide a foundation for spiritual, scientific,
educational, recreational and visitor opportunities, all of which must be
environmentally and culturally compatible (lUCN (The World
Conservation Union) 1994:19).
The definition highlights the importance of national parks in sustaining human life and
the environment. However, many parks, particularly in tropical areas, are disappearing
at alarming rates (Laurance 2006; Sodhi 2008).
The Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park (BBSNP) is situated in Lampung and
Bengkulu Provinces, Indonesia. Although listed for World Heritage Status the park
suffers from several problems including deforestation. The local media reported:
The management of Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park (BBSNP) has to
face four major problems: encroachment [by settlers], illegal logging,
illegal hunting, and human-wildlife conflicts (Lampung Post 2005d 12
May) (Translated by Magdalena)
Encroachment

and illegal logging have led to serious deforestation and

degradation in the park. There was concern expressed also about the conflicts between
conservation officials and local farmers (Antara 2007d 26 April). In the context of these
problems, this chapter looks at forestry policies, especially those of the national
government, as well as district government, NGOs and local people. The principal
questions examined here are presented in Chapter 1, Section 1.1.
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This study argues that deforestation and state-community conflicts around the
Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park can be explained by the policies made by various
parties and are the result of various complex interrelated factors.

SECTION 3.2 THE PARK AND ITS HISTORY

Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park, established in 1984, covers approximately 3,500
km^, stretching from the Tanggamus and West Lampung Districts (Lampung Barat in
Lampung Province) to Kaur District (Bengkulu Province) (Figure 3.1). Located in the
southwest of Sumatera Island (4° 29' to 5 ° 57' S and 103 ° 24' to 104 ° 44' E), the
national park is in a strongly tropical climatic and ecological zone. Temperatures
generally fluctuate from 22 to 35 °C; although rainfall is seasonal, it averages between
3000 mm to more than 4000 mm except during periods of ENSO (El Nino-Southern
Oscillation) when droughts can occur (O'Brien et al. 2003:132). BBSNP has been
recognised for World Heritage Status because of its rich ecosystems, vegetations and
wildlife. The national park is home to several endangered species such as the Sumateran
elephant, Sumateran rhinoceros and the Sumateran tiger (Box 3.1).
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Box 3.1 Ecosystems, vegetation and wildlife in BBSNP
BBSNP ecosystems comprise mangrove, coastal, lowland tropical and montane forest. Some
types vegetations that can be found in park are Pidada (Sonneratia sp.), Nipah (Nypa fruticans),
Cemara Laut (Casuarina equisetifolia), Pandan {Pandanus sp.), Mersawa (Anisoptera curtisii),
Ramin (Gonystylus bancanus), Keruing (Dipterocarpous sp.) and Rafflesia (Rafflesia amold[).Jhe
park is also a habitat for sun bears {Helarctos malayanus malayanus), Sumateran rhinoceros
{Dicerorhinus sumatrensis sumatrensis), Sumateran Tigers {Panthera tigris sumatrae),
Sumateran Elephants (Elephas maximus sumatranus), Malayan Tapirs (Tapirus indicus), BlackHanded Gibbons (Hylobates agilis), Siamangs (H. syndactylus syndactylus), Mitred Leaf Monkeys
{Presbytis melalophos fuscamurina), Lesser Maya Mouse Deer (Tragulus javanicus kanchil) and
Hawksbill Turtles (Eretmochelys imbricata).

Source: Adapted from United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organisation, Ministry of
Forestry and Center for International Forestry Research 2003.

PARK ESTABLISHMENT
Over the past sixty years BBSNP has been mainly managed by two successive
government administrations, the Dutch Colonial government and the Government of
Indonesia. The colonial period ended with Indonesian independence on 17 August 1945.
During the colonial period, few resources were allocated to the management of
established nature reserves and these were abandoned during the Japanese occupation
from 1942 until 1945 (Cribb 1988). Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park area was first
declared a wildlife sanctuary in 1935 by colonial legislation, Decree No 48 by the
Governor General of the Dutch East Indies, dated 1935 {Besluit Van der GouverneurGeneral van Nederlandsch Indische No. 48 stbl. 1935) under the name of Sumatera
Selatan I (SS I) (Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit 2006). The
distinctive wildlife in Bukit Barisan Selatan forest has been formally recognised since
this early period and remains one of the reasons for its current protection.
After Indonesian independence in 1945, the management of the protected area was
formally passed to the control of the central government of Indonesia. The existence of
Bukit Barisan National Selatan Park was again noticed and the government legally
recognised the forest. This was confirmed when forest lands were declared state
property under the Forestry Act No.5/1967. On 1 April 1979, BBSNP gained the status
of a nature reserve under the name Kawasan Pelestarian Alam Sumatera Selatan I. In
1982, the Government of Indonesia issued the Agriculture Ministerial Decree No.
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736/Mentan/X/1982, dated 14 October 1982, and Bukit Barisan Selatan officially
became a national park.

Later, the national forestry division was removed from the

Ministry of Agriculture and made part of the Ministry of Forestry. The national park
status was strengthened by the Decree of the Minister of Forestry No.096/Kpts-II/1984
dated 12 of May 1984 (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2003b:53). Thus, conservation
of the national park is the responsibility of the Ministry of Forestry. In 1990, the state
promulgated Ministerial Decree No 71/Kpts-II/1990, dated 15 February 1990, which
created a marine nature reserve covering 216 km^ also under the management of BBSNP
authorities (Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit 2006). There have
been relatively few specific management policies or actions promulgated related to the
marine nature reserve of BBSNP that lies along the west and south coastal areas of
southern Sumatera Island (Figure 3.1).
The biodiversity values of the park were first noticed during the Dutch colonial
period. When the forest was classified as a national park, restrictions were applied for
the protection of its ecosystem. Therefore agriculture and settlement areas were
prohibited unless they were in parts designated as specific enclaves^''. The initiative to
protect this forest was when population pressures were low, therefore it would be
assumed that social problems associated with use of the park by settlers would also be
minimal. This is in contrast with the situation faced during establishment of several new
Indonesian protected forests that has raised protests from local people and NGOs: good
examples are the Gunung Merapi-Gunung Merbabu National Park and the Gunung
Ceremai National Park. However, it is also apparent in BBSNP that despite legal
recognition for such a long period, and the early period of low population pressure, the
present management of the national park has been unable to stop the problems noted in
the beginning of this chapter. The question is, why?

RESTRICTIONS AND TAPER

PARK'

After the Ministry of Forestry was separated from the Ministry of Agriculture, it was able
to map the forest and this framework is called TGHK (Forest Land Use by Consensus).
The park border was established largely following that demarcated during the Dutch
colonial period. The internal borders refer to a classification system that divides the park
into four protected forest zones, that is, support, utilisation, core and jungle zones
(Table 3.1).
^^ Enclaves are specific areas in BBSNP that can be used for settlement.

50

The explanation of Law No.41/1999 states that the core zone is the area of the
park where absolute protection is applied and changes caused by human activities are
strictly prohibited (Appendix 14). An area is classified as a core zone because, for
example, it is the place where wildlife eats, gathers or breeds. The core zone is a
significant conservation area where human interference is minimal. In addition, the Law
states that the utilisation zone is the area where tourism activities^' are allowed, but there
is no explanation for the support zone. Some other activities that are commonly allowed
in the utilisation zone include research, activities with a scientific objective and
education. The Forestry law states that the jungle zone has a function as support (buffer)
zone for the core zone. In addition, until recently BBSNP is also restricted from land
rehabilitation programs that commonly involve local people, such as community
forestry^^ and GN-RHL/Gerhan (Land Rehabilitation Movement).
Recently, the management unit cancelled Gerhan activities. In the Liwa area, the
state's official concern was the involvement of people from areas outside the park
{Lampung Post 2005b January 12). Based on one official's experience, it was difficult to
monitor forest encroachment by people from outside villages. It was considered that
land rehabilitation would encourage more outsiders to encroach upon the park (interview
with the head of territory-BBSNP-Management Unit, S/Lp/6, Appendix 4).

Table 3.1 BBSNP demarcation system
Demarcation Systems
Second type

First type
Zoning

Third type

Extent of
Areas (km^)

Work Territory
System

Extent of
Areas (km^)

Administration
System

Extent of
Areas (km^)

Core zone

1,911.25

Liwa

1,139.93

West Lampung

2,908.00

Jungle zone

1,600.12

Krui

968.84

Tanggamus

105.00

8.50

Sukaraja

1,135.95

Kaur

600.00

System

Utilisation
zone
Support zone
Total

48.12
3,567.99

3,244.72

3,613.00

Source: BBSNP Management Unit 2004

Tourism in BBSNP has not been developed well. Tourist visitation is of limited benefit to the local people
(interrview with the staff of BBSNP Management Unit, S/Lp/9, S/Lp/6)).
" Community forestry activities in BBSNP was allowed in 1998 but then it was prohibited in 2001. In 2007, the
activities is allowed in national parks except in their core zones, (see also Table 2.8 and Section 3.3)
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The BBSNP is protected in two ways, preventively and repressively. Preventive
protection includes extension and training for the community, involving local people in
protection through conservation pioneer programs (Community group for forest and
wildlife protection- MPHS) and routine patrols of park staff Repressive protection
includes joint patrols of park staff and police arresting offenders and processing illegal
activities in court. The first priority of management is to prevent illegal activities but the
means of prevention are also important. The most common illegal activities are violation
of transportation documents (SKSHH), illegal cutting and harvesting of timber, settler
encroachment (Table 3.10, Table 3.11, Table 3.12) as well as illegal hunting.
In practice, many rules cannot be enforced properly. For example, the rule that
says people cannot enter the park unless they have permission from BBSNP-MU (see
Appendix 14) is almost impossible to enforce, especially as there are several roads
passing through the BBSNP (Figure 3.1). People and vehicles come and go through the
park every day without permission from any authority. Some park areas are occupied by
people who have established settlements and coffee gardens inside BBSNP before it was
delineated, for example in the Sekincau area (Figure 3.2, Figure 3.3). Restrictions still
apply in such an area. The BBSNP management service has not allowed local people
inside the park to enlarge or tend their gardens and cultivate cassava because it can
attract wildlife such as wild boars that can cause human wildlife conflicts (interview
with a forest police S/Lp/12, Appendix 4).

This situation often leads to serious

problems, not only to local people but also to state officials and NGO staff who work in
the region.
Delineation practices have led to criticism because they were lacking in field
observation and local participation (interview with conservation officials, S/Lp/18,
S/Lp/6, Appendix 4). The situation often leads to conflicts between local people and the
state and between local people and wildlife such as elephants. The wildlife-human
conflict is a serious matter as it not only leads to property damage but can also costs
human lives.
The total area of BBSNP is unclear. Based on administration figures, BBSNP
areas are located in three districts: Tanggamus, West Lampung and Kaur. This totals
3,613 km^ of land (Table 3.1). However, based on the zoning system the total area is
3,568 km^ of land. This was the figure issued in 1990^^ that is commonly cited in the

" According to the Decree of the Director General of Forestry Protection and Nature Conservation of The Forest
Departement No.57/Kpts/DJ-VI/l990 dated 31 May 1990 concerning the Zone Assignment at Bukit Barisan Selatan
National Park.
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literature. On the other hand, based on the work territories system, the total area is only
3,245 km^ This revised figure was issued in 2002^"^. It is indicative of the problem that
the latest Decree (P.03/Menhut-II/2007) does not state a figure for the formal size of the
national park.
Considering the unclear delineation of the total area of the park and the fact that
the map that shows only 72 per cent of BBSNP area is dense forest, it can be concluded
that some parts of BBSNP are now a 'paper park' only. Tropical protected forest in
developing countries is often criticised because it exists only as legislation, not in
practice (Rodriguez and Rodriguez-Clark 2001:17). Thus it would appear that some
areas of BBSNP are an example of a national park that exists only on paper.

^^Three work terrritories are based on the Decree of Ministry of Forestry No.6186/Kpts-11/2002 dated 10 June 2002.
According to newest Ministerial Decree No. P.03/Menhut-II/2007 dated 1 Februaiy 2007, after becoming a Balai
Besar, BBSNP-MU is divided into two woric territories and each is divided into two sub territories. The four sub
territories are Sukaraja, Bengkunat, Krui, Bintuhan territory.
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Figure 3.2 Settlement in Sekincau - BBSNP
Photo taken by Magdalene in 2006

Figure 3.3 Coffee garden in Sekincau - BBSNP
Photo taken by Maqdalena in 2006
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TROPICAL RAINFOREST HERITAGE AND

'BALAIBESAR'

In 2004, the park was declared as part of the Tropical Rainforest Heritage of Sumatera
by UNESCO (United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organisation). The
main reason for the park's nomination was to promote the internal coordination and
international cooperation of the park management unit (UNEP and WCMC 2004).
Following this classification, several national and international organisations have
become involved in managing the national park and the BBSNP Management Unit has
been involved in (see also Appendix 12):
a. the Wildlife Conservation Society-Indonesia Program (WCS-IP) studies and
conservation of the Sumatran tiger and Asian elephant populations;
b. the WWF-Indonesia Program is trying to improve the protection of the Sumatran
rhinos and Asian elephant;
c. the Indonesian Rhino Conservation Program; and
d.

the PT SAC Nusantara programs are named with tourism activities (UNEP and
WCMC 2004).
In 2006, BBSNP was declared a Balai Besar (national park authority with higher

status). The head of the national park was to be upgraded by one level. This was
expected to have a positive impact on the structural relationship with the district. The
funding for Balai Besar is larger in relation to other national parks, implying that more
development projects and activities will be undertaken.

SECTION 3.3 FOREST POLICIES —THE CENTRAL STATE AND THE
PROVINCE

CENTRALISED MAN A CEMENT STR UCTURES
The national government of Indonesia is responsible for managing BBSNP through the
BBSNP Management Unit which is part of the Directorate General of Forest Protection
and Nature Conservation (PHKA) of the Ministry of Forestry (Figure 3.4). According
to Ministerial Decree No. 6186/Kpts-II/2002 dated 10 June 2002 the tasks of BBSNP
Management Unit are to implement the central state policies and decisions regarding
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management of the national park (Figure 3.4, see also Appendix 13). As an example,
recent conflicts regarding the cross-border issues between park authorities and local
people^^ could not be decided by BBSNP Management Unit (BBSNP-MU) and had to
be referred to the Ministry of Forestry office in Jakarta. This shows the weakness and
the limitation of the BBSNP MU's authority. BBSNP MU is a representative of the
central government in implementing its conservation policies of Bukit Barisan Selatan
National Park.
The head of BBSNP Management Unit reports directly to the Directorate General
of Forest Protection and Forest Conservation (PHKA) and he or she is selected by the
central forestry department. The staffs of the BBSNP-MU are officials of the central
state bureaucracy and their salaries are paid directly by the central forestry department.
The staff may also be transferred from one office to another throughout Indonesia
depending on the decision of the central forestry officials. In December 2005, the
BBSNP management structure comprised 128 personnel. About half were forest police
or polhut (61 people) and 13 were forestry technicians (PEH). This number of staff is
considered to be insufficient for managing a national park of the size of BBSNP (Bukit
Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit 2006). Due to this shortage of staff, the
BBSNP-Management Unit established a policy to increase the involvement of local
people in protecting forest management commencing in 2003-2005.
Funding for BBSNP management activities has come from the Government of
Indonesia through the State Revenue and Expenditure Budget (APBN) and other
government funding allocations such as the Reforestation Fund (DR) and the Natural
Resources Development Fund (PSDH) (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2003a)^^. The
ability of the BBSNP Management Unit to implement all annual programs can be
evaluated from the proportion of budget realisation every year (Figure 3.5).

" Include demands for redesigning park's border with the involvement ofiocal people
^^ Since 2005 the names of the budget have been changed to DIPA 29 and DIPA 69 (See Glossary).
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Figure 3.4 The structural organization of BBSNP Management Unit before it was
declared as a Balai Besar
Source: Adapted from Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit 2006
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Figure 3.5 The budget for BBSNP Management Unit, 2001-2006
Source: Bukit Barisan Selatan National Management Unit 2007.
The chart (Figure 3.5) shows that there has been an increase in total annually
budgetary allocations from 2001 to 2006. However this has not been followed by an
increase in realisation or project allocation. The figures for 2005 illustrate the problems
of budgetary realisation. Among these problems have been the facts that the budget was
delivered too late and projects could not be implemented within the remaining time, and
the number of staff has been insufficient to implement the planned projects (Bukit
Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit 2006).
Until 2006^^, BBSNP was divided into three work territories: Liwa, Krui and
Sukaraja (Figure 3.4) (Bukit Barisan Selatan National Management Unit 2004:5). Each
territory was managed by a head of section, and the location of the office was within the
work territory. Each territory is divided into sub territories, but this structure is not
shown in the formal structure diagram. There is no formal incentive (additional salary^^)
for the people who are responsible for a sub territory. Most of the time the station of sub
territories (commonly remote and near the forest) are unoccupied. Therefore, people can
enter the park and carry out various activities without proper monitoring.
BBSNP-Management Unit faced difficulties in implementing policies issuing from
the central forestry department, for example following the implementation of the policy
of community forestry in national parks based on Ministerial Decree No.677/1998.

" The working territories were changed after BBSNP Management Unit became a Balai Besar
head of sub territory has more responsibility and tasks than a common staff. This is a reason for asking additional
sallary.
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Conservationist groups argued that the policy would encourage forest encroachment.
Following some problems in implementation of the policy, in other parts of the country,
the Directorate General of PHKA of the Forestry Department proposed to terminate the
community forestry policy in conservation areas (Interview with high official involved
in the design process of Community Forestry Decrees, S/J/8, Appendix 4).

PARTNERSHIP
Globally, collaborative management is being considered as to be a positive approach in
the management of protected areas (Borrini-Feyerabend 1995). It has been suggested
that the involvement of the various stakeholders in the management of protected forests
in Indonesia has been significant (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004). In practice
collaboration is a complex task because the various interests of the many stakeholders
often result in increased conflict.

In BBSNP, the situation is even more complex

because the national park is managed by the central state under strict regulations that are
not flexible enough to accommodate various interest groups.
The Ministerial Decree (Permenhut)

No. P.19/MenhutII/2004 dated 19 October

2004 that addresses collaborative management in national park states that in carrying out
its task, the national park management unit should work with other stakeholders such as
NGOs, private sector groups, local people and donors. In practice, the partnerships for
managing BBSNP were started before this decree was issued (Appendix 12). In the
implementation

of partnership agreements, the BBSNP-MU

has established

its

relationships based on specific interests between the management unit and the
stakeholder. Conflicts of interest are therefore common between other stakeholders and
there is a constant struggle for power between all parties. Very often NGOs challenge
the authority of the management unit and this leads to concerns by BBSNP MU about
'who leads whom' (siapa ngatur siapa) (interview with conservation officials, S/Lp/14,
S/Lp/I6, Appendix 4). From the NGOs' point of view accountability and transparency
are significant issues in partnerships (interview with NGO staff, N/Lp/9, N/Lp/13,
Appendix 4).

Without common understanding of these aspects, NGOs that lack

flexibility in their financial management system have found it difficuh to contribute to
partnership programs, especially from a financial point of view. One of the examples is
that an NGO has refused to finance activities that are considered to be out of its budget
plan, leading to worsening relations with other state institutions. These activities, for
example, are quick and sudden actions to solve human-wildlife conflicts. In addition, the
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lack of trust in the relationship between NGOs and state institutions was associated with
issues of corruption, low transparency, property rights over data and information for
publication^^. These become potential obstacles in the attempts at forming a partnership
for the conservation of BBSNP.
As BBSNP-MU lacks the staff to protect the forest, it decided to involve the local
community in its forestry management programs. One of these programs is called
' M P H S ' , {Masyarakat Pelindung Hutan dan Satwa: the Community Group that Protects
Wildlife and Forest). The members of MPHS are from local communities, chosen for
their interests in protecting BBSNP. They are assisted by forest rangers in some tasks,
for example, surveying park borders, identifying forest encroachment, surveying humanwildlife conflicts, reporting on illegal hunting, undertaking extension work and warning
forest encroachers. Another program is called Kader

Konservasi

(Conservation

Pioneers). This consists of local people of various ages and backgrounds but mostly
students or farmers. Their tasks include acting as pioneers or educators and motivators
for conservation and promoting conservation ideas in the community. The types of
activities include extension work, being involved in seminars and discussions related to
conservation, documenting flora and fauna, protecting the forest, disseminating
information, acting as tourist guides, participating in fire fighting and participating in
traditional community development activities (Murwaningsih 2003:9). The Conservation
pioneer program selected some young people with potential to represent the villages
around the park and then proceeded to train them in conservation practices to increase
their awareness of the environment (Idham 2003:26). For these young people this was an
opportunity to work as permanent staff of the national park, an occupation that is
considered to be more secure in the long term than working as farmers.
Regarding participation in fire fighting, the kader can take an important role in
disseminating information about forest fires. The kader were trained by BBSNP staff to
carry out these tasks, especially in areas prone to fire; in 2003 BBSNP MU conducted
training to combat forest fires that involved 300 villagers from seven villages prone to
fires in the surrounding areas (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2003b:73). In the
implementation of the program, however, the kader often become active agents for
BBSNP-MU and have given information about villagers' activities around BBSNP. In
return the BBSNP-MU gives these informants small incentives such as seeds and money

There was a conflict between B B S N P MU and an N G O regarding property rights of data for publication
(interviews with B B S N P - M U and N G O s t a f f : S/Lp/14 and N/Lp/9, Appendix 4).
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for transport. However, this program despite its positive aspects, cannot change the
overall behaviour of all local people, for example one kader who was also involved in
forest encroachment was sent to jail for his illegal activities (interview with the head of
Liwa territory-BBSNP-Management Unit S/Lp/6, Appendix 4).
Generally the involvement of local people in border line surveying (pal batas),
stopping forest encroachment and illegal hunting has been more effective. Local
villagers know a great deal about the forest and the surrounding areas and their reports
are often very detailed. One report from the MPHS (Community group for forest and
wildlife protection) Karang Berak Team not only reported the conditions of BBSNP in
the field, including the extent of forest encroachment, and why the local people
encroached on the forest but also listed the names of local elites who supported the
forest encroachment activities .
However, some of the MPHS work has made local people's' lives uncomfortable.
In the case of Pematang Sawa Sub-District (where rampant forest encroachment occurs)
conflicts between local people involved in MPHS and settlers and farmers could not be
avoided. The farmers who worked inside the forest were concerned about the activities
of local people involved in MPHS and were in conflict with them. The farmers regarded
the members of MPHS as agents who worked for BBSNP-MU and warned them not to
work in their gardens (WWF 2006c:52).
COMBATING ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES
Combating illegal logging activities have become a major national cause since the
Presidential Decree No 4/2005 was issued in 2005. Currently, protecting the park is the
main attention of BBSNP Management Unit but due to budget and staff problems the
management unit also works with other local and international institutions. Considering
the increase in damage of BBSNP because of illegal activities, the management office
has since 2003 begun working with the European Commission Indonesia Forest
Program under the program called Illegal Logging Response Center. The main objective
of this collaboration is to enhance the ability of the Government of Indonesia to reduce
illegal logging in the national park (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia and European
Commission Indonesia Forest Program 2003). BBSNP also worked with the national
army (Kodim 0422). In 2005, the military carried out joint patrols with local BBSNP
staff and seized about 282 cubic meters of timber that under national regulations was
destroyed (Kompas 2007b June 30).
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The implementation of Presidential Decree No4/2005, however, has been
criticised because it lacks means for coordination between the institutions involved
(Hanif 2007). BBSNP staff criticised the justice authorities because they handed down
light punishments to offenders but the courts argued that the punishments were in line
with the laws and that many of the offenders were not the principal actors of the illegal
activities {Lampung Post 2005a December 3). The two national institutions are expected
to work together, but instead publicly criticise each other. The issues raised by justice
institutions reveal the fact that the main actors of illegal logging in BBSNP cannot be
captured. Illegal logging is commonly well organised and involves state officials.
However, field workers get caught by forest police, it is usually the bosses who will not
be caught.

DEVELOPMENT

ACTIVITIES

Several main development activities in the parks are discussed in this sub section. These
are community forestry, tourism and mining. Debates about the implementation of such
activities in BBSNP continue up to the present.
In the midst of people moving in and out of the protected forest and with the
hunger for land in Lampung driving policies, the central state issued the decree setting
up the community forestry program in 1995. The central government issued Ministerial
Decree No. 677/1998 for community forestry that also included national parks^°. That
was also the period of the Asian economic crisis when job opportunities were few. The
decree had been long awaited by poor farmers especially those who had gardens inside
the conservation forest areas because the policy could legalise the activities, especially
inside the BBSNP. Not only local people, but also people from other areas in the region
expected to derive benefits from the use of the park in the midst of the national
economic crisis.
One of the requirements for community forestry was support and assistance from a
formal body called a cooperative (koperasi)

that would facilitate activities inside the

parks. In preparation, people from outside such as members of the NGOs and legislators
established koperasi (LPSM Yasadhana et al. 2004). They offered the rights to manage
the forest land although this was not coordinated with the BBSNP Management Unit.
They could not wait for more information and confirmation from the BBSNP
Later following protests by conservationists, the decree was amended.
" Based on Ministerial Decree No. 677/1998

62

Management Unit. Within this period of uncertainty, these local elites encouraged
farmers to prepare and open forest land for cultivation. Later, the decree was amended
and community forestry in national parks was no longer allowed (Ministerial Decree no
31/Kpts-II/2001, see Chapter 2). Some farmers had invested money in opening up forest
land, therefore conflicts between local people and BBSNP-MU could not be avoided.
Supported and encouraged by local NGOs, some local people protested against the
BBSNP-MU and demanded the right to manage the land that they had opened up.
Tourism is also considered to be an important program that can help achieve the
goals of both conservation and development. The positive and negative contributions of
tourism to both the economy and the environment are still being debated. Despite all the
arguments, several high officials in the Indonesian government believe that tourism can
be used to improve the welfare of local people and can lower the cost of park
management for BBSNP (S/Lp/1, S/Lp/6, S/Lp/9). The potential locations for tourism in
BBSNP are Sukaraja and Blimbing (Figure 3.1) (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia, et al.
2003). Activities that can be undertaken in these areas include exploring the tropical
rainforest, coastal marine tours, camping, nature observation, swimming and diving
(Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia et al. 2003:58).
To date, the tourism potential of BBSNP has not been adequately assessed.
Tourism sites have only been recently opened for access; facilities are not yet adequate
and they lack promotional and funding guidelines (Bukit Barisan Selatan National
Management Unit 2004).

Further studies assessing the economic benefits of active

tourism for the local people, such as at Tampang Belimbing (Figure 3.1).
A third development activity that may pose a threat to the park is gold mining.
Gold mining and exploration have been already undertaken in BBSNP. The lack of
coordination between government institutions has led to the granting of permission for
gold exploration in the park (Info Sumatera: Informasi Komunikasi Kehutanan Sumatera
2006; Presidential Decree No 41 2004; Sinaro 2007a), although NGOs, the Lampung
Provincial authorities and the BBSNP Management Unit have all protested against these
activities.

The NGOs involved in the action against gold mining are Lampung

Conservation Watch (LCW) and Walhi both of which have protested strongly about
mining company operations located on the border of the park and also in one sections
inside the national park. They have claimed these operations will worsen illegal logging
as well as threaten wildlife habitats in the park.
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In general, development activities inside the BBSNP have resulted in protests
mainly from conservationists and environmental NGOs. However, the minimal benefits
gained by local people from BBSNP because of the parks's restrictions have led to a
lack of support for conservation efforts from local people.

MIGRATION AND

TRANSLOCATION

People's movements are strongly associated with pressures on forest. In the case of
BBSNP, this movement can be categorised into two types, those facilitated by the
government and spontaneous movement (without government support). The types of
movement can also be classified as transmigration and translocation. Transmigration
includes movement between islands and translocation is commonly movement within
one province (from one district to another).
Transmigration was a national program that was set up in the early 1990s aimed to
move people from the densely populated islands, mainly Java, to less inhabited regions
in Sumatera, West Papua and Kalimantan (see Elmhirst 2001; Leinbach 2004). Internal
migration was first introduced in 1905 by the Dutch colonial administration, and the
Government of Indonesia continued the program as transmigrasi

until the 1980s

(Verbist and Pasya 2004:21). Many people were moved from Java, Bali and Madura to
less populated areas such as Lampung in south Sumatera. The significant increases in
population of Lampung Province in the 1970s and 1980s are shovm in Figure 3.6.
Although transmigration was officially stopped in 1978/1979, voluntary transmigration
to Lampung could not be stopped. Lampung's land is considered as 'no man's land',
implying that anyone can own and sell land in the region. This perception includes forest
land (Kompas 2001 June 21).
As a result, several new towns have been built and developed in the region
including West Lampung and Tanggamus where the BBSNP office is situated (Subroto
2004). The development of new towns has led to the need to use more forest land for
roads, smaller settlements and agricultural land.

During the implementation of the

transmigration programs, population pressure from these settlers in Lampung increased
the threats to the nafional park (Tim PSDHBM Watala 2004; Verbist et al. 2005).
Besides the development of several new towns, internal migration also caused a
significant change in the ethnic composition of the region. The majority of people living
in the area in 1930, for example, were native Lampungers (Figure 3.7) but now the
majority of residents in the area are Javanese (Figure 3.8). Many villagers living around
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BBSNP are migrants who grow coffee, paddy rice and pepper inside the national park.
Transmigration is the background that explain the characteristics of settlers in Way
Nipah and Sedayu Villages, the case studies presented here (Section 3.6 and Section 3.7)
(see also Kusworo 2000).
There are approximately over one hundred villages adjacent to the park that lie
within the three provinces of Lampung, Bengkulu and South Sumatera. Most of the
residents are farmers (WWF 2000). In Lampung Province, most of these are likely to be
migrants^^. Four enclaves (for definition see Footnote 19, Chapter 3) are also located in
the West Lampung District and these are within the park boundary. These are Way Haru
(49 km^), Pengekahan (6.7 km^), Kubu Perahu (1 km^), and Suoh (150 km^). In 2003 the
total number of people who lived around and inside

the park, including in the four

enclaves, was 225,471 people (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2003b:80).

^^ About 80 per cent of BBSNP area is located in West Lampung (Lampung Barat) and Tanggamus. In Lampung
province, inhabitants consist of only 15 per cent native Lampung people but the others are migrants from ftirther north in
S u m a t e r i and from Java, Sunda, Bali, and Madura (UNEP & World Monitoring Conservation Centre 2004).
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Figure 3.6 Population and population density of Lampung Province, 1930-2004
Source: Badan Pusat Statistik Propinsi Lampung 2005; Sugiyanto 1988
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Source: Departement Van Economische Zaken 1935a.
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The geographical extent of Lampung during the Dutch period was slightly different from the
boundaries of the present Lampung Province.
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Some people who live in villages around or in BBSNP experienced the
translocation program. These people were moved to other districts in order to avoid
conflicts between humans and wildlife and to open up land not classified as protected
forest. For example, due to recent wildlife-human conflicts, translocation of settlers is
one of the options offered by the provincial

government for Suoh villagers.

The

Governor gave an instruction to the district forestry office to carry out the translocation
(Sinaro 2007b). However, some people who were in the program returned to their
original place because they found the new land was not as fertile as the land they had
left. For example, forest encroachers in Way Nipah were also relocated from BBSNP in
1982, but they returned during the reformasi period and at the start of the community
forestry program in the national park (LPSM Yasadhana et al. 2004).
In other cases people from outside these villages bought land from settlers who
relocated. For example, a villager in Sedayu bought land from a person who had moved
from Sedayu to Mesuji in North Lampung. However, the land in Mesuji was not fertile
and so the farmer returned to his original village land (interview with Sedayu residents,
V/Lp-S/5, V/Lp-S/3, Appendix 4). With the return of these people, the population in the
villages increased, leading to further land pressure, because they would need land to
support their life.

SECTION 3.4 FOREST POLICIES: DISTRICT

Although BBSNP is managed by the central state, the district governments also have
played important roles. BBSNP is located in three districts of two provinces: Lampung
and Bengkulu (Table 3.2). This sub section focuses on the Tanggamus District in which
the two village studies are situated (see map Figure 3.9).
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Table 3.2 The extent of BBSNP in three districts in 2006
Provinces

Lampung

Bengkulu

Districts

The Extent of BBSNP

Proportion of total

(km^)

park area (per cent)

Tanggamus

105

2.9

West Lampung

2,803

78.6

Kaur

660

18.5

3,568

100.0

Total

Source: Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit, 2006

Part of BBSNP is in Tanggamus District which was established in 1997 (Law No.
2/1997, see also Appendix 3). According to the Tanggamus District statistical register,
Tanggamus was already acknowledged as a region in 1889 when Dutch colonial
officials came to the area. The local customary leaders {Pesirah) were leaders of five
margas (customary groups) at that time (Badan Pusat Statistik Kabupaten Tanggamus
2004/2005). In the 1940s and 1950s, the customary authority was replaced by
Pemerintahan

Kawedanan

then by the

Pemerintahan

Negeri.

The abolition of

customary authority was nationalised in 1979. Migration from Java to Lampung between
1905 and the 1980s caused a change in ethnic group composition in Tanggamus (Figure
3.7 and Figure 3.8). The population density of Tanggamus was 248 per km square in
2004, which is higher than Indonesia's national population density ^^ (see Table 3.4).
Although the area of BBSNP is the smallest in Tanggamus District compared with
West Lampung and Kaur Districts, the effects of deforestation activities are severe. The
land use of the areas is shown in Table 3.3, 45 per cent of the area is protected. As in
other districts in Indonesia, the local district authorities are responsible for the
management of the protection forest under the district forestry service. This service also
has the authority to issue documents for timber transportation (SKSHH), transporting
timber from privately owned land (IPKTM) and other forest products harvested. These
activities may generate district-origin revenues (PAD), however, they also have the
potential to damage protected forest if they are not monitored well. Again, at the district
level poor implementation of forest-policies has led to pressure on the BBSNP.

" Based on the Cencus 2000, the Indonesian population number is 206.2 million people or about 110 people / km^
(CBS 2002).
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The political will at the district level has often been questioned, especially since
decentralisation and devolution of authority since 2001. Many forestry policies do not
support the active protection of the national park: they are more likely to add to the
national park's problems. In 2000, for example, the head of Tanggamus District issued
several decrees to collect fees, two of them related to forestry products, that is, timber
and non-wood products. Coffee production is one of the non-wood activities that is
taxed. However, many coffee plantations are in protected areas. The district imposed a
coffee tax of 6 per cent per tonne. This policy, indirectly, therefore legalises farmers'
activities inside these protected areas. By imposing taxes on illegal production the
district government is actually benefiting financially from those activities. The irony is
that the district also has a policy of destroying farmers' gardens inside the protected
areas (Tanggamus District Authority 2000). Later on, the policy^"* on taxation was
cancelled because many illegal fees were also collected from farmers by irresponsible
officials. This was essentially bribe money that was not collected for local state income
but for the benefit of the individuals (interview with senior district forestry official,
S/Lp/21, Appendix 4).
Districts around BBSNP also favor development in their areas by establishing
roads to connect isolated villages. Their plan to develop a short-cut road across BBSNP
from Melesom-Lombok to Sekincau-Suoh was against Law No.41/1999 (Kompas 2006
August 19) and put the national park in serious danger of fragmentation. If the park area
was further divided into smaller sectors, conditions for wildlife, especially their range
and migrations areas would have become reduced leading to local extinction. The road
development across BBSNP would also have increased the possibility of human
disturbance in every zone of the park (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2003b:78). The
Ministry of Forestry finally rejected the road application after much complaint and
argument (Kompas 2006 August 19).

Tanggamus District Decree No 36/2000
71

LAMPLiNO
BARAI

(!-,'•,\H

^
U Utelj

'

«

s

\
\ .
\ ^ WoncsDbo V / — JV SuTbsrreio
» . '
U
\

Sedayu,

i.KctaAg.rg

Ad
Ltw h

Pagelo-ai r ? ^ '
N/

^^argguio

»/

C

>

"

_

,':.WayNipah

N

jGadiRS:C 1
/BANUAS.
QAMPtVf,.

1

LAMPUNt.
bfclAiAN

N
""T'P£rd.isjka

j

CukJ^
3aiak
j

Kcljn-'oayan)

- Distnct bo'-de'- Sjbdistr ct bo'ds
K lonetreo
J
L

30

Figure 3.9 Administration map of Tanggamus District
Map by the Cartography Section of the Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies (RSPASANU)

72

Table 3.3 Protected forest in Tanggamus District
Register Number/Location

The extent of forest

Percentage

(km^)

Conservation forest area (BBSNP)
49 (Sumatera Selatan 1)

102.2

3.0

21 (Perintian Batu)

27.8

0.8

22 (Way Jaya)

47.8

1.4

25 (Pematang Tanggang)

33.8

1.0

26 (Serkung Peji)

6.7

0.2

27 (Pematang Sawa)

88.6

2.6

28 (Pematang Neba)

134.2

4.0

30 (Gunung Tanggamus)

150.8

4.5

31 (Pematang Arahan)

15.1

0.4

32 (Bukit Rindingan)

69.6

2.1

39 (Kota Agung Utara)

844.6

25.1

Total Protection forests

1419.0

42.1

Other uses

1,835.38

54.7

Total Tanggamus area

3,356.6

100.0

Protection forest

Source : Tanggamus Forestry and Plantation Service 2007
Note: There are no active forest concessionaires in Tanggamus.
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Table 3.4 Population growth and density of Tanggamus District, 1997-2004
Year

Population Number

Density (people/ km')

(people)
1997

803,283

239

1998

809,585

241

1999

817,276

243

2000

800,211

238

2001

800,400

238

2002

800,909

239

2003

829,632

247

2004

833,747

248

0.5

Before 1997 Tanggamus was

Growth rate 2007-2004*
(percent per year)

part of Lampung Selatan District

Source: Badan Pusat Statistik Kabupaten Tanggamus 2004/2005; The population growth rate
was calculated based on the geometric rate of growth: [Ft = Po (1+r)']

Although they have authority to issue forest use permits, the officials of the
Forestry District office of Tanggamus are themselves involved in violations of the law.
For example, in the case of 'Flying SKSHH' (SKSHH Terbang) local officials issued 26
SKSHHs and

sold them to businessmen in Western Sumatera Province. These

businessmen were then able to deliver timber from Western Sumatera. However, these
officials were caught when a member of the Demokrat Party in Padang informed other
members of the legislature (Info Sumatera: Informasi Komunikasi Kehutanan Sumatera
2006). Another example is the use of permits for sawmills to operate and because there
is a limited amount of top quality timber (kayu kelas) available in private forests
(Hutasuhut 2003) yet more pressure is exerted on BBSNP. In order to fulfil the demand
for the timber in Lampung, people cut trees from the national park with the assistance of
officials from local forestry office. In general, the district's policies often place more
pressure on the BBSNP, because the district is required to generate local income,
especially since the decentralisation policy was implemented.
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SECTION 3.5 FOREST POLICIES: CIVIL SOCIETY

There are many civil society groups that are formally and informally involved in the
management of BBSNP. These civil society groups include international, national and
local NGOs, the media and private associations. Conservation NGOs are the most
common institutions involved in the management operations (see Appendix 12). These
NGOs have a variety of interests and activities but are mostly concerned with wildlife
research, biodiversity conservation, as well as social and economic development for
settler communities. NGOs such as WCS and the Rhino Protection Unit (RPU) often
conduct evaluation and monitoring for wildlife population. Results of wildlife research
by scientists of WCS have been published in national and international journals,
working papers and books. WWF and Watala (Friends of Nature and the Environment)
are often also involved in community development, and advocacy has been used to raise
conservation issues. A recent strong advocacy campaign was concerned with coffee
grown inside the park.

As BBSNP's partners, both WWF and WCS have promoted

the idea that coffee from Lampung could be coffee grown from inside the national park.
They advocate that Lampung's coffee not be used by global coffee companies (O' Brien
and Kinnaird 2003; WWF et al. 2007).
The NGOs that work in BBSNP have established an alliance committing them to
work together for nature conservation in the national park. One international NGO
(WCS) has become the lead institution. With financial assistance from an international
donor, in April 2004 nine local NGOs and WCS signed a Memorandum of
Understanding to work together (Conservation International 2004). However, the
alliance process encountered several problems as noted in the project completion report
(Box 3.2).
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Box 3.2 Conflicts of interest between NGOs
Lessons learned from NGOs alliance process:
1. With varied capacity and educational backgrounds, local NGOs are highly dynamic. Attempts to
strengthen NGO capacity are commonly colored with heated debates and intense disagreements,
which sometimes lead to conflicts. (Transparency and clear roles and responsibilities have been the
pressing issues).
2. A high expectation regarding the timing and amount of resources to be provided for CANOPI
[Conservation Action Network Program, Indonesia] projects and delays in receiving these funds,
gave rise to conflicts and distrust among some partners, who accused the secretariat and WCS (the
lead institution) of lack of mutual trust and respect among CANOPI stakeholders.

Source: Adapted from WCS 2005
Criticism of this alliance from outsiders focused on the dominance of one
international NGO that leads the process (interview with a staff of BBSNP, S/Lp/6,
Appendix 4). This resulting imbalance of power distribution and roles among the
members eventually lead to several local NGOs resigning and establishing their own
groups. The alliance of NGOs was also accused of being too project oriented and by
2006, CANOPI (Conservation Action Netwrok Program, Indonesia) ceased to have any
significant activities due to a lack of funding.

Besides issues over a lack of trust

between NGOs and the imbalance of power between international and national NGOs,
the question of sustainable long-term funding is also significant. Compared with the
state, NGOs do have a closer relationship with the local people who live around the
parks. As a result, they usually gain more complete data on local activities and this is
one reason why local people are more trusting of NGOs. On the other hand, state
officials prefer to negotiate with NGOs as the representatives of the local people than
communicate with the local people themselves (interview with a high state official,
S/J/8, Appendix 4). This then shifts the power balance away from the marginalised
settlers who may find themselves in an even weaker bargaining position. It is important
for all sides to develop negotiating positions in discussions over land use, resource
access and political rights. I will now examine two villages close to the park in order to
assess local management arrangements and the factors influencing local capacity.
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SECTION 3.6

SEDAYU VILLAGE

HISTORY
Sedayu Village is close to the gates of BBSNP and the Sukaraja Office of BBSNP-MU.
The village was formally established in 1972 and is located within the sub- district of
Semaka (interview with the head of village, V/Lp-S/8, Appendix 4). Compared with the
second study village, Way Nipah, Sedayu is closer to the regional town of Kota Agung
and access to and from the village is better.
Issues relating to timber theft and forest encroachment are more specifically
associated with people from the sub-villages closer to forested areas. The extent of the
village area is about 16.2 km^ (CBS 2005) and it consists of four sub-villages, Sedayu, Sri
Rahayu, Sidorejo and Sridadi, one of which, Sidorejo, actually borders BBSNP (Appendix
7). In 2005, the total village comprised 386 households, with a total of 1,653 residents
(Appendix 7) most of whom are migrants from East Java employed as farmers (WWF
2006b:2). The population density is about 102 people/ km^. The story of Sedayu started
when people from Eastern Java came to the area during the Dutch colonial period. In
1942, during the Japanese occupation, other Javanese came in to replace half of the
villagers who had been killed by malaria (WWF 2006a: 1).

PROFILE
The village profile shows that

about 57 per cent of Sedayu residents are officially

categorised as poor because they hold the kartu sehat, the official state welfare papers.
Sedayu

Statistics in 2004 show that most of the residents have only achieved a low

education level, usually just graduating from elementary school. There is no electricity
in two sub-villages (Sidorejo and Sridadi) that are close to the forest and their social
and economic welfare is lower than that of the other sub-villages, that is, Sedayu and Sri
Rahayu (interview with the head of village, V/Lp-S/8, Appendix 4).
Pressures on BBSNP from residents in Sedayu are not as strong as in Way Nipah,
the second study village. Many people in Sedayu have gardens inside the protection
forest {hutan lindung). The rules state that the 'land is allowed to be cultivated, but the
land is not for sale' (interview with farmers V/Lp-S/4, V/Lp-S/7, Appendix 4). The
existence of these gardens in the protection forest may also imply that the encroachment
is considered as part of the buffer zone of BBSNP rather than the core area (Figure
77

3.10). In addition, some residents also have wet paddy fields but these are not located
inside the park (Figure 3.11). In general, people in Sedayu have more opportunities to
access non state-forest land and protection forest compare to Way Nipah, the second
village study.
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Figure 3.10 The classification of forest areas in Lampung designated by the Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia in 2000
(Peta Penunjukan Kawasan Hutan Indonesia, 2000).
79

The state officials and the NGOs have also tried to improve local welfare by
establishing farmers' groups. The main objective of the establishment of these local
groups is to accommodate the development programs that are being introduced by
NGOs and the state (Appendix 15). However, according to a leader in Sedayu, these
farmers' groups are not strong because they are often collapse after the projects are
finished. One farmer reported that of the many groups formed in Sedayu none is active
at present (interview with a farmer leader V/Lp-S/4, Appendix 4).
The head of the village saw the residents of Sidorejo as unlucky people because
most of them were poor farmers in need of alternative livelihoods (V/Lp-S/8). Others
outside the village look at the residents as people who lack a willingness to work hard
(interview with farmers V/Lp-S/4, V/Lp-S/5, Appendix 4) and who cannot afford to buy
better cultivation land. As reported in Section 3.3 (Sub Section 'Migration and
Translocation') above, some people who joined the translocation program also returned
to their original villages, because they found the new land was infertile and required
time and labour to prepare it for new crops (interview with Sidorejo residents V/Lp-S/5,
Appendix 4).
The establishment of the park meant that there was limited land for younger
farmers. Some of the second generation migrants who live around the villages bordering
BBSNP prefer to move out from their village and find work in the cities where they may
have more opportunities. In 2005, there were three people working abroad as labourers
and some people also work in cities like Jakarta and Bandar Lampung in order pursue a
better life. However, some parents prefer their young generation to stay in the village
and become farmers for safety and family reasons,

some young people obey their

parents and remain. If young people do not have money to buy farming land then parents
will often assist (interview with an older farmer leader V/Lp-S/3, Appendix 4).
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SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL

ISSUES

Based on the Census of 2000, most Sedayu people are Javanese Moslems (Table 3.5 and
Table 3.6). The Table 3.5 also shows that in 2000, 339 people also classed themselves
as life migrants. This category means that they were bom in another province and came
to Lampung. The Javanese migrants commonly employ a traditional agriculture system
using dry paddy fields. They therefore depend on rain water rather than irrigation
(LPSM Yasadhana et al. 2004). These farmers also cultivate other kinds of crops such
as cacao, coffee, pepper, coconuts, cloves and fruits. Many of the settlers have become
successful farmers. The comparative level of prosperity between the migrants and the
native people has become an issue in Sedayu. In this regard, villagers have become
concerned about criminal activities such as coffee theft (ngodok), gambling, other
criminal actions such as mugging {malak, nodong) and thug related activities that have
become apparent in the communities (WWF 2006a).
In addition, the obvious differences between people who live near the forest and
those who live further away are important issues. For the people who live down near the
main roads the problems of landslide, flood and erosion are also significant. The
difference of social status has also meant that in Sedayu poor people who live uphill are
more often blamed for the forest damage. However, this is not always correct.
According to WWF, some local people who live downhill also cultivate forest land in
protected areas (WWF 2006a). The degradation of the forest in upland areas has led to
landslides and erosion.
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Table 3.5 Migrations and religious affiliations in Sedayu Village in 2000
Migrations and religious affiliations

Number of people

Migrations
Recent migrants

23

Life time migrants

339

Religious affiliations
Moslem

2,010

Christian

1

Hindu/Buddhist

1

Total

2,012

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000

Table 3.6 Ethnic group composition in Sedayu Village in 2000
Ethnic group

Number of people

Percentage

1,955

97.2

Iwur (Papuans

19

0.9

Keburi (Papua)

6

0.3

Peminggir (Lampung)

3

0.1

Sunda (Java)

2

0.1

Others

27

1.3

Total

2,012

100.0

Javanese

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000

" There is no information about people from Papua in Sedayu village in 2006 .
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Compared with the other study village. Way Nipah, there is less forest
encroachment in Sedayu. The leaders of the village and the sub- villages however admit
that they are afraid of the consequences if they are found breaking the law (V/Lp-S/3,
V/Lp-S/8, V/Lp-S/9). If someone from the villages gets caught, the heads of the village
sections will also be involved: this is one of the pressures of the job. Besides illegal
activities, forest fires and human-wildlife conflicts are also significant problems for the
leaders in Sedayu. In addition, Sedayu is also located closer to the BBSNP-MU office
and to one international NGO office and so there is more interaction between the NGOs,
the state officials and the village leaders. The NGOs and the state often carry out
training programs, workshops, and projects in the village. These NGOs and the state
often bring projects and technological transfers to the village. However, the people have
learnt that some NGOs are often only available for the short term (WWF 2006b) and
they have learnt that they cannot depend on the promises of the NGOs.

SECTION 3.7

WAY NIPAH VILLAGE

THE OLD VILLAGE
The second case study village in the BBSNP area is the old village of Way Nipah in the
sub-district of Pematang Sawa. Pematang Sawa is a former marga (ethnic group) area in
Lampung and according to a leader from Way Nipah, the village already existed in the
early Dutch colonial period. In this period, customary rules were still very important.
Although it is an old village. Way Nipah has experienced considerable development in
recent years. It is located in the southwest of Sumatera close to the shore of Semangka
Bay. The village, which can be reached by road or by sea, consists of six sub-villages of
which five border BBSNP (see sketch in Figure 3.12). The extent of the village area is
about 21 km^ (Appendix 7). The village is well known as a place where conflict between
officials and local people arises principally over encroachment on protected forest.
Way Nipah is the centre of Pematang Sawa Sub-District. Only limited roads go
from Way Nipah to the more remote sub-villages, such as Sinar Laut (see sketch. Figure
3.12). People have to walk or take a motor boat to come to the local center of the sub
district in order to get government services. This is one of the reasons why in 2006 Way
Nipah Village was in the process of dividing into two parts.
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Figure 3.12 Sketch of Way Nipah Village
Source: Adapted from WWF 2002b
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SOCIAL AND CULTURAL

ISSUES

In 2005, the village comprised 605 households, with 2,471 residents (Appendix 7) who
mostly worked as farmers or fishers. The population density was about 118 people/
km^ more than Sedayu Village. Based on the Census of 2000, the village is relatively
homogeneous in terms of religious affiliation (mostly Moslems) (Table 3.7) but not
ethnicity (Table 3.8). The numbers of migrants, both recent and life migrants are the
highest compared with all of the case study villages in this thesis. It is likely that some
outsiders have seen better opportunities and have been more willing to move to the area.
The 2000 census also indicates that the ethnic composition of Way Nipah was
predominantly Javanese and to a lesser extent Peminggir

(native Lampungers).

Lampungers generally live in a sub- village also known as Way Nipah and they retain
rights to about 10 km^ of customary forest from which they are able to extract timber
and basic food requirements. This customary forest is relatively safe from encroachment
but the customary rules are not effective in the other sub-villages. Way Nipah customary
forest may be the only remaining hutan adat or marga (customary forest) that exists in
Tanggamus District, where is maintained as a dense forest. Unlike the stand of
customary forest in Krui in West Lampung (see Mary and Michon 1987; Michon, et al.
2000), the forest is not classified as state forest (WWF 2006c). Its status remains
customary forest as it has for decades and has not been changed to private land. This
forest is managed by Lampungers from Way Nipah Village who claim that there are no
gardens in the forested area and they keep their forest in order so that they can avoid
problems with erosion. The forested area is also a catchment and the water is used for
agricultural purposes. It is limited in size to about 10 km^ but contains a waterfall and is
a habitat for rusa (red deer) and siamang (the long armed black gibbon) (Workshop in
Way Nipah 2006, see Appendix 5, LM/LW/2).
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Table 3.7 Migrations and religious affiliations in Way Nipah Village in 2000
Migrations and Religious affiliations

Number of People

Migrations
Recent

migration

201

Life migration

452

Religious affiliations
Moslems

2,143

Christian

1

Hindu/Buddhist

5

Total Population

2,149

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000

Table 3.8 Ethnic group composition in Way Nipah Village in 2000
Ethnic group/origin

Number of People

Percentage

Javanese

1136

52.9

Peminggir (Lampung)

584

27.2

Sunda(Java)

85

4.0

Iwur (Papua)

46

2.1

Katibas (Kalimantan)

36

1.7

Kauwol (Papua)

35

1.6

lliun (Maluku)

34

1.6

Perai (Maluku)

31

1.4

Komering (Sumatera)

16

0.7

Others

146

6.8

2149

100.0

Total
Source: CBS, Population Census 2000
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The Lampungers who manage the forest form a core group of about 150 families.
They do not allow people to cut the trees unless there is agreement with the customary
leader and the local elites. For example, agreement was reached when local villagers
wanted to build a mosque and approval was given to cut timber (Workshop in Way
Nipah 2006, LM/LW/2). Among the villages in the larger Way Nipah community, the
Way Nipah Sub-Village is the only one that does not border BBSNP. Many villagers are
also fishers. Ironically, Way Nipah Sub-Village residents are able to maintain their
customary forest while other people encroach on BBSNP (Workshop in Way Nipah
2006, LM/LW/2). The retention of their customary forest ownership has undoubtedly
assisted the native Lampungers and strengthened their position with management
officials.
Although residents in Way Nipah Sub-Village maintain the integrity of their
forest, they cannot avoid problems associated with the lack of water for their agricultural
land which only totals around 0.20 km^ This land is no longer productive as the flow
from the waterfall in the reserve does not reach their high agricultural land. Lampungers
remember that in the 1970s, they could still farm their high land but now the forest
above the upper level of the water fall has been opened by other neighbouring villagers
from Purwosari, which is occupied by migrant Javanese. The Lampungers urged the
people from the upper sub-village to maintain the forest as a water catchment but these
neighbouring villagers have argued that their gardens are far away from the Way Nipah
water fall. Behind the conflict are differences between the two ethnic groups. This is a
case where the BBSNP management unit should take a mediating role and help protect
the customary rules of the downstream community.

LIVELIHOODS AND FOREST

ENCROACHMENT

In 2005, about 66 per cent of the Way Nipah community residents held kartu sehat
papers identifying them as poor people. This average was higher than in Sedayu (57 per
cent) (Appendix 7). The low welfare status is strongly associated with the poor social
and economic conditions in the rural villages around BBSNP. The main factor causing
this rural poverty is the lack of job opportunities in the agricultural sector. Some
villagers, especially Lampungers, who live near the sea are also working as fishers but
they use simple equipment for fishing and are unable to compete with others utilising
better technology. A growing problem is the use of dynamite fishing by Way Nipah
fishers who have limited livelihood opportunities outside the national park.
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A study of new forest encroachment areas, including Way Nipah, has found that
encroachment involves about 352 farmers comprising several ethnic groups but mostly
Javanese, Sundanese, Semendo and some Lampungers (LPSM Yasadhana et al. 2004) .
Most of them opened up the forest around 2000 and 2001 and some areas were cleared
as early as the 1980s and 1990s. The encroachers planted paddy rice, coffee, cacao and
petai^^. The condition of the forest when they cleared it was dense tropical rainforest and
scrub (LPSM Yasadhana, et al. 2004), but now the area has a typical tropical agricultural
landscape (Figure 3.13Figure 3.13 )

Table 3.9. Classification of Way Nipah's farmers involved in forest encroachment
Age

Ethnic Groups
Javanese

Semendo

Others: Lampung,

Total

Sunda and Banten
<20

1

20-30

90

31-40

-

1

16

15

121

120

8

9

137

41-50

37

16

10

63

>50

20

3

7

30

Total

268

43

41

352

-

Source: LPSM Yasadhana et al. 2004

An edible flat green seed with a strong odour and flavour used as a vegetable, which is obtained from pods from
the tree Parkia speciosa (A dictionary of Singlish and Singapore English, www.singlishdictionary.com)
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Figure 3.13 Forest encroachment in BBSNP-Way Nipah
Photo taken by BBSNP Management Unit in 2006

Most farmers were between 31-40 years old (Table 3.9), and were strong and fit
enough to open up the forest and manage the cleared land. The encroachment in Way
Nipah Village was also triggered by what had happened in other villages and by the lack
of law enforcement. This remote area of BBSNP is also less visited by NGOs or
BBSNP-MU officials. The problems of access are also aggravated by geographical
isolation. The new phase of forest encroachment in Way Nipah (around the year 2000)
was facilitated by local NGOs backed by local elites in the district office. Just as the
Ministry of Forestry issued the decree on community forestry in 1998, some people from
the town established NGOs, namely KOTBUN, Wanatama Lestari and Abjad (Box 3.3).
They informed local people of the decree and claimed that they could give legitimacy
for farmers (in Way Nipah Village and its surrounding) who wanted to open up and
manage the park land. These local organisations competed with other in attracting
attention from villagers to work with them ((LPSM Yasadhana et al. 2004). However,
they did not have intensive consultations with the BBSNP Management Unit. The
implementation of community forestry in national parks was debated nationally, and
later on the decree was cancelled. As new encroachments occurred, repressive action
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was taken by the BBSNP-MU against villagers with gardens inside the national park.
For the BBSNP Management Unit, this new encroachment could not be tolerated and so
they often burned the farmer's garden huts inside the park and captured the farmers in
their fields (Figure 3.14). The capture of the people by the forest police then led to
tension between Way Nipah villagers, BBSNP- MU and WWF which had assisted in
surveying the border. Threats and strong protests from villagers were common in the
area during inspections by the BBSNP- MU. In order to resolve these on-going disputes
the Way Nipah villagers took their concerns and actions to the district and provincial
officials, assisted by a national NGO (WALHI).
For the head of Way Nipah Village who is a native Lampunger, the conflict in his
village is very problematic. He said that the villagers from the uphill area had threatened
his sub-village when he assisted the BBSNP-MU action in the forest. On the other hand,
it is his task to help the BBSNP-MU, otherwise he will be sued for withholding
information about illegal activities in his working area. Moreover, the issue of ethnic
group identification is also significant. Native Lampungers are only a minority in their
homeland and it is mostly the Javanese migrants who are the main problem. Therefore,
the potential for physical conflict is always close.

Box 3.3 Forest encroachment and community forestry in Way Nipah
Forest encroachment in BBSNP in Way Nipah Village has occun-ed since 1979. The farmers were
reallocated in 1982 by the state and that was followed with the reforestation program in 1983-1984.
In 1998, the local people started to open the forest by referring to Ministerial Decree No. 677/1998.
Some local people opened up again the forest together in 1999/2000. In these actions, the local people
were facilitated by several NGOs: KOTBUN, Wanatama Lestari, and Abjad. KOTBUN and Wanatama
Lestari collapsed later. Abjad continued the works and it imposed fees for fanners: a. enrolment fee of
about Rp.40,000 - 60,000, b. harvesting fees of about 25-30 kaleng^^ of rice, c. monthly fee: Rp. 2,500.
Under this scheme, each member has access to 0.01-0.02 km' of forest land inside the BBSNP.
Later on, the fanners complained about the fees and some of them resigned their membership. [After
the decree amendment, the activities were stopped and the leader of Abjad was sought by the Police],

Source: LPSM Yasadhana et al. 2004

" In Lampung one kaleng o f f i c e is about 25 kg of rice (Subakir, pers. comm., 9 April 2008 ).
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Figure 3.14 Burning of a farmer's work shelter inside tfie BBSNP
Piioto courtesy BBSNP Management Unit in 2006

SECTION 3.8 IMPLICATIONS FOR PEOPLE AND THE PARK

Sections 3.2 to 3.6 discuss the forest related policies and the people and institutions
involved. The policies to conserve the park have been challenged by various factors that
shape the actions of people involved. In general, the policies cannot stop the deforestation
problem in Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park. BBSNP has suffered from deforestation
for more than 30 years (Figure 3.15). -According to ILRC (Illegal Logging Response
Centre) and WCS-IP, the annual deforestation rate of BBSNP between 1972 and 2005
was 24 km^ per year (cited in Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit and
European Union 2006). At this rate BBSNP will lose about half of its official total area by
2036 (Kinnaird et al. 2003:245).
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Figure 3.15 Deforestation in Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park from 1972 until 2005.
Source: Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit and European Union 2006
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Province border
District border
Primary forest
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Plantation
Cogon grass
Lake R a n a u
D a m a r forest

Figure 3.16

Total forest encroachment
529.2 km'
1.PematangSawa;83.3km'
2.Tulung Asahan:8 km'
3.Marang:19.1km'
4.Sekincau&Suoh:291.6
km'
5.Pesisir Utara:39.3 km'
6.Rataagung:70 km'
7.Pulau Beringin: 17.9 km'

D e f o r e s t a t i o n in B u k i t B a r i s a n S e l a t a n N a t i o n a l P a r k in 2 0 0 2

S o u r c e : A d a p t e d f r o m Ministry of Forestry of I n d o n e s i a 2 0 0 6
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At the present time the general statistics for BBSNP are:
a.

72.32 per cent of the area is dense forest;

b.

10.43 per cent is now shrub and unproductive land;

c.

14.08 per cent is occupied agricultural land planted with a majority of coffee trees;

d. 2.10 per cent is new encroachment areas and
e. 0.17 per cent is used for other activities such as tourism concessions and water
providers (GIS WWF and BBSNP-MU (2002) cited in Sitorus 2004).
The land uses show that the category b, c and d (in total 26.62 per cent) are no
longer forested areas and most have been cultivated with cash crops. These activities
lead to continuous deforestation. The following consequences include conflicts between
people involved as well as conflicts between humans and wildlife.

ILLEGAL

LOGGING

The timbers of high economic value that are commonly cut illegally from BBSNP
include

Meranti {Shorea spp), Keruing {Dipterocarpus

sp) and Cempaka

(Michelia

champaka). Some other non-wood forest products such as resin (Damar) and rattan are
also harvested illegally. The locations of illegal logging and harvesting are well-known
and include the areas of Pematang Sawa, Tulung Asahan, Marang, Sekincau, Suoh,
Pesisir Utara, Rataagung and Pulau Beringin (see Figure 3.16). The numbers of cases of
illegal timber cutting and forest product harvesting recorded by the management unit in
Tanggamus and West Lampung Districts from 2002 to March 2006 are listed in Table
3.10.
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Table 3.10 Cases of recorded illegal timber cutting, 2002-2006
Year

Location (district)

Number of

Number of

cases

Involved People

2002

4

7

West Lampung

2003

7

17

West Lampung

2004

19

37

2005

1

1

17 cases in West
Lampung and 2 cases
in Tanggamus
West Lampung

2006

6

6

West Lampung

Explanation

5 cases of timber
cutting were all
followed by forest
encroachment

Source; Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit, Kasus-Kasus Tindak Pidana di
Bidang Kehutanan yang Ditangani Balai Taman Nasional Bukit Barisan Selatan 2002-2006.
Table 3.10 shows there was a significant decrease in cases from 2004 to 2005. The
management unit mentioned that 'shock therapy' had led to the decrease in the number
of illegal harvesting cases

(Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit

2006). However, the cases increased again after 2005. Those who violated the rules may
actually be the same people who have undertaken illegal activities before but have not
been caught (interview with head of village, V/Lp-S/8, Appendix 4) and so the figures
may indicate that the statistics are lower than the real levels. High demand for timber is
one reason for illegal logging. The high demand from the sawmills, especially those in
West Lampung, has been blamed as one of the reasons causing illegal logging in
BBSNP. Also the growth in the number of sawmills has led to more competition for
quality timber and Lampung's production forests are not able to meet the demand.
Protected areas with high grade lumber thus become the target. For example, the local
media reported that during one inspection, about 2,513 m^ of illegal wood had been
identified in 12 sawmills in West Lampung (Gunawan and Wirawan 2006). As a result,
the permits of these 12 sawmills were cancelled and the operations investigated between
17 January and 30 April 2006. Of the 12 sawmills, four were closed and the others were
simply inspected but these actions resulted in protests and complaints from sawmill
workers, because the state had closed their workplaces and threatened their jobs.
Besides being caught out in their actions in the protected forest, the illegal timber
cutters are often caught on the streets in the area. Violation of the use of timber transport
documents (SKSHH) is one of the ways that the illegal timber industry can be stopped
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but many of the actors involved in this business include state officials, police and
prominent businessmen. There are also many cases where transport documents are
misused by district officials and businessmen. For example, the amount of timber and
the types of timber being transported that are written on the SKSHH documents are
often not the same as the actual amount and species being moved. Very often, there is
actually more timber on the trucks, or the tree species are different from what is written
on the documents. Another ploy is to transport illegal timber without

SKSHH

documents during the night. The sea to the south of Sumatera, on the southwest part of
BBSNP, is also suspected to be part of the illegal timber transportation route from the
forest to the markets (Hutasuhut 2003; Lampung Post 2005c May 2). The recorded
violations of SKSHH between 2002 and April 2006 are listed in Table 3.11.
Table 3.11 Cases of violation of SKSHH, 2002-2006
Year

Location

Number

Number of

of cases

Involved People

2002

0

0

-

2003

4

5

West Lampung

2004

1

2

West Lampung

2005

12

23

West Lampung

2006

0

0

Explanation

A joint patrol with Kodim 0422
caught a group of people
carrying out illegal logging

-

Source: Bukit Barisan Selatan National Parl< Management Unit, Kasus-Kasus Tindak Pidana di
Bidang Kehutanan yang Ditangani Balai Taman Nasional Bukit Barisan Selatan 2002-2006
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Table 3.11 shows that the trafficking of illegal timber mostly occurred in West
Lampung at a time of increasing conflict between the BBSNP management unit and the
local district level officials. An area that has been illegally logged and therefore
degraded will become an area of forest encroachment, for after the illegal loggers have
finished their work, local people will enter the forest and establish gardens in the park.

FOREST

ENCROACHMENT

Although forest encroachment in BBSNP in the area of Sekincau and Rataagung started
in the 1950s (Sitorus 2004), it was only possible to obtain statistics on the number of
prosecuted cases from 2002 to March 2006. These are tabulated in Table 3.12. Table
3.12 shows that forest encroachment still continues although some repressive actions
have been undertaken by authorities. The Citra Landsat 2002 data shows that in total
the area of land encroached on by settlers involved about 571 km^ of forest land (Figure
3.16). A news paper estimated it involved about 100.000 people (Sinaro 2007b). Figure
3.16 also shows that the most extensive land conversions occur in Sekincau and Suoh
although most of the encroachment in these two areas occurred in the past. The second
largest encroachment occurred in Pematang Sawa^^, where encroachment activities are
relatively new and have taken place in the current decade.
Forest encroachment raises complicated issues when it is related to human rights.
The rights are related to secure land tenure as well as safety and assistance for farmers.
The farmers who worked inside the national park claimed that the state was supposed to
improve their skills, not to capture and then put them in jail (Radar Lampung 2007
March 29).

Therefore, a national NGO (WALHI) and local NGOs have supported

farmers in their struggle for land and livelihood issues. In this regard, the farmers have
demanded justice and strongly protest against the state. They have claimed that there is a
need to redesign the park by considering local people's need for land.

One of the study villages (Way Nipah) is located in Pematang Sawa sub district.
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Table 3.12 Forest encroachment around BBSNP, 2002-2006
Year

Location

Number of

Number of

cases

Involved People

2002

1

2

Tanggamus

2003

6

8

West Lampung

2004

8

12

2005

3

4

2006

5

5

Seven cases in West
Lampung and one
case in Tanggamus
Two cases in
Tanggamus District,
and one case in West
Lampung
All of them in West
Lampung

Explanation

Forest encroachment
and illegal cutting
occur together
Forest encroachment
and illegal cutting
occur together

Source: Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park Management Unit, Kasus-Kasus Tindak Pidana di
Bidang Kehutanan yang Ditangani Balai Taman Nasional Bukit Barisan Selatan 2002-2006

CONFLICTS
Many farmers who have gardens inside the BBSNP are in conflict with state officials. The
conflicts have become more common since reformasi in 1999, because people are less
intimidated by state officials, especially those who are known or seen to be corrupt. These
conflicts sometimes involve physical violence or threats of violence. For example, one
village head was forced by a group of angry farmers carrying weapons to give
information about the places where the forest police had detained their friends captured
during an action. The village head now prefers not to be involved in any of the actions
within the park (LM/LW/2). The BBSNP- MU staff also faced protests and strikes by
farmers, commonly aided by NGOs, who blockaded their offices at the headquarters in
Kota Agung and the sub-office in Liwa {Antara 2007a 30 March). Threats have also been
made by farmers against individuals and NGO members (interview with NGO staff,
N/Lp/1, N/Lp/2, N/Lp/6, Appendix 4). The situation in BBSNP remains volatile.
In addition, some impacts of deforestation on wildlife have been reported (O'Brien
et al. 2003). Villages just inside or bordering the park is likely to have the most
dangerous human-wildlife conflicts. Wild animals such as tigers and elephants have
often killed people and caused widespread fear among villagers, most particularly
women and children, especially, in Sekincau and Ulu Semong (Kompas 2007e June 11).
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Newspapers have reported that the conflicts between humans and wildlife in BBSNP
have caused serious loss of life and damage to property in the region {Media Indonesia
2007a March 20; Saroso 2007; Suara Pembaharuan 2007 March 14). One newspaper
recently reported that families in Suwoh Village had to stay awake at night for they
feared attacks from elephants {Media Indonesia 2007b March 20; Yasland 2007).

SECTION 3.9 CONCLUSION

History shows that the richness of the biodiversity of the BBSNP was first recognised
during the Dutch colonial period. At that time the pressure from the local population on
the natural resources of the region was not high. Since independence in 1945, the
Indonesian national government has issued several significant policies related to the
development of the current BBSNP but not all these have been positive. Designation of
World Heritage Status is threatened by transmigration, community forestry did not
result in land rehabilitation, tourism is still untested, partnership agreements with NGOs
and other local groups have not always produced results, combating illegal logging and
mining is often challenged by corruption and cronyism. Transmigration and mining may
not affect the national park directly but indirectly they have added significant pressure
to the management of the park. In addition, the designation of World Heritage Status
has led to greater restrictions on the movements of local people around the forest.
The local district office often makes policies that challenge conservation efforts.
This has become more apparent since decentralisation. Most policies have been made to
generate local income but they lack monitoring and evaluation and this has led to the
abuse of power. The policies of the various NGOs with a stake in BBSNP were intended
to protect the forest. However, some NGO activities have been directed against the
national and provincial governments' policies especially those regarding the rights of the
local people who work inside the park. Meanwhile, in order to have more integrated
operations, several NGOs decided to work together. In the process the issue of conflicts
of interest, power struggles, transparency, financial sustainability and lack of trust
between these organisations become obstacles in sustaining that collaboration.
Local people who live around the park are either migrants or native Lampungers.
Both groups have different relationships with the land and the region. Some of them are
powerless and largely landless and so do not take any significant action against injustice.
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Others fight for their rights for land or forest use, often with support from NGOs.
Customary rules still operate in only one study village. At present, the rules are
sufficient to protect and maintain the customary forest. People seem more reluctant to
damage the customary forest when it is managed and used by one ethnic group.
This chapter concludes that aggressive forest police and occasionally military
action combined with a centralised administrative structure and even assistance from
national and international NGOs is insufficient to maintain Bukit Barisan Selatan
National Park and its World Heritage values. The direct drivers of deforestation such as
illegal logging, agricultural settlement and infrastructure expansion are not able to be
halted. Conflicts between the state and farmers regarding tenure rights and conflicts
between humans and wildlife are the consequences of the deforestation problem. The
problems are associated with various complex interrelated policies made by a variety of
stakeholders influenced by several factors which include demography, political, social
and cultural issues, economic and geographical conditions.
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CHAPTER 4

SESAOT PROTECTION FOREST

SECTION 4.1 INTRODUCTION

Indonesian protection forests are classified as category VI by the lUCN (see Chapter 1).
The areas remain 'protected areas' despite the fact that much of the forest has already
disappeared (Verbist et al. 2005:255). One of the protection forests chosen for this research
is Sesaot Protection Forest (the SPF) located in West Lombok (see map Figure 4.2). Sesaot
has been chosen because it was an example of a successful community forestry project in
the late 1990s. Sutedjo and Suryadi (1997:291) reported at an International Forestry
Seminar that:
The community development program in Sesaot aims to integrate forest
conservation with the economic needs of the community. ... the conservation
of the forest has been reasonably successful as a result of ...the development
of the community forestry scheme
The community forestry policy in Sesaot opened up opportunities for local people to
access and benefit from the forest. However, the policy led to the conversion of forest into
gardens. By 2003 it was reported that most areas of the SPF had been converted to gardens
{kebun)

(Hidayat and Sujatmiko 2003). Many forestry trees that were planted (during the

community forestry programs) were replaced with bananas and agricultural crops. People
now have the perception that Sesaot is no longer a forest as it was used to be, and that:
...it is now one big garden. ... The only cultivated crops as far as one can see
are the stands of fruits of all kinds (Translated by Magdalena) (Tempo, 2003,
21 July).
In addition, the present management of the SPF is struggling with issues such as
illegal logging and intensive forest product collection that is causing more forest damage. In
the context of those issues, this chapter examines the forest policies of the central state and
district government as well as civil society and local people. The study focuses on the
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history of conservation policies and the nature of the policies at various levels of
government that have caused the deforestation of the SPF. In addition, in order to look at
local management arrangements of villages around the SPF, two study villages, Sesaot and
Lebah Sempage (Figure 4.1) are selected as case studies. The villages are part of the
Narmada Sub District, West Lombok District, and West Nusa Tenggara Province. The
villages are close to each other and before 2001 they were one village, under the name of
Sesaot Village. Using a similar framework and research questions as in previous chapter
(see Chapter 1 and Chapter 3), this study argues that the degradation of the SPF can be
explained by policies made by various people and a complex network of historical,
geographical, socio-economic and political factors.

SECTION 4.2 THE FOREST AND ITS HISTORY

The Sesaot Protection Forest (the SPF) is part of a group of protection forests around Mt
Rinjani (see Astawa 2004) in West Lombok {Lombok Barat) District, Lombok Island. The
group of protection forests around Mt Rinjani extends along the southwestern side of the
mountain (Figure 4.2). The forest was reclassified as a protection forest by the Ministry of
Agriculture (Ministerial Decree No.756/Kpts/Um/10 year 1982") because of its function as
a water catchment area for the residents of Lombok (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia
2004:232). A number of rivers run through the forest, including the Jangkok, Tembiras,
Sesaot, Betuang and Binsua Rivers. Also, there are several natural springs rising in the
forest, the most important being the Ranget, Pengkukun, Sesaot, Aik Nyet, Pengkoak and
Orong Petung Springs (Sutedjo and Suryadi 1997:287).

' The status of the forest before 1982 was limited production forest.
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Figure 4.1 Sesaot and Lebah Sempage Villages in West Lombok (Lombok Baraf) District
Map by the Cartography Section of the Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies (RSPAS-ANU)
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The forest cover is diverse and can be classified into:
a. primary forest,
b. monoculture plantation forest planted with mahogany (Swietenia sp) and Albizia
trees {Paraseuanthes

falcataria),

c. monoculture plantation forest planted with Multipurpose Tree Species (MPTS)
such as Kemiri nuts {Aleurites

moluccana),

d. mixed trees covers, both commercial timber and MPTS, and
e. coffee plantations established since the 1950s (KMPH Sesaot 2000:10).
The forest is also home to many species of wild animals such as reptiles,
macaques, wild pigs, smaller barking deer, porcupines, and rusa deer (KMPH Sesaot
2000:10). The

SPF covers about 59.5 km^ and within that area about 32

was

categorised as Grand Forest Park in 1999 by the Ministry of Forestry'^®. The SPF is
managed by the Branch Office of the District Forestry and Plantation Service (CDKP),
Narmada office'" that also manages about 89 km^ of other protection forests around
Rinjani Mountain. There are three territory Branch Offices of CDKP (RDKP): Sesaot
(32 km^), Sedauh and Lebah Sempage (27 km^), and Karang Bayan (30 km^) (Interview
with the head of CDKP Narmada, 2006). The territories' names are based on the names
of the local villages near the work area offices: RDKP Sesaot, RDKP Sedauh and Lebah
Sempage (Fugure 4.2) and RDKP Karang Bayan (Figure 4.3).

Based on The Ministerial Decree No. 244/Kpts-II/1999, dated 27 of April 1999 (Grand Forest Park is category VI
of lUCN, see Table 1.3 Chapter 1 )
C D K P Narmada office is a representative of the district office and has authority to manage the SPF
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Figure 4.2 A group of protection forests, including the Sesaot Protection Forest (SPF), in West Lombok District (Lombok Baraf)
Map by the Cartography Section of the Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies (RSPAS-ANU)
106

HISTORY
A summary of the history of the SPF is shown in Table 4.1. A senior Sesaot resident
said to the author that he came to Sesaot Village in 1954 and witnessed the early
development of areas around the SPF (Interview with V/Lb-Ss/18, Appendix 4). This
was the year when the national government of Indonesia carried out projects to replant
the SPF and local people were involved (Table 4.1). In this period, the SPF was
described as a limited production forest that was mainly exploited for timber
(Sudaryanto 2001; Sutedjo and Suryadi 1997). In general, logging practices in the 1950s
and the 1960s were carried out by local people working for businessmen. The scale of
the operations varied. (Awang 2003:4). The SPF was managed in two ways: short term
concessions were issued to private companies; and the provincial forestry service
(swakelola)

managed their own operations (Interview with the director of provincial

forestry office and a leader of farmer group, S/Lb/4, V/Lb-Ss/23, Appendix 4).
The logging practices in the 1950s and 1960s were considered to be unsustainable
(Awang 2003) and the likely causes of the degradation of the forest (Suryadi 2001b:29).
After the forest was logged, it was planted with plantation timbers. This reforestation
was instigated by the Indonesian government in order to reduce the pace of forestry
degradation and involve local people. By the 1960s, the reforestation scheme had
planted large areas of mahogany, Banjur {Pterosperum spp) and Albizia (Sutedjo and
Suryadi 1997:287). At this time, local people were also given rights to grow crops in the
forest and areas of chilies and paddy rice were planted together with the commercial
timbers. Locals were also allowed to plant coffee trees (interview with an activist of
KMPH, V/Lb-Ss/21, Appendix 4). To some extent, the local people were willing to
work with the goverrmient and to follow instructions given by officials (interview with a
Forestry official and an NGO activist and villager: S/Lb/25, V/Lb-Ss/21, Appendix 4).
This scheme was identical to the community forestry program implemented by the
Ministry of Forestry thirty-five years later in 1995.

107

Table 4.1 Summary of the history of the Sesaot Protection Forest
Before 1953

Lombok Island was occupied by Balinese (before the

centuryO, by

the Dutch from 1894 to- 1942 and by the Japanese (1942-1945) during
World Warn
1953

Local logging activities in the Sesaot production forest
In this period, local people commonly undertook logging with assistance
from business people.
The forest was planted with mahogany and the government declared
the forest logged out.

1958

Establishment of the West Nusa Tenggara Province

1970s

Forest degradation worsened

1982

The forest was reclassified as a protection forest
Provincial authorities issued a decree permitting local people to access
the buffer zone

1995

The decree of Community Forestry was issued by the central
government. Provincial government and NGOs initiated community
forestry programs in the SPF

1998

Protection forest management was transferred from the province to the
district

1999

Establishment of Law No 22/1999 regarding autonomy: the law of
administrative decentralisation
Establishment of the Nuraksa Grand Forest Park that covers about
3,155 ha of land, leaving about 2,795 ha for the SPF

2000

The central government and the Governor issued a decree to seize
waste timber. The SPF was extensively logged

2003-2006

Illegal logging. Land rehabilitation began through the Gerhan or GNRHL {Gerakan Nasional Rehabilitasi Hutan dan Lahan) program

Source: Ellsworth and White 2004; Sedyawati et al. 2002; Hamish 2006; Suryadi 2001a; and
interviews
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Logging operations and the reforestation schemes attracted migrants from other
parts of Lombok, mainly East Lombok, and Bali. The settlement areas were then
supplied with roads and bridges in areas close to the forest (interviews with villager
V/Lb-Ls/18, V/Lb-Ss/23, Appendix 4). In the late 1960s, Sesaot Village was established
and housing most of residents who are dependent on forest resources for their livelihood
(Sutedjo and Suryadi 1997:287).
The creation of the SPF played a significant role in the historical establishment of
surrounding villages especially Sesaot and Lebah Sempage Villages. Forestry related
jobs attracted people to the region and they develop their communities around the forest.
This happened for many years until the central government decided to reclassify the
forest and restricted logging activities in the early 1980s. The importance of SEP as a
water conservation area for Lombok residents was the formal reason given for the
reclassification of the production forest into protection forest in 1982. The policy was
implemented in 1983. However, as has happened elsewhere in Indonesia, the policy has
lead to the loss of some local people's rights to access forest resources. Some of the
main implications of the policy have been a restriction on logging operations that has
led to the loss of job opportunities and income; restrictions on the cultivation of
agroforestry gardens within the forest zone; and restrictions on collection of all forest
products, including fuelwood, fodder and construction materials (Fisher et al. 1999:12).
The restrictions have not only caused economic problems but also significant
social problems. There has been an increase in the number of timber thefts, illegal
logging operations and forest encroachment. Some local people have also been arrested
and sentenced to jail for these activities. This has caused major dissent within the local
communities particularly among people who have seen their relatives or neighbours
imprisoned (interview with KMPH leaders, V/Lb-Ls/5, V/Lb-Ls/14, Appendix 4). One
of the local 'community forestry' pioneers admitted that without the forest, villagers
have no future and he argued that in order to survive local people had to break the law
(interview with V/Lb-Ls/5).

109

SECTION 4.3 FOREST POLICIES: THE PROVINCE AND THE CENTRAL
STATE

THE PROVINCE: ACCESS TO THE BUFFER ZONE
Before 1998, the SPF was managed by the Provincial Forestry Office. Because local
people lost their access rights in 1982, the province issued permits so they could access
a buffer zone of 100 meters around the boundary of the new protection forest. The
policy granted every village family a quarter of one hectare (ha) of forest land to set up
agroforestry activities and villagers were allowed to plant coffee and mahogany for their
own use and or to sale. The government imposed a 50 per cent tax on coffee sales
(Fisher, et al. 1999). One successful farmer in Sesaot Village said that access to the
buffer zone helped the local people to survive financially regardless of the heavy tax
imposed on coffee. He actively followed the program and became the leader of a group
of farmers. However, other villagers considered coffee tax unfair and they wanted to
plant other kinds of trees that did not interest the Forestry Department (Fisher et al.
1999). By 1992 a survey by an NGO (Kelompok Mitra Pelestari Hutan or KMPH)
showed that the coffee plantations covered 16.6 ion^ of the SPF buffer zone and
involved 1,493 farmers (KMPH Sesaot 2000:4).
Access to the buffer zone was designed to address the social and economic
problems that surrounded the SPF. However, in practice, the state and the community
had divergent views regarding the taxes imposed and the types of trees planted in the
forest. By restricting the type of trees grown the state forced local people to plant timber
that did not return as much as the farmers expected and required.

THE CENTRAL STATE: COMMUNITY

FORESTRY

Influenced by the global movements regarding forest resource use, the Ministry of
Forestry issued Decree No.622/Kpts-l 1/1995 of 1995 with respect to the new policy on
Community Forestry. The community forestry program was taken up by a national
NGO (Lembaga

Penelitian,

Pendidikan

dan Penerangan

Ekonomi

dan Sosial or

LP3ES) with previous experience on community development around the Season Area.
With consent of provincial officials, LP3ES undertook six stages process with the local
farmers (Box 4.1).
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Box 4.1 Six stages of the community forestry program
The community forestry program included six stages:
First, farmer to farmer visits in order to share knowledge and information among the farmers.
Second, discussion of the farmers' proposal. In this stage, the farmers needed to fomially propose
their plans. This would then be followed by a field survey.
Third, approval of fanner's proposal. The approval was issued by the central Forestry Department. In
this case, the Forestry Department agreed:
•

to provide 0.25 km' of areas in Tembiras to be planted with the composition of tree species
that consist of 60 percent multipurpose tree species and 40 percent timber trees,

•

to retain ownership rights over the land and trees and the famiers had the right to harvest
non wood products,

•

to allow the community to cultivate food crops on land with slopes less than 20 per cent
during the first three year period.

Fourth, developing the management program. This stage included the establishment of working
groups, with 0.25 km^ and a total of 50 famiers (each farmer had rights to manage 0.005 km').
Fifth, the implementation of community forestry.
Sixth, the monitoring of community forestry activities.
Source: Adapted from Sutedjo and Suryadi 1997

The community forestry program in the SPF was developed as an agricultural
system based on horticultural gardening. The compositions of the vegetation for such
gardening programs included seasonal vegetables such as paddy rice, nuts, edible tubers,
chili bushes, tomatoes, seasonal fruit such as bananas and papayas and long term fruit
such as durians, candlenuts, jackfruits and Melinjos

{Gnetum

gnemon)

(Rahman

2001:21). In addition, the farmers were also required to plant some forestry trees such as
Albizia, Mahogany, Gamal (Gliricidia sepium) and Lamtoro (Leucaena
In the forest under storey, the farmers cultivated empon-empon

leucocephala).

(spice plants) such as

ginger, turmeric, chilli and kencur, a member of the ginger family used as a spice and
medicine (Rahman 2001:21).
The composition of the vegetation was the result of negotiations between the local
people and provincial authorities, facilitated by the NGO. Commonly, the composition
was about 70 per cent forestry trees and 30 per cent multipurpose tree species (Antara
2006). However, because the local community wanted to have more multipurpose trees
111

than forestry trees, the composition become 40 percent forestry trees and 60 percent
multipurpose trees. This means that farmers could harvest more fruit and therefore earn
more income.
However, there were some problems with the implementation of the program.
These are presented in the following section. The first was a selection problem.
According to the criteria used to select the farmers, priority went to landless farmers
who had to be members of one local N G C ^ the partnership for forest Protection Group
(KMPH) (Sutedjo and Suryadi 1997:290). In practice, local elites gained more access
rights to forest land. A leader of a farmers' group admitted that he had both 0.5 ha of
land in the buffer zone as well as one ha of kebun kontrak from the community forestry
program (V/Lb-Ss/21). This implies that he was still selected to receive one ha of kebun
kontrak land although he already had 0.5 ha of land in the buffer zone and was not a
landless farmer. The local elites were able to secure more land because they were able to
access information regarding the decision-making process.
Farmers were not expected to sell or exchange their land and were required to
attend group meetings and report cases of timber poaching to the farmers' group. Some
farmers, however, sold their leasehold land because of family and economic problems
such as illness, marriage or debts (interview with senior conservation official and
KMPH's leader S/Lb/7, V/Lb-Ls/14, Appendix 4). Another problem encountered was
the excessive demand for scarce resources, whereby more farmers applied for the
program than there was forest land allocated. KMPH then proposed to extend the
community forestry area in Sesaot and in October 1998 another five sites of 2.1 km^ was
made available. This included Sedauh Village (Selen Aik-0.51 km^; and Lebah Suren0.65 km^), in Lebah Sempage Village (Kumbi I - 0.35 km^ Pesuren-0.35 km^) and
Sesaot Village (Bunut Ngengkang -0.25 km^). The forest land was divided into blocks
and the composition of the vegetation consisted of MPTS and

forestry trees. The

farmers who were involved in the program managed by the NGO were known as
'program farmers'. However, the extension of land for community forestry generated
even further demand and created rivalries between groups.
Recently community forestry in West Lombok District has reached a stalemate.
The boundaries management and management plan is not supposed to be enacted,
because the Forestry Department is evaluating the community forestry in SPF.
Therefore, the Bupati

of West Lombok cannot issue concession rights for wood

K M P H is a local N G O that was established by a national NGO, LP3ES
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collection (Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2004:198). However, unofficially the local
regulation on community forestry implementation (local regulation No. 10/2003 see
Appendix 3) remains in force in West Lombok. The regulation states that local people
should share in the sale of their agriculture products from the forest. Again, this has
resulted in dissent because of unfair sharing practices (Humaidi 2006:17). In addition, it
shows the inconsistency in the implementation of community forestry policies between
the different levels of government.

POLICY ON TIMBER UTILISA TION
The SPF has suffered from illegal activities, especially since it was reclassified as a
protection forest {hutan lindung). This was becoming worse during the economic crisis
of that late 1990s and the media regularly reported on the increase in firewood
harvesting and illegal logging during the period {Kompas 1997 November 12; Nusa
1997 October 14). One of the reasons was the lack of job opportunities leading local
people to target the SPF as a source of income in order to survive. A survey conducted
by LP3ES in 1997 indicated that the firewood collected from Sesaot Forest totaled
about 25 m^ per day (KMPH Sesaot 2000:2). However, in the same year another source
argued that each day at least 8,000 bundles of firewood or 200 m^ of wood were
illegally removed from the forest, not to mention the thousands of trees that were
illegally cut down by loggers (Hidayat and Sujatmiko 2003). These data reveal
significant exploitation of the SPF during the economic crisis by local people. These
illegal activities then left some fallen timber in the forest (because people were not able
to carry them) and later on, the central state issued a decree allowing people to utilise
this material.
According to one senior forestry district official (interview with S/Lb/25,
Appendix 4), the policy to utilise the timber remained in force in the SPF in 2000. The
central government issued the Decree of the Director General of Production Forest
Management

No.

1480/VI-PHA/2000

concerning

timber

utilisation

and

forest

rehabilitation in West Nusa Tenggara. This decree allowed the utilisation of the 'timber
remains' in the SPF but did not permit logging, the collection of organic matter,
extraction mining or the opening and cultivating of forest land. The executors of this
policy were the provincial officials but the district officers had objected to it by referring
to Government Regulation No 62/1998 that makes the district level authorities the
managers of the forest.
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To implement this policy, the province issued Decree No.522.21/457/prod dated
27 July 2000 regarding the implementation of timber utilisation and self- management in
order to make use of the timber left by illegal loggers. The decree allowed for the
utilisation of timber as follows (Lombok Post 2000b October 10):
• the utilisation of dead and felled mahogany as a result of poaching activities. The
target is 3000 m^ that could contribute about Rp. 1,050,000,000 to national and local
government income.
• the utillisation of mixed tree species (rimba campuran) as a result of forest
encroachment. The target is 2,300 m^ that could contribute about Rp.469,000,000,- to
national and local government income.
• the utilisation of mixed tree species {rimba campuran) as a result of PT.Angkawijaya
Raya Timber activities in Monggal with 2,599 m^ that could contribute about
750,000,000 to national and local government income.
Regarding this matter, the Governor of West Nusa Tenggara then issued Decree
No. 131/2000 concerning the establishment of a team to monitor and manage the
Monggal and Sesaot Forest. The implementation of this policy led to much debate in
newspapers about the massive destruction of the SPF in 2000. According to an interview
with a former leader of the farmer group (KMPH), some local people were gathered at
the Balai Desa (the village meeting room) by the district forestry service for a discussion
(interview with V/Lb-Ls/5, Appendix 4). The forestry office required several chainsaws
to cut the remaining timber and this material was to be sold, contributing to local
income. However, after the remaining timbers were cut, again there were reports of
more felled timber in the forest (interview with V/Lb-Ls/5, Appendix 4).
The local media predicted that the amount of money from the sale of the timber
was about Rp.349 million and the sales team later submitted the money to the Provincial
Forestry Office and the Forestry Department in Jakarta (Lombok Post 2000b October
10). However, the head of the district protested at the implementation of this policy: he
argued that in the transition period'^^ the process should have been one of consultation
with district officials including the head of the district and the district legislature
members.

In 1998 the central state delegate the management of protection forest to district, before that it was province that
manage the SPF. Year 2000 can be considered as a trantition period.
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The provincial authorities denied these charges and replied by saying that the
district was involved in the implementation of the policy and suggested to the district
that they should rehabilitate the forest land (Hidayat and Sujatmiko 2003). The media
also accused villagers from areas around the SPF of involvement in the massive
destruction of the forest (Lombok Post 2000a September 20). Subsequently, these
villagers opened up the forest, and then the land was cultivated as gardens. The policy of
timber utilisation also involved some government officials who acted as rent seekers. In
the situation of political uncertainty and economic crisis, particular groups abused this
situation to their benefit. These corrupt government

officials gained while society

suffered. The influence of the central state and provincial authority on the SPF has been
weaker since decentralisation of administration after 1998. While the district now
formally manages the SPF, and its roles are strengthened, questions of capacity and
political will remain unanswered.

SECTION 4.4 FOREST POLICIES: THE DISTRICT

DECENTRALISATION

AND THE DISTRICT

Since 1998, the SPF has been managed by the West Lombok District authorities
under Government Regulation No. 62/1998. The population density of West Lombok
(Table 4.2) was higher than national population density (109 people/km^, see Table 6.8
Chapter 6). According to this regulation (Chapter II Article 5(e)''^ 6(5)) district level
government is the manager of all protected forests across all Indonesia. The regulations
state the roles of the district as (Chapter II Article 6(5)):
a. establishing forest boundaries, for example, by planting stakes into the ground;
b. maintaining the border of the forest;
c. maintaining the extent and functions of the forest;
d. combating forest fires ;
e. rehabilitating critical land and;
"" Under the district there is a district forestry and plantation service that manages protection forest, commonly called
Yiantor Dinas Kehutanan and Perkebunan Kabupaten. In West Lombok district it is called West Lombok Forestry
and Plantation Service with forestry and plantations under the same office.
Chapter II Article5(e), To head of second level region (district) is given part of authority to govern forestry sector
that includes the management of protection forest.
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f.

utilizing environmental services.
West Lombok is one of the oldest districts on Lombok Island and was recognised

as a separate administrative unit by the Dutch colonial authorities (Departement Van
Economische Zaken 1935b). The present district was established in 1958 as part of West
Nusa Tenggara Province (NTB) (Pemerintah Kabupaten Lombok Barat 2007). Since
1998, Lombok has been ruled by a governor from NTB but before that, it was
administered by Javanese governors. The population density is high, therefore, the
population pressure on the forest is also high. Landless farmers around the border of the
forested areas place heavy demands on land use (Fisher et al. 1998:3) but it is apparent
that the local district should work harder to maintain the protected forest of West
Lombok, especially to protect it from illegal logging activities and forest encroachment
(Dinas Kehutanan dan Perkebunan Lombok Barat 2006a:7). The problem of illegal
activities in the local district has become a significant issue at the local level. It has also
raised concerns nationally

(Antara 2007b

June 27; Antara 2007e

April 18; Antara

2007f March 6).

Table 4.2 Population growth and density
Population of the

Population density (people/

West Lombok District

km^)

2000

670,102

401

2001

674,490

403

2002

683,944

409

2003

695,101

416

2004

724,491

433

2005

743,484

445

Year

Growth rate 2001-2005*
(per cent per y e a r )

2.1
.yiiiL

^ y ^ l

l

l

l

l

1

the geometric rate of growth: [Pt = Po (1 + r)' ]

According to the website of the West Lombok Forestry and Plantation, the district
is 1 672 km^ in area and 47 per cent is designated forest land (Dinas Kehutanan dan
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Perkebunan Lombok Barat 2006b: 1). As shown in Table 4.3, the highest percentage of
forest areas is classified as protection forest {hutan lindung).

Table 4.3 The designated forest areas in West Lombok
Forest Types

Area (km')

Percentage

Protection Forest

314.3

18.8

Limited Production Forest

196.2

11.7

Production Forest

129,8

7.8

Recreation Forest

304

1.8

National Park

121.6

7.3

Total Forest

792.4

47.4

Others land uses

879.7

52.6

1,672.2

100.0

Total West Lombok Area

Source; Dinas Kehutanan dan Perkebunan Lombok Barat 2006a

Like national park management units, the districts are allowed to make local
policies regarding the marking of forest boundaries, but they have no authority in
actually delineating the boundaries set by the central government agencies. This means
in effect that the district does not have the authority to change the forest boundary
without agreement from the central government. In situations where there are borderrelated conflicts with communities along the borders or where the forests have been
converted into settlements or cultivation lands {ladang) the district has limited powers.
In addition, the district has responsibility for technical work such as protecting the forest
from forest fires, rehabilitation of degraded lands and improving the quality of damaged
forest, and must make use of available environmental services, such as water supplies,
and support tourism in the forest. While the district is responsible for local physical
management issues, it cannot change the legal status of the forest area. The district has
no right to alter land tenure. The head and the staff of district forestry service were
commended by the Bupati who has considerable powers in the selection of staff working
to implement forestry policy under his jurisdiction. However, they are constrained by
central

government regulations especially Government Regulation No.62/1998. The

Government Regulation No. 62/1998 stated that with the recommendation from the
Bupati, the head of the District Forestry Service (DFS) is inaugurated by the Head of
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Province (Governor) (Chapter 4, article 12). The Regulation also requires the staff of the
DFS to have a forestry background.
The qualification of DFS staff is associated with their ability to manage forest in
achieving the protected forest objectives; therefore the Bupati's decisions in selecting
the staff can influence the performance of forest management. However, while several
key forestry officials in West Lombok Forestry Office are noted for their ability they
lack

forestry

background

(interviews

with

conservation

officials in

Lombok,

S/Lb/l,S/Lb/21, S/Lb/22, Appendix 4) and most were selected for their local Lombok
ethnicity (putera daerah) and their relationships with the local elites. The appointment
of district forestry officials without formal forestry training or experience will lead to
further difficulties in managing technical work and result in a lack of coordination with
other forestry related institutions. In their daily jobs, forestry officials must be confident
in handling forestry technical works, such as forest protection and forest fires.
A high level official from the West Lombok Forestry Office said that he preferred
to have superior officers with forestry backgrounds for they would be more likely to
have an understanding of the problems of protection forest management (S/Lb/7). In
addition, a high official of Gunung Rinjani National Park Management Unit argued that
forestry officials without a forestry background may be skilled workers, but because
they lack a general sense of connection with the forest it is difficult to convince them of
the importance of the intangible values of the protected forest in West Lombok
(S/Lb/22).
Finances for the district level operations come from the central government
budgetary allocations and from district revenues (PAD). The central government has
certainly assisted in the rehabilitation of the SPF through land rehabilitation and
community forestry projects and the aim of most of these projects has been to
rehabilitate critically degraded areas of the SPF. These projects have also increased the
welfare of the local people around the forest. The district forestry services are still
assisted by the central government and the national forestry department although they
are now not part of the Ministry of Forestry. Therefore, despite decentralisation, the
districts are still not financially independent and this is especially true when funding is
required for conservation management.
The district administration also considers the SPF a potential source of income as
can be seen in an examination of the numerous local regulations {Perda) that have been
issued recently. The Perda

for West Lombok include No. 10/2003 concerning
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community forestry, No.21/2001 concerning fees {retribusi)

for non-wood forest

products and then No. 4/2007 concerning the management of ecological services (see
Appendix 3). All these regulations state that the users, either local people or companies,
should share the benefits of sale of products with the district. The problem with these
regulations is that the fees collected from forest utilisation fall short of the amounts
needed to maintain or rehabilitate the forest after exploitation.

There is a real

contradiction between the mission of conservation and aim of development (see also the
sub section concerning coordination between institutions).

WORK TERRITORY

SYSTEM

Like Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park, the SPF is managed on the basis of a work
territory system. The West Lombok Forestry and Plantation Service has seven work
territory areas (CDKPs) (Figure 4.3), the lowest level being the village work territory,
the RDKPs The head of the RDKP is directly responsible to the relevant head of the
CDKP. The RDKPs have offices close to their forest territory and they naturally have
the most intense interactions with local people. They are also the lowest level of the
forestry management service. Although they are on the lowest level, they are the
primary group that must enforce rules within and around the forested areas.
The SPF comes under the Narmada CDKP. The office had 31 staff in 2006 who
were responsible for the management of 89 km^ of protection forest and some
commercial plantation areas. Narmada CDKP does not have operational vehicles and
staff must use motor cycles and public transportation to access their region. Under the
Narmada CDKP are three RDKPs (Figure 4.3) located in Sesaot, Lebah Sempage and
Karang Bayan Villages. The local people report that the offices of the RDKPs are often
vacant and staff unavailable, especially when illegal logging activities are occurring.
Local people believe that officials know full well what is happening in the forest but
lack

sufficient courage to halt the illegal activities, particularly as some are also

believed to be involved.
According to officials, however, the reason why they are not present every day is
that the road to the offices is not good and therefore they are often unable to access the
region. In addition, if they are at work, they are often out monitoring activities in the
forest (interviews with District Forestry Officials, S/Lb/6, S/Lb/12, Appendix 4). The
remoteness of the forest is indeed a problem. However, this also has one advantage in
limiting human access. In the case of the SPF, local people have always lived around the
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forest and their livelihood depends on the forest's resources. In practice, monitoring and
evaluation of the region are difficult and insufficient for long-term management,
therefore they need to be improved.

West Lombok
District

District
(Kabupaten)

West Lombok Forestry
and Plantation Office

CDKP
Bayan

CDKP
Gangga

CDKP
Tanjung

CDKP
Narmada

CDKP
GunungSarl

District
Level

CDKP
Gerung

CDKP
Sekotong

Sub District {Kecamatan) Level
RDKP Karang
Bayan

RDKP SedauhLebah Sempage

RDKP
Sesaot

Village
Level

Figure 4.3 Structural organization of the West Lombol( Forestry and Plantation Service
Source: Dinas Kehutanan Perkebunan Lombol< Barat 2006c
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COORDINA TION BETWEEN

INSTITUTIONS

There are several government agencies involved in the management of the SPF. Apart
from the Ministry of Forestry and the local district government, researchers from state
universities (for example the University of Mataram and Bogor Agriculture University)
have been interested in studying the operations of community forestry in the SPF. Other
departments such as the Department of Agriculture and Department of Industry have
become involved in an effort to improve the welfare of local people and the police and
military have been employed in united patrols and inspections of the SPF.
As a result, conflicts between these institutions could not be avoided. Conflicting
goals also occur within the one institution such as the West Lombok District. The aims
of increasing local income and protecting the SPF are two such conflicting missions that
they cause unclear and confusing law enforcement policies. For example, the policy that
permitted the construction of a road inside the forest has led to easier access for
management staff but has also made it more difficult to control illegal activities inside
the forest. In addition, conflict associated with lack of coordination between institutions
has made the SPF a place where a range of uncoordinated policies has been
implemented. For example, while concerns were raised about the spread of banana trees
in the forests the Department of Industry was training and educating local people from
Sesaot about how to process and sell banana products. The forest has been used for
community forestry, illegal logging and forest encroachment as well as water catchment.
Moreover, this lack of coordination often leads to the leaking of information, often by
people with other economic and political alliances. For example, cooperation between
institutions to combat illegal logging has often failed because state officials have leaked
information to groups involved in the illegal logging operations (interviews with
villagers and the staff of Narmada Forestry Service). More detail about illegal logging
practices in Sesaot is presented in Section 4.7.

SECTION 4.5 CIVIL SOCIETY AND "AWIQ AWIQ"
Various international, national and local NGOs have become involved in the SPF.
However, unlike the other two case studies presented here, the impact of international
NGOs is not significant. The only major international NGO that works in the region is
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WWF whose focus is more on the conservation of Rinjani National Park. The SPF is a
case where national and local NGOs play important roles in both the development and
conservation initiatives. Their interests vary from environmental protection, to reducing
poverty and to advocacy for local people against injustice. The majority of their
programs are directed at campaigns to reduce poverty around the SPF by focusing on
agricultural development. Small NGOs working with the larger NGOs have also
assisted in valuable knowledge transfer. For example the Institute for Economic and
Social Research, Education and Information (LP3ES) has established KMPH and an
Association for Community Participation Study (Konsepsi).

The KMPH was

recognised for its efforts to protect Sesaot forest with customary rules

Awiq-awiq.

Konsepsi took part in the study and development of the payment system for guarding
the environmental services of the protection forest (water saving).
Currently, NGOs are often been criticised by the district authorities over issues
relating to illegal activities in the SPF; however, they criticise the activities but do not
offer alternatives. An interview with the head of the forestry service in Narmada
revealed that there were no NGOs involved in forestry protection in that area (S/Lb/19,
Appendix 4) because the local NGO group fears for its safety. They are especially wary
of the illegal loggers (interview with NGO leader, N/Lb/7, Appendix 4). Although
NGOs commonly work with the communities, their headquarters are most often in the
regional town (Mataram). KMPH does have an office in Sesaot Village. This village
level NGO consists of groups of local farmers from the area around the SPF (KMPH
Sesaot 2000:6). KMPH was established for the following reasons:
a. a need for powerless farmers to be mobilised against illegal logging operations
that can damage their gardens,
b. difficulties in identifying the forest rangers and other people who will act for the
farmers,
c. ineffective sanctions against and warnings about criminal activities, and
d. the lack of forestry officials to protect the forest.
KMPH extended these activities into programs for the implementation of
community development projects. KMPH became a partner with a larger NGO (LP3ES)
that intended to implement programs in the SPF. However, KMPH is ineffective because
it no longer receives much support. A possible reason for this could be due to the fact
that while it had a good relationship at provincial level its working ties to the district
were not close. With the new devolution policies the district is now the main player in
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managing Sesaot Protection Forest and not the province. KMPH must therefore build
new ties at the local level.
Farmers' groups like KMPH operate well in other developing countries such as
Nuai Neua

in Thailand. Nuai Neua was established to unite farmers in Northern

Thailand to 'fight for justice' when community lands were designated as protected areas
(Ayuthaya 1996:143). On the other hand, KMPH was established with strong support
from the provincial authorities and support from a national NGO. The aim was to assist
higher levels of government to protect the SPF. Therefore, some KMPH members
conflicted with local people's aspirations while they were attempting to develop
activities for forestry protection.

'A WIQ-A WIQ' FOR CONSER VA TION
Awiq-awiq

is customary practice in villages of Lombok and Bali. The Awiq-awiq

rules

can also be used to protect forests and watersheds (see also Munawir et al. 2003). In
Sesaot and Lebah Sempage Villages Awiq-awiq

rules are voluntary and can only be

imposed within the community group, not on outsiders. They have local meaning but no
legal authority (Box 4.2). KMPH in agreement with the villagers established

Awiq-

awiq rules around the SPF in order to gain support and consent among the farmers for
action against illegal activities in the mid 1990s (KMPH Sesaot 2000). During one year
(1995-1996) sixteen cases involving disturbance to the community forest and poaching
of timber from protected area were resolved by KMPH (Suryadi 2001a: 233)

Box 4.2 The implementation of Awiq-awiq.
KMPH had two options to enforce Awiq-awiq:
First, cases involving members of the community group. Based on evidence provided by the KMPH the
person suspected was brought before the group. The meeting was attended by community leaders,
forestry staff, and police. If the offender was found guilty a fomi of local sanction was imposed. The
intended result was that the offender would be publicly shamed and would not repeat the offense.
Second, cases involving people from outside the community. Because it does not have legal authority,
the KMPH provided information on timber poaching activities to either the police or the Department of
Forestry. In this case the state would take legal action.

Source: Sutedjo and Suryadi 1997
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However, the implementation of Awiq-awiq was challenged by the following
points:
a. existing institutions that felt threatened by the emergence of communities taking
patrolling and sanctioning roles such as security agency.
b. a lack of law enforcement powers that served to discourage KMPH in their efforts
to protect the forest (Suryadi 1998).
Later, the provincial authorities did not agree with the way in which communities
and KMPH judged people, and they called it illegal (interviews with local elites V/LbLs/5, V/Lb-Ss/19, V/Lb-Ss/21, Appendix 4). KMPH members become further
discouraged by these accusations and members felt that they had sacrificed their good
relationships with neighbours, friends and relatives to protect the forest (interviews with
the activists of KMPH, N/Lb/7, V/Lb-Ls/5, Appendix 4). They also realised that in
protecting the forest, they put themselves and their families at risk. The Awiq-awiq
implementation program was finally stopped and in due course KMPH lost its influence
with local communities. However, in 2006, when many illegal activities began to occur
in their agroforestry land, the villagers from Sesaot, Sedauh, Lebah Sempage and
Karang Bayan agreed to reactivate the Awiq-awiq rules (interviews with local leaders
V/Lb-Ss/19, V/Lb-Ss/21, Appendix 4). This time the initiators were the farmers who
commonly deal with the illegal loggers and timber poachers. This group is known as the
Communication Forum (CF) and villagers hope that the problems faced by KMPH will
not recur. It is expected that the district officials will now support them. CF has also
proposed a local regulation (Perda) to support their activities. According to a local
leader (V/L-Ss/21), the main differences between the previous Awiq-awiq, initiated by
KMPH, and the new proposals are:
a. the new Awiq-awiq is supported by four village authorities;
b. the new Awiq-awiq is going to be legalised by the district, and
c. the local legislative members have promised a budget for the activities
Awiq-awiq is part of the culture of the Sasak ethnic group in Lombok. Although it
lost support the Awiq-awiq is still alive. The recent village leaders see the potential for
Awiq-awiq to reduce the recent illegal logging in SPF. Collaboration and support are
important factors in implementing the Awiq-awiq.
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MEDIA
Besides spreading the news on forest conservation initiatives and awards (see Chapter
5), the media also disseminates news of forest degradation. National and local television
programs and a range of newspapers have reported on the problem of illegal logging in
the SPF. The news from a remote SPF can be quickly reported. For example, the author
noted that it took only one day for a national television channel to report on illegal
logging activities in the SPF. Ironically, the SPF was used as a positive example of the
implementation of community forestry initiatives at several international conferences
and national workshops in the late 1990s. During this period, people from other
provinces came to the SPF to learn strategies for the implementation of community
forestry programs (interviews with former KMPH committees V/Lb-Ls/1, V/Lb-Ls/2,
V/Lb-Ls/5, Appendix 4). Debates on the issue of rapid forest degradation in the SPF
were also conducted in the media in the early 2000s. To some extent, the media was
useful in spreading the news that environmental awareness was important. In the case of
the SPF, the news about the degradation in SPF certainly put pressure on the local
institutions involved.
However, there has been a tendency that when the public turns their attention on
the forest, illegal activities will only be temporarily stopped. For example, the news and
polemics about the involvement of policemen, government officials and businessmen
were discussed intensively (Kompas 2007c; Surya Citra Televisi 2007a; Surya Citra
Televisi 2007b). However, there has been no clear news about sanctions on the actors
involved. When the arguments finish, the illegal activities continue as does the
degradation in the SPF. The role of the media is significant in drawing attention to issues
but it is insufficient and inconsistent in dealing with SPF degradation.

SECTION 4.6 SESAOT VILLAGE

THE HISTORY AND PROFILE OF THE VILLAGE
Sesaot Village, formally constituted in 1968 (Sutedjo and Suryadi 1997:287), is located
8.3 km from the center of Narmada Sub District (Statistic Service of Lombok Barat
Regency 2003:8). The village is 41.96 km^ in area and consists of 10 sub-villages, three
of which border the SPF (Appendix 7 and Figure 4.4). These villages are also known as
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centres for nature-based tourism. The area is known as Aik Nyet, and visitors commonly
come there to see the water spring, the river and the mahogany plantations.
Population growth in Sesaot was associated with local migration.

People from

other parts of Lombok as well as Balinese came to Sesaot to work in forestry-related
jobs. There were several phases of this migration: people moved to work for the Dutch
colonial government in the 1930s; to work for timber logging companies in the 1950s;
and to work in the forest rehabilitation programs of the 1960s (Sudaryanto 2001:238).
In the 1950s, people began developing the area around Sesaot Village. A senior
resident said that he came to Sesaot in 1954 and worked to build the bridge (interview
with a farmer V/Lb-Ss/18, Appendix 4). At the time the only roads were muddy tracks.
In the 1960s, a forest rehabilitation program was implemented by the Indonesian
Government and villagers were allowed to plant chilies, paddy rice and teak (V/LbSs/18). Then in the 1970s the logging activities continued, leading to more damage to
the forest and more people came to join the logging activities. Following the logging, the
degraded areas were replanted with monoculture trees (interview with the director of
provincial forestry service, S/Lb/4, Appendix 4). These plantation activities attracted
more people to come and develop the Sesaot community. These people worked either
for the logging companies or for the replanting programs in the SPF.
Unlike Setulang Village, in the past the Sesaot community was significantly
influenced by central and provincial policies. Sesaot villagers were part of the forest
replanting projects, the 'access to buffer zone' program and the community forestry and
timber utilisation policies (see previous section). These policies were initiated in order to
alleviate the poverty of the local people. However, the community forestry program was
not sufficient to accommodate all the landless farmers of the region. Only some farmers
were fortunate to have access to land and this situation led to rivalry between land
owners and landless groups. Social problems around Sesaot have risen particularly since
the reclassification of the forest in 1982, when logging and replanting activities stopped,
and villagers were left unemployed. Some villagers, therefore, carried out illegal
activities in the SPF. If they were caught, they would be imprisoned for between six
months to one year. Therefore, while the land is fertile and is part of a protected area, the
local people remain landless and poor.
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Source: Adapted from Sesaot Village Service 2006
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SOCIAL AND CULTURAL ISSUES
Based on the Census of 2000, the major ethnic groups in Sesaot Village are native Sasak
(87 per cent) and migrant Balinese (12 per cent) (Table 4.4). Most Sasak people are
Moslems but the Balinese are Hindu. The Sasak ethnic group has dominated the culture
of Lombok Island (Figure 4.5) since the 1930s. In addition, the traditional music, the
Gendang Beliq, the traditional meeting places, Berugaq and the system of customary
rules, Awiq-awiq, have been important cultural identifiers. Islam has also had a
significant influence on Sasak community life, and Lombok is known as the island of a
thousand mosques {Pulau Seribu Mesjid). However, the traditional forest stewards of
Lombok have almost disappeared and the ecological and sacred functions of forest
guardianship are no longer important to people in Lombok since 1975 (Astawa
2004:15). It would appear that people are now more interested in the economic value of
the forest.
Sesaot seems a homogeneous village in terms of ethnic identity but because the
community is accessible and customary traditions are not as strong as among more
isolated indigenous peoples, for example, the Dayak Kenyah of Kalimantan. The
influence of local migration from other parts of Lombok is also significant (see recent
migrants in Table 4.5). In addition, like other villagers in the region, education levels are
low. In 2003, only 2 per cent of Sesaot residents had graduated from senior high school
or university (Statistic Service of Lombok Barat Regency 2003:36-37). However, like
Setulang Village, Sesaot also has a junior high school, and education is seen as
important for the future generations.
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Table 4.4 Ethnic group composition in Sesaot Village in 2000
Ethnic group identity

Number

Percentage

6,065

86.7

Balinese

855

12.2

Javanese

16

0.2

Ban9gai,Mian Banggai

9

0.1

Sumbawa, Semawa

6

0.1

Sunda, (Priangan+Banten)

9

0.1

Aceh, A-Tse, Achin, Akhir, Ureung

5

0.1

Bima

5

0.1

Antinggola

4

0.1

Others

25

0.4

Total

6,999

100.0

Sasak

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000

Table 4.5 Migrations and religious affiliations in Sesaot Village in 2000
Migrations and religious affiliations

Number of People

Migrations
•

Recent

Migration

•

Life Migration

80
165

Religious affiliations
•

Moslems

6,106

•

Christian

7

•

Hindu/Buddhist

•

Others

Total Population

882
1
6,996

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000
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LIVELIHOOD AND DEPENDENCY ON FOREST

RESOURCES

In 2005, the village comprised 2,410 households: a total of 7,582 residents. Like other
villages around the forest, many of villagers (44 per cent) are farmers (Appendix 7).
The population density is about 181 people/ km^ and the settlement is concentrated
close to a main road (Figure 4.8). The profile of the Sesaot Village shows that 36 per
cent of villagers hold kartu sehat that indicates they are officially considered poor and
they qualify for welfare assistance (Appendix 7). According to KMPH observations, the
daily income is low and most only receive cash money every six months or once a year
(KMPH Sesaot 2000). The census found that 33 people had moved overseas to work.
According to the head of the village this situation often leads to social problems such as
adultery and divorce.
Some villagers have gardens {kebun kontrak) that are located inside the SPF.
These farmers are organised by the local district authorities or the KMPH. They also
have to pay fees, for access to this land. For example, the rate is about Rp. 15,000/year,
for 0.0025 km^ of kebun kontrak (Lebah Sempage Village) or Rp. 25,000/year, for
0.0025 km^ of kebun kontrak (Sesaot Village). The payment of fees collected from the
farmers is often blamed as the reason why it is difficult to control and monitor the
community forestry activities inside the forest. Local people think that the forest is theirs
and that they can cultivate the land and plant any type of agricultural plants they choose
(interview with a district forestry official S/Lb/25, Appendix 4). This affects the
biodiversity of the area and now the forest is one big garden. Certainly, these
'community forestry practices' have given benefits to the local people for while Sesaot
Village is the largest in the Narmada Sub-District (Statistic Service of Lombok Barat
Regency 2003) a large proportion of its land is state forest. This leaves only a small
portion for other land uses such as settlement and agriculture.
In their efforts to fulfil their daily needs, some local people enter the forest and
collect firewood and other forest products. People collect firewood not only to use it
themselves but also to sell although this is illegal according to the local regulations
(Figure 4.6). Activities in the SPF commonly start at 6 am and finish at 5 pm. Within
this period, villagers undertake a range of activities such as working in the gardens
{kebun kontrak), driving villagers and forest products to and from the SPF and, selling
food and drinks to working people and tourists. These activities are more intensive
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during harvest time, for example in February when local people commonly harvest
durians and rambutans.
Villagers who have houses beside the district road also have roadside stalls
(warung). Several people have small businesses making furniture and processing fruit.
Some villagers also have some food stalls near Aik Nyet, where local tourists commonly
come to enjoy the mahogany forest, river and water fall. The tourism activities in the site
have not contributed to local income significantly, because they have not been managed
properly (interview with a senior Forestry official S/Lb/25, Appendix 4).
Although several livelihood options are available to Sesaot villagers it is also
apparent that these are based on forest product exploitation. In the neighbouring village
of Lebah Sempage where population density is higher and more people are classified as
poor the situation is even more problematic. Since many Sesaot residents work in the
SPF, daily conflicts with government officials are common. In addition, conflicts
between farmers and timber poachers arise frequently because when people steal timber
from farmers' gardens, they damage the gardens. On several occasions, conflicts
between local environmental activists and illegal loggers have also occurred and resulted
in threats and intimidation.
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Figure 4.6 Firewood cx)llection in the SPF
Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006

Figure 4.7 Forest product harvesting
Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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SECTION 4.7 LEBAH SEMPAGE VILLAGE

THE HISTORY AND PROFILE OF THE VILLAGE
Lebah Sempage Village is the youngest of the other study villages, being officially
established in 2 0 0 D u r i n g my fieldwork in 2006, the head had just finished his duty
for the past five years and the village was waiting for the election of the next head of the
village. For the last five years the outgoing head was part of the reforestation program in
SPF conducted by the University of Mataram, OISCA (Organisation for Industrial,
Spiritual and Cultural Advancement) and the District Forestry and Plantation Service.
Lebah Sempage is located 10.8 km from the central Narmada Sub district and it is
only 9.86 km^ in area (Statistic Service of Lombok Barat Regency 2003). Lebah Sempage
Village is surrounded by the SPF and the community consists of eight sub-villages of
which six actually border the SPF (Figure 4.8). For this reason access to the forest
resources is easier for the Lebah Sempage people than for the Sesaot villagers. Some
villagers have gardens close to their houses and SPF. The location of illegal activities is
more difficult to monitor than in Sesaot Village. Currently, illegal logging forms a part
of the life of the average Lebah Sempage villagers. Every day, convoys of trucks with
illegal timber pass the forestry offices at Kumbi and Jurang Malam (Figure 4.8). These
trips usually pass Lebah Sempage on the way to Sedauh Village buyers and where some
sawmills operate.

Lebah Sempage was part Sesaot Village before 2001.
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SOCIAL AND-CULTURAL

ISSUES

Many villagers are local migrants from other parts of Lombok, and most of them are
from the Sasak ethnic group. Like Sasak people in Sesaot Village, the traditional music,
the Gendang Beliq, the traditional meeting places, Berugaq and the system of customary
rules, Awiq-awiq, are of the cultural identifiers in Lebah Sempage. They are socially and
culturally homogeneous and come from a Sasak Moslem heritage (Table 4.6, Table 4.7).
The religious buildings are dominated by mosques where Moslems carry out their daily
worship. By 2005 there were 27 Moslem religious buildings (Appendix 7), and there
were no Hindu temple as in Sesaot Village. The influence of other religions is very
limited and Islamic culture dominates in Lebah Sempage. A young experienced NGO
staff member found it easier to work in the community and have more established
projects in Lebah Sempage than in Sesaot Villages that is less united and more diverse
(interview with N/Lb/4, Appendix 4)
The level of education is similar to that in Sesaot Village (Statistic Service of
Lombok Barat Regency 2003). Although the people of Lebah Sempage have a low
standard of education the community now has several elementary schools and the youth
are able to travel to Sesaot to attend junior high school. To pursue higher education
(senior high school and university), people have to go to Narmada center (where the
senior high school is located) and Mataram town (where the universities are located).
Considering the financial cost, the parents have not found it easy to send their children
to pursue higher education (interview with an older resident of Lebah Sempage V/LbLs/5, Appendix 4).
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Table 4.6 Migrations and religious affiliations in Lebah Sempage Village in 2000
Migrations and religious affiliations

Number of People

Migrations
Recent Migration

88

Life Migration

201

Religious affiliations
Moslems

5,668

Christians

1

Hindu/Buddhist

9

Others

0

Total Population

5,678

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000

Table 4.7 Ethnic identity of population in Lebah Sempage Village in 2000
Ethnic group

Number

Percentage

5630

99.2

Bali

9

0.2

Javanese

7

0.1

Sariung

5

0.1

Sawa

5

0.1

Others

22

0.4

5,678

100.0

Sasak

Total Population

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000
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LIVELIHOOD
In 2005, the village comprised 1,914 households with a total of 6,473 residents: 76 per
cent were farmers (see Village's Profile in Appendix 7). The Monograph shows that
population density of 656 people/ km^ and is significantly higher than of Sesaot Village
(181 people/ km'). As in Sesaot Village, many farmers have gardens in the SPF but
there is no tourist activity in the Lebah Sempage area. Consequently, livelihood options
are limited. The Village's Monograph shows that 41.6 percent of households hold the
kartu sehat that indicates they are officially designated as poor. There are more poor
people in this area than in the Sesaot Village region even though illegal logging is more
common. Illegal timber cutting is a major activity in the area and this involves not only
local people but also outsiders. While the village is poorer than Sesaot it is also apparent
that several local people have become rich because of illegal logging. These people are
easily identified. They live in both Lebah Sempage and in Sesaot (interview with a
village leader V/Lb-Ss/25, Appendix 4).

ILLEGAL LOGGING
Illegal logging is complex and involves networks of power and influence that operate
because of various economic, social and political factors (Casson and Obidzinski 2002;
McCarthy 2002; Ravenel and Granoff 2004; Rosenbaum 2004). The nature of
corruption and its relationship with illegal logging is complex and has been examined
by Smith et al. (2003). The Indonesian army is often mentioned as having a key role in
these illegal logging activities (Casson and Obidzinski 2002; Hiller et al. 2004; Smith et
al. 2003). Due to the nature of illegal logging in the SPF, it is difficult to accurately
document the amount of timber involved in the illegal activities. According to Lebah
Sempage villagers' opinions, there are between five and ten trucks each day coming
from SPF and an estimated load would be in the order of 20 m^ per vehicle"^.
The people involved in illegal logging come from a range of ages, residential
addresses and status. It is not restricted by gender either (Figure 4.11). These people
include villagers, local businessmen, members of the police and the army and state
officials (Surya Citra Televisi 2007a; Surya Citra Televisi 2007b). The diversity of people

Data from observation and interviews witii local people and local N G O s during the fieldwork August 2 0 0 6
(Appendix 4).
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engaged in these illegal operations is well known and reported by many media. However,
the operational networks are solid and therefore difficult to break up. Corruption and
cronyism are well entrenched in the political system. Cutters start their work before 4.30
am and finish at 12 pm. From two pm carriers start bringing out timber from the forest
and store it, ready for the collection trucks. Several trucks will transport the timber to
ordering agents or purchasers. At the end of the day, around 5pm-6pm, the trucks can be
seen travelling the public road that passes the forestry office and the settlements. There
are a number of important groups involved in illegal logging operations (see also Figure
4.9):
a. pengepul (collectors) coordinate the operation in the field and approach the
state officials ensuring that sawn timbers can be delivered to purchasers.
They have the capital and act as the 'paymasters'.
b. purchasers may be individuals or sawmills (Figure 4.10) and may be locals
or outsiders; most are from Mataram, Senggigi and Northern Lombok.
c. the owners of chainsaws. These people can also be collectors. The owner of
the chainsaws will send cutters and cutters' assistants who are able to
process two or three trees per day.
d. carriers (pemikul). They may be children, generally over 11 years old, or
men and women of any age. They carry the sawn timber from the forest to
the place where collectors wait, count the product and pay them.
e. drivers. They collect and deliver the timber. They not only transport wood
but also fruit or other non timber forest products out of SPF.
f

guards and watchmen; who can include drivers of ojek, policemen or even
forestry officials themselves (Group discussion 2006, see Appendix 5, LM/Ss/7).
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Partners
Opponents

Figure 4.9 Interactions between people involved in illegal logging in Sesaot Forest
Source: Group discussion 2006, LM/Ss/7, Appendix 5
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Figure 4.10 A sawmill near Sesaot Protection Forest
Photo taken by Magdalene in 2006

Figure 4.11 Women working as carriers of illegal timber in Lebah Sempage
Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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Collectors play significant roles in the operation of illegal logging around Lebah
Sempage Village. They also stand to benefit most from the operations (see Appendix
16). The collector, who may be a male or a female, is the manager who organises the
entire operation in the forest. The collector provides money for running the operations
and also searches for buyers for the cut timber. In many cases, the collector has family
or business connections with other involved parties. Generally, they are difficult to
apprehend because they undertake the operations in the forest with help of local people,
security guards, drivers and government officials such as the police, military or forest
rangers. Illegal logging activities in the SPF have occurred ever since the forest was first
established. Discussions with some people involved in illegal operations reveal that
economic factors are the most significant drivers of the activities (group discussion,
2006 Lm/Ss/7). The economic situation and local poverty are also significant drivers of
illegal logging operations in other protected forests in Indonesia such as Gunung Palung
National Park (Hiller et al. 2004).
Villagers involved are aware that these activities are risky. The risks include
unsafe working practices in the forest, the possibility that they may be caught by the
forest rangers or the police and sentenced to jail, and social punishment by their friends
and neighbours. However, the amount of money that people can earn, compared with
other low paid or unskilled jobs, is enticing and poor people are prepared to run risks in
order to earn quick cash. A simple analysis of money distribution in illegal activities
shows that the timber collectors get the highest share per cubic meter among the various
actors, except for the buyers controlling the marketing of the product (Figure 4.9). Some
strategies that determine the success of illegal activities are:
a. good coordination and communication between cutters, collectors, transporters
and buyers,
b. good contacts with corrupt state officials,
c. to remain out of contact with honest state officials who cannot be bribed; and
d. to operate at times of good weather when no joint police/military operations are
planned
e. to avoid troublesome tree spirits (especially strong among people who hold strong
believe local beliefs) (Group discussion 2006, see Appendix 5, LM/Ss/7).
The failure of the state to control illegal activities is also significant, as is the
corrupt involvement of some state officials. Their efforts to protect the forest often did
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not get support from local people. Lebah Sempage villagers tend to be more supportive
of illegal logging, as evidenced by the fact that several operations to combat illegal
logging were hampered by protests from local people (Rosenbaum 2004:271). Conflicts
between forest rangers and carriers are common (Figure 4.11 Figure 4.11 and Figure
4.12). In many cases, carriers run away. However, if the carriers are caught, the forest
rangers usually damage the illegal timber, disarm the carriers and then release them. In
other cases, carriers are able to bribe officials. The individual official is commonly not
brave enough to enforce the law because of fear of threat and assault (interviews with
villagers and district forestry official,V/Lb-Ls/3, V/Lb-Ls/4, S/Lb/15, S/Lb/7, see
Appendix 4).
Big conflicts could occur between the local communities and state officials during
joint operations conducted by police and the military. On 1 March 2007, for example, it
was reported that hundreds of Lebah Sempage villagers protested against forest rangers
and policemen who had captured two villagers alleged to be involved in illegal logging
(Surya Citra Televisi 2007b). The forest rangers released the suspects after the protests,
but the following day, soldiers, policemen and forest rangers came to the village and
confiscated timber that was being hidden by local people (Surya Citra Televisi 2007a).
Conflicts within the local communities group have emerged from the different
perceptions of the scale and nature of illegal logging. Some people are concerned with
the condition of the SPF. However, in general, these villagers are afraid to act, as they
believe that threats of intimidation by criminals will cost them their property (based on
interviews with villagers and government official, S/Lb/19, V/Lb-Ss/21, V/Lb-Ss/22,
Appendix 4). In this regard, the powerless villagers feel saved by the existence of trees
in the SPF that they can provide to gangs.
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Figure 4.12 A carrier and an officer.
Pfioto tal<en by IVIagdalena in 2006

Figure 4.13 Illegal logging activities in SPF
Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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Some local people have witnessed the involvement of the police, soldiers and
forest rangers in the illegal activities (V/Lb-Ls/14, V/Lb-Ss/19, V/Lb-Ls3,V/Lb-Ls/4)).
This was the reason why some Lebah Sempage villagers felt safe in participating in
illegal logging operations because they thought they had the support from powerful
officials. However, allegations of police involvement were denied by the West Nusa
Tenggara police office when confronted by media investigations. The police officers
challenged the local people to provide accurate evidence but of course it is virtually
impossible for local people to prove police involvement without making themselves
targets for reprisals.
In addition, every time joint patrols are implemented, the illegal activities are
stopped. It is because the information has been leaked by government officials who are
involved in illegal logging. Furthermore, the involvement of the relatives and friends of
government officials in illegal activities may also lead to the leaking of information
about planned joint patrol programs. The result is poor law enforcement of forestry
regulations in and around Lebah Sempage. Villagers witness these activities every day
and the history of law enforcement and the known involvement of state officials only
serve to strengthen people's poor impression of state apparatus. Few villagers are willing
to be witnesses against such powerful opposition.

SECTION 4.8 IMPLICATIONS FOR FOREST COVER

FOREST CONVERSION TO AGRICULTURAL

LAND

The recent illegal logging in Sesaot Protection Forest has opened up the forest
extensively. After the forest was opened, the encroachment was more likely to occur.
Meanwhile, some areas of SPF that were extensively opened during the economic crisis
have been cultivated by local people by adapting the community forestry model.
However, this practice has led to even more opportunities for uncontrolled
encroachment of the Sesaot Protection Forest. Several problems were encountered with
the farmers planting and working inside the forest: first, the land was not managed
properly. The owners sold their land openly despite having made an agreement that they
could not sell their land rights. Second, the working groups that would suppose to
monitor and stop the transaction actually received payment from the transaction
(Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia 2004:201).
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Although there are no accurate figures for the extent o f deforestation in Sesaot
Protection Forest, the author witnessed that a huge area o f the SPF has been converted to
agricuhural land. In total, there were estimated to be about 4,000 farmers working in
only 27 km' o f the SFP (Table 4.8). It is likely that these figures have grown because
illegal logging and forest encroachment are continuing. Neither KMPH nor the district
could provide sufficient monitoring and control of the non-community forestry activities
and it was difficult to encourage farmers to follow the community forestry guidelines
from the beginning. Now much of the forest is dominated by banana and papayas
cultivation (Figure 4.15).
There is also a long dirt road through the forest that can be used by motorcycles.
This road helps people to conduct their business in the SPF, including illegal logging.
An NGO activist believed that the location of illegal cutting has almost reached the
Rinjani National Park.

Table 4.8 The current estimation of the extent of cultivated land
Organisers

Number of farmers

Location of land

The extent of land (km^)

(people)
1,230*

In the forest

8* - 8.87

KMPH (program farmers)

1,224 ***

In the forest

2.36***

Total inside SPF

2,454

District ('coffee buffer

1,578*

District Forestry Service
(Non program farmers)

10.36-11.23

In buffer zone

16.62**

zone' farmers)

Total (inside and
buffer zone of SPF)

4,032

26.98-27.85

Source: *Dinas Kehutanan dan Perkebunan Lombok Barat, 'Lampiran Surat Kepala Dinas
Kehutanan Dan Perkebunan Kabupaten Lombok Barat: Hutan Kemsyarakatan Di Hutan
Lindung Sesaot',

Tahun Anggaran 2002, 2004; ** KMPH Sesaot, 2000; *** Interview with

NGOs staff and academic (see Appendix 4, N/Lb/4; V/Lb/7)
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Figure 4.14 Waste in SPF
Photo tal<en by IVIagdalena in 2006

Figure 4.15 Banana plants in SPF
Photo tal<en by IVIagdalena in 2006
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THE IMPACTS OF FOREST LOSS
Currently, people's activities in Sesaot forest have resulted in the loss of aesthetic
values due to timber and another waste being left by people, timber theft and forest
encroachment (Figure 4.14). In addition, other intangible values of protected areas, such
as the educational value (see Harmon 2004) are diminishing. Now, the younger
generation in Sesaot Village cannot tell the difference between natural forest species
and commercial garden crops (observation on forestry extension in Sesaot Village, 2006
M/Ss/8). The students assumed that bananas and papayas are common vegetation in a
forest. The children do not get proper environmental education about the forest because
it has been degraded. Good environmental education is important for the children as
future environmental guardians.
In addition, the damaged forest can also affect the capability of the SPF to act as a
water catchment area. The problems of droughts during the dry season and floods during
the rainy season have become major issues in Lombok Island. NGOs and state
institutions have indicated that there has been a decrease in the number of fresh water
sources on the island and a corresponding decrease in water volume. As the streams
provide the drinking water to urban communities on Lombok the matter has been
reported in both the national and local media {Baktinews 2007:3; Bali Post 2003 July 14;
Sinar Harapan 2002 May 27; Suara NTB 2004 December 28). In addition, conflicts
between groups of local people as well as between local people and the state officials
have given rise to concerns over civil violence and lawlessness (see previous sections).

SECTION 4.9 CONCLUSION

As the forest is located on a relatively small island, the SPF has an important function in
providing clean water for the people of Lombok. However, the history of the protection
forest indicates that there has always been pressure on the SPF, especially from local
people. Attempts to implement a community forestry policy show that the state agencies
and NGOs were aware of the need to balance conservation with development. However,
during the economic crisis of the late 1990s and the early stage of decentralisation,
several policies of the central state and the province actually led to the degradation of
the SPF. Some people took the opportunity to capture benefits from the forest that
resulted in the forest being opened up. Recently, the district is the main institution that
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is responsible for managing the SPF. Its capacity to conserve the SPF is often affected
by its task of generating local income. It also has limitations in terms of finance, human
resources and facilities. So far, its policies have not been able to stop the continuing
degradation in SPF.
Local people who live around the SPF are relatively homogeneous in terms of
ethnic identity and religious affiliation in addition to education level and livelihood. The
community is more accessible and more open, compared with Setulang Village (Chapter
5). Population density is high. Livelihood options are limited and most people are
dependent on forest resources. In relation to the response to the illegal activities, local
villagers are divided: some are involved in the illegal activities, and some in the
conservation initiatives and others are free riders (do not agree with the illegal activities,
but wait for others to do something). Some local people have tried to use traditional
rules (Awiq-awiq) to protect the forest but they were forced to stop using these practices
after they lost support from the provincial government and some local people. Different
perceptions of the use and value of the SPF have often led to conflicts between local
people.
Sesaot Forest is an example of the use of forest reclassification to move a forest
from a more open access category to a more restricted access category. The forest
experiences pressures from forest product collection, infrastructure and agricultural
expansion and illegal logging (direct drivers of deforestation). Establishing restrictions
without a well planned policy on livelihood options for the forest dependent community
is leading only to more complex ecological, economic and social problems. The capacity
of the people involved to implement the conservation policies is influenced by various
factors, especially, political and socio-economic aspects in addition to the historical and
geographical background.
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CHAPTER 5

SETULANG CUSTOMARY FOREST

SECTION 5.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapters 3 and 4 examine two case studies of forest protected areas that have suffered
from serious degradation. In BBSNP in South Sumatera, the protected forest is officially
managed by the central government and in the second case, Sesaot Protected Forest on
Lombok, the protected forest is managed by the district authorities under the
decentralised administrative structure. This chapter presents an examination of Setulang
Customary Forest (SCF), a forest protected by local people under customary sanctions.
While officially a state forest, the area is protected by the Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung
ethnic group resident in Setulang Village near the junction of Malinau and Setulang
Rivers, East Kalimantan.
Fuller et al. (2004) reported the significant deforestation that has occurred in the
lowland protected forests of Kalimantan, which declined by more than 56 per cent
during the period 1985 to 2001 (see also Chapter 2). This is a period associated with
widespread concession-based timber extraction, monoculture plantation establishment
and weak institutional development (Curran et al. 2004). To some extent, the Setulang
villagers' decision to conserve the SCF is somewhat different from other groups in
regions. Consequently they received a national environmental award (Kalpataru) in 2003
for protecting their forest. The national media reported:
Their [Setulang villagers] dependence on forest has resulted in the
awareness that the forest in their area has to be protected, although it is
against government policy. Within the concept of tane' olen, residents
established Setulang Tanek Olen Management Board (BPHTOS). "Tanek
Olen means protected forest"... (Translated by Magdalena) (Eko 2003)
The objective of this chapter is to understand the forest policies, especially those
of local people, international NGOs and the Malinau district. Thus Chapter 5 focuses on
the historical background to the establishment of the Setulang Customary Forest, the
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conservation related policies initiated by the central government, local government and
civil society and the characteristics of the local people and how these characteristics
affect local arrangements. This study argues that the success of local community
activism in conserving the forest is explained by decisions made by stakeholders at
various levels. These are associated with complex interrelated factors.

SECTION 5.2 THE SETULANG FOREST AND ITS HISTORY

SETULANG CUSTOMARY

FOREST

Setulang Customary Forest (SCF) in Kalimantan covers 53 km^ of land located between
3° 23' and 3° 29' North and between 116 ° 24' and 116° 29' East (Sidiyasa et al. 2006:13).
The SCF is only one of the protection forests surrounding the Kayan Mentarang National
Park that is inhabited by the Dayak Kenyah ethnic tribal group. The trip to the SCF from
Setulang settlement takes about two hours by longboat {ketinting) but the return journey
may only take about 40 minutes because of the speed of the current of the Setulang River.
Of the three case studies examined in this thesis, the SCF is the most isolated and the
furthest removed from the central forestry office.
The SCF is located in a rich forestry district, Malinau, dominated by state forest
(Figure 5.1 Figure 5.1). But, compared with other forests studied here, the influence of the
central government on the SCF is minimal despite the protected area being officially
declared as both limited production forest and protection forest (interview with NGO
and forestry official N/M/13A; S/M/3, see Appendix 4). This situation leads to more
opportunities for Setulang people to control the SCF.
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FOREST

HISTORY

The history and relationship between forest and Dayak ethnic groups in Kalimantan,
especially in East or Indonesian Kalimantan, have been examined in some detail by
Potter (2005), Sellato (2001) and Eghenter (2000 and 2006). In particular they have
examined of the place of customary forests, traditional rules of forest use, forest product
trade, migrations and other population movements, conflicts and livelihood activities of
the Dayak people. Historically, the SCF was a customary forest (tanek olen) that was
actually given to the Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung ethnic group by their neighbours after
the Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung moved in the 1960s down from the Saan River interior,
part of the Pujungan District, to the banks of the Malinau River and closer to the mouth
of the Setulang River. The SCF was given to Setulang villagers through a customary
ceremony after negotiations between the customary leaders. At that time there was still
enough forest for the different groups to occupy without conflicts arising over
occupation and use.
In the past, the tanek olen was mainly managed by the aristocratic families, the
Paren, of the ethnic groups (Eghenter 2000). The Paren controlled forest access rights
by imposing restrictions on use by the common people, except when there were natural
disasters, for example the destruction of a communal longhouse or when communal
ceremonies required the accumulation of forest resources such as timber, rattan and bush
meat (Iwan 2006:1). This system gradually changed when the central government passed
Law No.5/1979 (Appendix 3) that opened the forest to non aristocratic families in
charge of forest management.
In addition, before the Law no 5/1979 (the Village Government Law) was issued,
the Forestry Law No. 5/1967 (later renewed as Forestry Law No.41/1999) had
introduced the concept of state owned forests. The concept has limited the community's
right in managing forest lands in Indonesia and strengthened the control of government
over forest lands. In the case of the SCF, however, paractically the community has
played significant roles in protecting forest until recently. Furthermore, it is not
dominated by aristocratic families, especially after the Village Government Law was
issued in 1979.
Since the late 1970s the SCF has experienced pressure from exploitation (Iwan,
2004). Like other forests in Indonesia, the SCF was designated as state forest in the
1980s and this only served to increase pressure on forestry resources. However, the SCF
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has been able to survive significant degradation, unlike other forests, especially those in
Kalimantan. The role of the Dayak people in managing the SCF has been noted in recent
publications especially since CIFOR implemented research activities in the Malinau
District and recommended the SCF for the 2003 Kalpataru environment award presented
by the President of Indonesia.
Geographical isolation has also assisted in leaving the SCF relatively untouched
by unsustainable forest exploitation. Moreover, history shows that it was the
commitment of a small ethnic group who had commenced action to protect and conserve
the forest before it was designated as a state forest. The external factors both national
and local that are associated with the management of the SCF and more discussion on
the role of the local people are presented in the following sections.

SECTION 5.3 FOREST POLICIES: NATIONAL AND PROVINCIAL LEVEL

The SCF management arrangements have involved two government structures those of
the central and district governments. The central government designated most of the
Malinau forest areas as state forest (99 per cent of the total area). This area covers about
42,700 km^ (Table 5.1). The figure is more than the total area of Malinau that was
estimated by the Malinau provincial govemment (42,600 km^).
Since the 1970s, the Indonesian govemment has allowed the private sector to be
involved in logging activities in state forests. The involvement of the private sector was
encouraged in order to generate national income; East Kalimantan was one province
with large timber resources. It became the target for significant timber exploitation
during a time when the tightly controlled centralised administration ensured that most of
the profits went to Jakarta and to the forest concessionaires. In Kalimantan the local
people remained poor despite the rich forest resources. Unsustainable logging practices
also left the forests and land degraded. During the 1980s further forest designations by
the central govemment resulted in restrictions on the access rights of local communities.
The Kayan Mentarang area, for example, which was originally nature reserve declared a
national park, excluding local villagers from accessing the area. During reformasi (in the
late 1990s) and the early period following decentralisation (in the early 2000s), the
central govemment allowed districts throughout Indonesia to issue permits to small scale
logging companies (Ministerial Decree No 310/Kpts-II/1999, see Appendix 3). Later,
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the central government cancelled the policy due to evidence of the uncontrolled
degradation of the forests (Ministerial Decree No 6886/Kpts-II/2002, see Appendix 3).
However, some districts have ignored the change in policy. Malinau is one district that
chose to ignore the policy direction (see Ministerial Decree No. SK.477/Menhut-II/2004
in Appendix 1) at least for a few years (until 2004).
In this transition period between the declaration of the decentralisation policy and
its implementation, conflict between the central state and the local district grew. In
recent years, the central government has again issued ministerial decrees on the forest
consensus map (paduserasi) that supposedly established the agreements between the
Ministry of Forestry and the provincial agencies. However, by 2006, the decree for East
Kalimantan Province still had not been issued because of the lack of consensus between
the government institutions and NGOs. The provincial plan is for forest land on the
border between Indonesia and Malaysia to be opened for use as commercial oil palm
plantation. The central state also favored this plan until 2006 after which it backed down
(Potter, 2008).
The disagreement of the central government with this plan has not been followed
through with any serious attempts at protecting the Kayan Mentarang National Park. In
fact in 2006, the office of the national park service in Malinau was still unoccupied and
there were no specified management activities for the national park. The reasons for the
lack of attention to the area are given as its remoteness, the lack of resources and the
underdeveloped nature of the region which means that staff will not stay and work in
Malinau Town.
The forest policies of the central state and the province of East Kalimantan,
especially in Malinau District, were created without good coordination. Conflicts of
interest were often difficult to avoid. As a result the policies have remained unclear. The
official national and provincial policies are often different from the unofficial ones
operating in remote forest areas. This has allowed the district government and the people
resident in the area to be unofficially involved in the management of the SCF.
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S E C T I O N 5.4 F O R E S T P O L I C I E S : D I S T R I C T L E V E L

ENVIRONMENTAL

A WARDS AND

COMMITMENT

The Malinau District is an interesting case study that has attracted the attention of
researchers who have followed resource management and the history of recent
decentralisation of administrative control (Sellato 2001; Samsu et al. 2005; Barr et al.
2006; Wollenberg et al. 2006; Boedhihartono et al. 2007; Sandker and Suwamo 2007;
Wollenberg et al. 2007). It is a new district established in 1999 and before that was part
of the Bulungan District. Malinau borders Malaysia and consists of nine sub-districts
(Figure S.lFigure 5.1). Most of Malinau is designated as state forest and this forest is
relatively abundant compared with the other case studies examined in this thesis (Figure
5.1 Figure 5.1, Table 5.1). Approximately 42 per cent of the district is classified as
protected forest {hutan lindung, national park and nature reserves). Of this state forest, a
portion remains customary forest that has been managed by Dayak for centuries
(Whitington et al. 2002:viii).

Table 5.1 The designated forest in Malinau in 2005
Forest Types

Area (km^)

Percentage of Total Area

74.5

17.4

10,381.8

24.3

12,808.4

30.0

7,527.6

17.6

42,700.8

100.0

Protected forests
Protection forest
National park and nature
reserve
Production forests
Limited production forest
Other conversion forest
Total

Source: Badan Pusat Statistik Kabupaten Malinau dan Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan
Daerah Kabupaten Malinau 2005
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The Malinau District declared itself as "a conservation district" on 5 July 2005 and
this policy was strongly supported by CIFOR. Subsequently, the Bupati, Marthin Billa,
on

behalf

of

the

Malinau

District

administration,

received

three

prestigious

environmental awards: the first from the Ministry of Forestry in December 2005 for
having 'Played

a significant role in the development of forestry and natural

sustainability'; the second the Otonomi Award 2006 from The Jawa Pos Institute of ProOtonomi (JPIP) for being a distinguished 'Regional leader committed to on preserving
the environment' (Gerbang Dema 2006a: 18), and the third the Kalpataru Award of 2007
awarded by the Government of Indonesia.

CONSERVATION

CHALLENGES: POVERTY AND

DEVELOPMENT

Perhaps the single biggest threat to conservation and environmental protection in
Indonesia is poverty"*^. The poverty issue is considered to be particularly significant for
those people who live on the border with Malaysia and in other remote areas (Radar
Tarakan 2005). The district government realises the need for economic development
reduces the incentive for development and protecting the forest. The belief is that if
they do not exploit their forest resources their income will be reduced not only because
taxes from logging will be low but also because districts with large amounts of forest
degradation receive funding for rehabilitation (the Reforestation Fund). While districts
with a severely damaged environment commonly get more attention and funding
(Gerbang Dema 2006c: 17), districts that keep their forest are not compensated''^
(Kompas 2004 December 15).
Considering its income levels, Malinau has used the high levels of poverty in the
district as a reason for applying for financial aid (Andrianto 2006:9). The district issued a
Head of District's [Bupati] Decree No 144/2005 that implicitly stated that about 60 per
cent of Malinau population were living below the poverty line (Gerbang Dema 2006b:6).
The district head in a speech to the members of the district legislature stated:^''
"Many areas have declared their regions to be under-developed districts
and border regions in order to receive more serious attention from the
central government. There is no need to be ashamed of this. In fact, we
Debates on role of poverty as a constraint on conservation are common (Duraiappah 1998; Adams et al. 2004; Gray
and Moseley 2005).
It would appear that compensation money is seen as a good source of money for the officials. The compensation
and rehabilitation money may not be able to rebuild the forests
The meeting was held on 27 October 2006
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need to use these opportunities for more intensive development that will
bring

Malinau

up to the

same

level

of other

more

developed

areas,"(Translated by Magdalena) {Kaltim Post 2006b, November 26)
However, although there are still many poor people in the area, Malinau is part of
the richest province in Indonesia, East Kalimantan. Therefore its finances are assisted by
the province. This can be shown from an analysis of its annual income. To pay for its
annual programs and development, the sources of income for Malinau between 2001 and
2005 were f r o m ' ' :
a. Local taxes from hotels and entertainment centres, restaurants, advertisement, the
road light service, and 'other minerals' (Bahan Galian Cf^).
b. Local reimbusement {retribusi) from health services and markets.
c. Other legal local sources of income: such as giro services (see Glossary) and
donation from third parties.
d. Dividends from the Equalisation Fund {Bagian Dana

Perimbangan)

e. General Allocation Fund {Dh\}-Dana Alokasi Umum) payments
f

Specific Allocation Fund (DAK-Dana Alokasi Khusus) payments

g. The other legal non-local income
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Figure 5.2 Total income and expenditure 2002-2005 of Malinau District
Sources: Laporan Akuntabilitas Kinerja Tahun 2002-2003; Pemerintah Kabupaten Malinau
2005a; 2005b
Points a, b and c are classified as original local income (Pendapalan Asli Daerah), points d,e,f come from central
govemmentT
These are non-metal minerals, such as nitrate, phosphate, salt, asbestos, limestone & sandstone. Based on the Law
No 11/1967, they cannot be classified as strategic minerals (Bahan Galian A) or vital minerals (Bahan Galian B).
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The total local annual income of Malinau District is shown in Figure 5.2. This
funding is considerably more than that received by other districts in provinces with poor
natural resources. Most of the total income is payments from the dividend of the
regional equalisation fund (DPD-Da«a Perimbangan Daerahf^.

In 2004, 63.5 per cent

of total income was from this fund (Badan Pusat Statistik Kabupaten Malinau dan
Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Daerah Kabupaten Malinau 2005). The rest of the
incomes were from the principal Malinau income {Pendapatan Asli Daerah or PAD).
Meanwhile, some of PAD comes from revenue from forest exploitation. Several sources
of forest related income between 2000 and 2002 were:
a. Between April 2000 and May 2001, the Malinau District authorities issued 46
permits for small scale logging companies (IPPK) that involved 600 km^
(Affandi 2006:2). These IPPKs only operated for one year.
b. Between December 2001 and March 2002, the Malinau District issued permits for
eleven legal entities to log timber (lUPHHKs^^) that involved a further 3,639 km'
(Affandi 2006:2). In 2002, the central government cancelled Ministerial Decree
No. 310/1999 and superseded it with Ministerial Decree No. 6886/Kpsts-II/2002.
As a result several of the lUPHHK permits issued by the Malinau Districts were
cancelled.
Besides income from logging, in 2006, the Malinau District was also interested in
developing oil palm and Acacia mangium plantations. To expand its plantations, the
district collaborated with the Sabah Forest Industry (SFI)^^ from Malaysia. The total
area allocated for oil palm plantation was about 2,000 km' and it was expected that the
oil plantation would create job opportunities for a large number of people (Wana Riset
Malinau 2004a). In addition to oil palm plantations, the Malinau District also negotiated
with PT Indona and PT Wit Kaltimdo to establish Acacia mangium

plantations that

would supply the pulp industry (Suwamo and Campbell 2005; Wana Riset Malinau
2004b). The extent of the area allocated for Acacia plantings is 390 km', covering land
near four villages: Gong Solok Lama, Long Adiu, Punan Gong Solok and Punan Long
Adiu. This project was also expected to provide 12,000 job opportunities for many
" Malinau is part of the riciiest provinces in Indonesia (East Kalimantan) that receives about 300 billion rupiah every
year. The revenue's of East Kalimantan is largely from oil and gas.
Since May 2001 there has been no extensions for IPPKs
" The licence of lUPHHK lasts for 20 years (see also Acronyms and Abbreviations). In 1999 the central state allow
districts to issue such permits (Ministerial Decree No 310/Kpts-Il/1999), however the policy was amended because of
misuses of this regulation that lead degradation (see also Appendix 3).
' ' The

Bupati

of Ma\mau

changed his mind (L. Potter pers. comm., 7 June 2008)
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involved in seed maintenance (Wana Riset Malinau 2004b). However, the plantation
projects have raised debates on the trade-off between development and conservation in
the district (Sandker and Suwamo 2007). To date no commercial plantations have been
established.
The analysis of Malinau's income shows that Malinau might have financial
problems if it was separated from East Kalimantan". Malinau should exploit its forest
and other natural resources to pay for development programs. This action, of course, will
encounter conflict with their commitment to be a conservation district. Therefore, to
encounter

this problem,

Malinau's

government

also emphasises

the need for

conservation projects. They actively demand a clear compensation scheme to conserve
their forest. This policy is also linked to the need to conserve the forest as a water
catchment area for the people of East Kalimantan. In another speech the Bupati of
Malinau stated that conservation requires a strong commitment from other stakeholders
such as private companies, the central state and the provincial government (Gerbang
Dema 2006a). So far, Malinau has not got adequate responses from the central state. The
Central state is criticised because the formal supporting scheme to support Malinau for
protecting their forest is only in words not yet implemented by real actions (interview
with CIFOR staff, N/M/2, see Appendix 4).
Furthermore, the intention to reduce poverty in Malinau is emphasised in a local
development program called Gerbang Dema (Gerakan Pembangunan

Desa Mandiri)

that has the ambitious target of creating village self-sufficiency by 2010 (Badan Pusat
Statistik Kabupaten Malinau dan Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Daerah Kabupaten
Malinau 2005:iv). In this model, villages are expected to initiate projects and be creative
in developing local action programs themselves with limited funding support from the
local district. Gerbang Dema remains a vision on paper and programs have not been
implemented despite the first government development program (2001-2005) being
finished, and a second development program currently half-way through (2006-2011)
through its implementation phase. The first five years of Gerbang Dema have been
criticised because the only visible results are the building of the district offices (Figure
5.3) and a new hospital in Malinau Town. These policies have been questioned by the
communities especially since the vision of the Gerbang Dema was to create independent
viable villages (Gerbang Dema 2006b). After nearly seven years of development
programs

hardly

any

money

has

reached

the

marginalised

rural

" See the news about the establishment of Kaltara Province in Kompas 2005 March 5 and Post Metro

villages.
Balikpapan

May 16. Malinau will be part of the new province..
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Figure 5.3 Malinau District Office
Piioto taken bv Maqdalena in 2006
For the second Development Program, that commenced in 2006, the district has
allocated money to all of the villages based both on the number of people and on the
range of problems faced by the community. Villages with between 101 and 200 people
have been allocated Rp. 200 million rupiah, villages with 301 to 400 people will receive
Rp. 400 million rupiah and those with more than 400 people will be given Rp. 500
million (Gerbang Dema 2006d:20). For villages facing serious development problems
such as isolation and poor access to services, more money will be made available.
Currently 106 villages in Malinau including Setulang with a total population of over
1000 people are eligible for more than Rp.500 million^^.
One problem with this system, however, is that villages often inflate the number of
people in the community in order to access more funding. Then when they receive the
funding, they are unable to implement the development projects because of a lack of
human

capacity.

Local

corruption

can also be one obstacle that hinders

the

implementation of the program. If transparency and accountability are not present, the
funding will only bring benefits to individuals or a particular group of local elites.
Certainly, villages in Malinau need to be developed. The objective of development
is to provide sufficient health, education and welfare services to the region that can
assist local groups and deal with natural disasters such as floods, forest fires and
droughts. Also, livelihood diversification is very important to reduce dependency on

According to data from village service, in 2006 Setulang population was 944

161

forest resources. The target of self-sufficient villages in Malinau is an ideal but one that
seems difficult to achieve by 2010.

CONSERVATION

CHALLENGES: LACK OF CAPACITY AND INTERESTS

While Malinau District is asking for compensation and partnership to conserve their
forest, their initiative and commitment to conserve is still unclear. Currently, the Forestry
and Plantation Service in the Malinau District office, one part tasked with conservation of
the forest and the other with the establishment of commercial plantations, is united into
one institution (see Appendix 18, 19). Most of the activities seem to be dominated by the
side promoting logging and plantations. In 2005, in the organisational structure of the
office, the land conservation section (Appendix 18) is charged with managing the
protected area (41 per cent of Malinau forest). This has a total of 41 staff, 50 per cent of
whom have a forestry background (Malinau Forestry and Plantation Service 2007). This
means that each staff member manages about 890 km^ of protected forest. This is clearly
insufficient and will only lead to ineffective management of the protected forest.
In addition, the attention given to villagers who commit to conserve their
customary forest, such as Setulang, is also limited. Setulang villagers admitted that there
was no real support or action to conserve their forest from the Malinau Forestry and
Plantation service although they themselves were committed to the protection of the
forest (interview with village leaders V/M-Ss/8, V/M-Ss/1, see Appendix 4). Villagers
do have close relationships with some important staff in the district office, including the
head of the district, but they still have little support for their work. Fortunately, the
population pressure on the forest in Malinau is minimal (Table 5.2).
Meanwhile, although Malinau District has not done much with its protected forest,
the forests are relatively untouched. The population is about 52,643 people in 11,097
households (Gerbang Dema 2006b) and the forest area is 42,620 km^ (Badan Pusat
Statistik Kabupaten Malinau dan Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Daerah Kabupaten
Malinau 2005). This gives a population density in 2005/2006 of only 1-2 people per km^
(Table 5.2).
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Table 5.2 Population growth and density in Malinau District
Population Number of

Year

Density (people/ km^)

Malinau District (people)
2000

36,632

0.9

2001

38,121

0.9

2002

41,170

1.0

2003

44,316

1.0

2004

52,419

1.2

2005

53,427

1.3

2006

55,898

1.3

7.3

Before 1999 Malinau was part of

Growth rate 2001-2006*

Bulungan District

(per cent per y e a r )

Source: BPS Malinau 2005; CBS, Village Potential Survey (Podes) 2005; Pemerintah Kabupaten
Malinau, 2007; * Calculated based on the geometric rate of growth: [Pt = Po (1+r)^ ].

However, one problem for the future is the high population growth rate of 7
percent per year which is higher than the Indonesian national population growth rate^^.
From interviews it appears that the in-migration rate is high. People from other districts
in East Kalimantan and other islands were looking for jobs in Malinau (Pemerintah
Kabupaten Malinau 2007:17). The high population density will cause an increase in
demand on forest land as has occurred in Tanggamus (Chapter 3) and West Lombok
(Chapter 4), not to mention the threat from forest conversion into oil palm and/or
degradation through logging activities.

SECTION 5.5 FOREST POLICIES: CIVIL SOCIETY

Besides the district, other organisations with important roles in conservation and
development in Malinau have established offices in the region. CIFOR, the agency that
' ' The annual Indonesia population density is 109/km

(see Chapter 6, Table 6.8)
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recommended Setulang Village for the Kalpataru and World Water Forum awards in
2003, has been based in Malinau ever since the Ministry of Forestry allowed the
organisation the use of 3,029 km^ of forest for research purposes in the early 1990s. Its
focus was mainly on various kind of forest research (including action research) but it
also facilitated training workshops and conflict resolution programs (Appendix 20).
Recently CERD (The Community Empowerment for Rural Development Project)
another local NGO has focused on rural development and poverty alleviation. Their
objectives are mainly to increase the capacity of local people be aware of their poverty
and lift themselves out of it. This project is collaboration between CERD and the
Directorate General of Rural Community Empowerment of the Indonesian Ministry of
Home Affairs. In addition, WWF (World Wide Fund for Nature) Kayan Mentarang
works with the management of the Kayan Mentarang National Park although local
feeling is that the relationship between the Malinau District authorities and WWF-Kayan
Mentarang is tenuous. The district has criticised WWF for locating its staff in the larger
tovm of Tarakan instead of in Malinau and there is the opinion that WWF is biased
towards ecological conservation and not interested in economic development issues
(interview with CIFOR staff, N/M/13A, see Appendix 4).
In general, the role of the international NGO (CIFOR) in Setulang was so
significant that it brought the issue of Setulang's efforts to conserve forest to the
attention of the national government. However, the work of the NGOs is not often
sustainable. Funding is tied to project cycles especially in the case of CIFOR in Malinau.
In addition, there is a lack of coordination between the NGOs in their development
programs and some are not actively supported by villagers nor are they seen to be in the
interests of villagers (Wollenberg et al. 2007:10). These situations often lead to
unfinished work and less effective programs, particularly in solving the economic and
ecological problems in the project sites.
In addition, the media can be a powerful tool to spread conservation issues. In the
midst of the intensive destruction of the Borneo forests during the reformasi era, the
case of Setulang forest became a prime topic for media examination. The international,
national and local media through their extensive coverage have contributed to the spread
of news about the Dayak people and their contribution to conservation. For example
national TV channels such as RCTI and TVRI covered the Setulang villagers' daily life
in the village and the forest. CIFOR actively reported their activities regarding the SCF
on the internet, and in bulletins and journals; at the international level, a German news
reporter also visited Setulang and covered the Setulang villagers' wishes to protect their
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tanek olen (customary forest), and national, regional and local newspapers also actively
reported the story of Setulang people in defending their forest. Many articles were in the
national newspapers: Kompas, Suara Pembaharuan and Media Indonesia, in regional or
local newspapers such as: Kaltim Post, Radar Tarakan and the Malinau Post. The news
brought more researchers and visitors to the district and villages. It also brought
recognition of the Dayak people's unique culture, especially their dances and songs. In
return, the Dayak become more open and familiar with visitors from other provinces or
overseas.

SECTION 5.6 SETULANG VILLAGE PROFILE

Setulang Village is located in the sub district (kecamatan) of Malinau Selatan (Figure
5.6) and was established in 1968. The official figure of its extent varies but according to
the office of statistics in Malinau the community covers about 85 km^ of land (Badan
Pusat Statistik Kabupaten Malinau 2006:7). However according to the Village Potential
Survey or Podes (2005) the extent of the village is about 67 km^ (Appendix 7).
Compared with other study villages, Setulang is isolated, about an hour by longboat
from the nearest large town and built along the bank of the Malinau and the Setulang
Rivers. Dayak people, by custom, usually settle and cultivate land near rivers or their
tributaries (Isbat 2003:29). Here it is easier to get water. Villagers can use the river to
travel to the forest and cultivation land and the river also provides fish.
The houses of Setulang villagers are high and often two-storied wooden buildings
(Figure 5.4). The high houses, to some extent, can avoid the flooding which is a regular
incident in the village. Flooding occurs twice a year, usually in June and September
(interviews with village leader V/Lb-Ls/lOA, see Appendix 4/°. The regular floods also
damage public buildings such as the elementary school and this has a serious affect on
the education of the youngest children. To avoid the floods, the location of the village
should have been built further from the river. However, as the community depends on
the river for transportation and access to other towns the benefits appear to outweigh the
negative impacts. All these conditions have created a hard life for the Setulang villagers
especially if they wish to gain higher education and better health support.
^ On IS* of June they suffer from a high level of water about 3.5 meters. This damage cost hundreds of million
rupiah for the people of Malinau especially as some had their electricity generators destroyed (Radar
Tarakan 2006).
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Setulang Village has a population density of about 10-16 people per km^ (Table
5.3). However the people are unevenly distributed throughout the community. Most live
in one location (Figure 5.5) with the rest of the village used as cultivation land (ladang)
and this makes the community look overcrowded. This condition also leads to easier
communication between villagers.

Figure 5.4 Houses in Setulang Village
Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006

166

Malinau River

Figure 5.5 Sketch of Setulang Village
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Source: Adapted from Setulang Village Service 2006
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Figure 5.6 The location of Setulang and Setarap Villages in the sub district (kecamatan) of
Malinau Selatan and Sentaban Village in the sub district of IVlalinau Barat
Map by Cartography Section of the Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies (RSPAS-ANU)
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Table 5.3 Population growth and density of Setulang villagers
Population number of

Year

Density (people/ km^)

Setulang Village (people)
2000*

828

9-14

2005**

935

10-16

2006*** (May 2006)

944

10-16

Growth rate per cent per year ****

2.5

Source: * CBS, Population

Census 2000; **Village Potential {Podes) Survey 2005; ***Setulang

Village Service, 2006; ****Calculated based on Geometric rate of growth: [Pt = Po (1+r)' ]
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HISTORY OF MOVEMENT OF DA YAK PEOPLE
Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung people moved from the upper reaches of the Pujungan River
to the banks of the MaUnau and the Setulang Rivers in 1968 because they found
difficulty in accessing health, education, transportation and communication facilities in
their original location. The movement of the ethnic group occurred in three stages, the
last stage being in 1978 (Iwan 2006:1) but the presence of Setulang Village was
acknowledged by Bulungan District administration in 1974 (Direktorat Jenderal
Pembangunan Masyarakat Desa 1974). The migration of Dayak Kenyah into Malinau
actually began in the early 1960s (Sellato 2001:30).

migrants were displaced by

diseases and an effort to find a better quality of life (Isbat 2003).
After finding a new settlement area and new land for cultivation, the Dayaks
looked for customary forest, because it has always been a tradition to have a customary
forest. The explorations to find a better place to live were carried out by the village
representatives and during this period, the Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung leaders entered
into negotiations with the Malinau River customary chief, the sub district administrator
in Malinau and several local elites from villages around Setulang area such as elders
from Sentaban and Gong Solok Villages. The Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung were
subsequently allowed to occupy the Setulang area and the forest (Iwan 2004:2). At that
time, the borders between villages was not clearly defined but this was not a significant
problem since there was abundant land. The natural signs such as hill track and the
rivers were used to clarify the border of the area and there was no official survey or map
available, only a general consensus between customary leaders (interview with villager,
V/M-Ss/10, Appendix 4). This is a common problem in remote rural Indonesia because
most village borders are unclear (Radar Tarakan 2004). Since then, however, the
population has grown and the value of land has increased and now there are confiicts
between villages over use of and access to land (see Section 5.6)

SOCIAL AND-CULTURAL

HOMOGENEITY

Setulang Village is not a place which attracts migrants. Statistics show that there are
only a few migrants to the area from outside (Table 5.4). This is associated with limited
job opportunities. Most outsiders are teachers, priests, and staff of the health centre or
people who marry Setulang residents. The majority of these people do not remain in
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Setulang permanently and will move after their working contracts are finished. The
2005 Setulang Village data also show that most Setulang Villagers have graduated from
elementary school. The education composition of the residents is as follows: 56.0 per
cent have elementary school education, 17.5 per cent junior high school education, 14.1
per cent senior high school education and 2.8 per cent have graduated from university.
The rest (9.6 per cent) are officially uneducated. Younger Setulang people with a
university degree commonly move out to other places to find better jobs: the community
does not expect people with a university degree to work as farmers, believing that they
should work as administrators or for the governments (interview with former resident,
N/M/3, see Appendix 4).
Most of the Setulang villagers are from the Dayak Kenyah ethnic group who
maintain their customary traditions and way of life (Table 5.6). Most of them are
Christians but there is only one church of one particular denomination (Protestant,
Gereja Kemah Injil Indonesia) in the village and it is the desire of local elites to have
only that denomination. The elders have strongly opposed another denomination
(Catholic) that intended to build a church in the village (interview with village leader
and district official V/M-Ss/2; S/M/2, see Appendix 4).
The majority of Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung in Setulang keeps the customs and
culture alive. This culture involves traditional dance, music and songs. Currently,
Setulang villagers are led by one customary leader from their own ethnic group. It is
assumed that is easier to make a decision for the benefit of Setulang villagers. In other
areas such as which that have one paramount customary leader, the customary leader is
the leader of a number of villages (Limber 2006). Moreover, the residents of Setulang
Village live close to each other and this means they often gather for community
meetings and discussions. The strong efforts to maintain the cultures are reinforced
through the elementary school system where local villagers are actively involved (Figure
5.7). A paramount cultural meeting is held every five years and involves the 27 Dayak
Villages along the South Malinau River. This was held in Setulang Village during the
author's fieldwork period from 4-7 July 2006 and involved traditional dances, traditional
and non traditional sports, songs, music and story telling. The head of the district also
came to open the customary meeting (Figure 5.7). In his speech he stated that the
meeting was important as a means of uniting villagers who live along Malinau River, for
maintaining the Dayak culture and a way in which Dayak customary rules could be
discussed (Laten Bangen Meeting, LM/Sl/6, Appendix 5).
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Table 5.4 Migrations and religious affiliations in Setulang Village in 2000
Population Characteristics

Number of People

Migrations
Recent Migrants

33

Life Migrants

38

Religious affiliations
Moslem

8

Christian

819

Hindu/Buddhism

1

Others

0

Total Population

828

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000

Table 5.5 Etiinic group composition in Setulang Village in 2000
Ethnic Group

Number of People

Percentage

Dayak Kenyah

792

95.7

Dayak Putuk

11

1.3

Tidung

8

1.0

Cina

6

0.7

Punan, Ponan, Punang

4

0.5

Bugis.Ugi

2

0.2

Flores

2

0.2

Aceh, A-Tse, Achin, Akhir,
Ureung
Batakjapanuli

1

0.1

1

0.1

Jawa

1

0.1

Total

828

100.0

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000
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Figure

5.7

Customary Party

(Pesta Adat)

unites villagers

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006

The homogeneous natures of the Dayak people imply that they have close
relationships with different people within their social and cultural group. This means
that people are required to share with the poor and to assist when a family has a financial
problem, such as need for advanced medical services or to send their children to
university. There are also means for people to seek the support of the community and the
village elders will collect money to assist. This has often provoked criticism from the
richer people in the village for they comment that it serves to benefit the poor (interview
with an aristocrat leader V/M-Ss/20, see Appendix 4). However, it does build strong
social bonds.
LIVELIHOOD AND SUBSISTENCE STRATEGIES
The common livelihood of Setulang villagers is agriculture (Appendix 7; Figure 5.8).
Farmers cultivate paddy, com and tree crops and several residents raise poultry and
pigs. The prosperous farmers are considered to be successful if they can send their
children to higher education, especially if they can attend university in Java. Public
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officials work as teachers, staff of the health centre or staff in the sub district office.
Older people who cannot work in the ladang anymore live with their families.

0.4%2.6% -

4.7%

4.7%

• state officials
• timers
• small scale
businessmen
• private employees
• others

87.6%

Figure 5.8 The job classification of Setulang Villagers in 2005
Source: Setulang Village Office 2006

Some Dayak also go overseas to Malaysia or Brazil to work for timber companies.
In 2005, there were 35 people working in Malaysia (Appendix 7). These are commonly
healthy, strong young males who send remittances back to the community that are used
to buy more expensive consumer goods such as generators or outboard motors and to
build new houses (Iwan 2004:2). The agricultural system is one of crop rotation {sistim
gilir balik).' In early August before the rain, people bum a patch of secondary growth in
the forest to make a garden, then after the rain comes they start to cultivate it (interview
with village secretary V/M-Ss/lb, Appendix 4). After harvesting time, they will leave
the land fallow for about four to five years^' and then bum the re-growth and cultivate
the area again (interview with CIFOR staff, N/M/13B, Appendix 4).
The land upstream of the Malinau River is infertile and steep (Basuki and Sheil
2004). A study conducted for CIFOR concluded that the development of the land for
non-forestry sector purposes would be limited; however, villagers are able to survive
using the rotating swidden system (Basuki and Sheil 2004). Setulang villagers' gardens
(ladang) can only fulfil their basic needs. The number of poor households in Setulang
with kartu sehat is about 23.14 per cent (see Village's Profile in Appendix 7). Compared
" Some farmers leave the land fallow in longer time, 7 or 10 years (K. Dwi Santosa (CIFOR staff) pers.comm, 24
October 2008)
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with other study villages, Setulang has the lowest percentage of poor people (see
Chapters 3 and 4). However, if people want to send their children to higher education or
to get better medical services then they cannot depend only on their ladang but must
seek other ways to earn money.
In addition, there is a defined 'hungry season' (Musim Lapar) in Setulang that
usually occurs between July and December each year. This is the time between burning
the ladang and waiting for the crops to ripen. In order to survive, people must save part
of their rice crop {beras sidang) in the village rice bam (Figure 5.9Figure 5.9) at harvest
time. The rice collection is organised by the local church (Figure 5.10) and then in the
hungry season, villagers can buy the rice at a reduced price of about Rp. 4000 per kg.
Besides agriculture, Setulang villagers also use forest products to fulfil their subsistence
needs. The current forest use system in Setulang is different from that of the past, when
the role of customary leader was very important among the Dayak Kenyah. Currently,
Dayak commoners are able to use the forest with permission from the Setulang Tanek
Olen Management Board (BPHTOS) but the village elites are treated differently when it
comes to law enforcement. They are often able to avoid sanctions and this indicates
flaws in the customary rules (interview with a villager who works for sub district
service, S/M/2, Appendix 4). In other Indonesian regions, aristocratic families or other
local elites may abuse the law such as becoming involve in illegal logging (McCarthy
2006: 234).
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Figure 5.9. Individual family rice barns {Lumbung Padi Desa ]
Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006

Figure 5.10. GKII church in Setulang Village
Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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The SCF means many things to local villagers: for children and teenagers, it
means a place for recreation, swimming and camping during school holidays. They can
use visitor's rest houses with kitchens for recreation (Figure 5.11 Figure 5.11). They
commonly have picnics in the forest where they can enjoy the waterfall and swim in the
clean rivers. For older women, the SCF is a source of water, food and firewood for the
household. Water for daily use is from the upstream from the Setulang River which is
about 9 km from Setulang settlement. Non-wood forest products such as rattan, fruit
and leaves can be harvested from the SCF and can be used in daily life (Figure
5.12Figure 5.12). Women also recognise the value of meat from wild pigs or birds and
fruit. Villagers may hunt wild pigs. The villagers can also use timber to make river boats
and build their houses.
In general, the SCF is managed by the men regardless of where they live. Women
have little actual say. Protection of the forest and negotiations about use rights are
dominated by the senior men of Setulang. Although the BPHTOS committee includes
some advisers from outside the village these are usually former residents who have
moved away from the area. The SCF management board does not include non-local
residents such as the priest, teachers or medical staff.
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Figure 5.11. The visitor's house in Setulang Forest
Photo tal<en by Magdalena in 2006

Figure 5.12. A Setulang woman harvesting Sang leaves {Ucuala spp) that are used for making
traditional hats {saung)
Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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SECTION 5.7 SETULANG VILLAGE: PROGRESS TO CONSERVATION

Although Setulang villagers are a homogeneous ethnic group with common livelihood,
religious and educational standards, different interests among the actors have led to
conflicts within the community, especially regarding forest management. Setulang has
also experienced conflicts with logging companies and other villages, as will be examined
below.

CHANGES IN VILLAGE STRUCTURE AND CONFLICTS
After the Dayak Kenyah ethnic group moved to the Setulang area and villagers around
the Setulang River agreed to give them Setulang forest to replace their previous
customary forest on the Pujungan River, the forest was managed and used by
aristocratic families and their associates. The customary leader at the time had the
dominant power in the decision-making process regarding the forest. That dominant
power was ended when the central government issued the village Law No 5/1979 (see
Appendix 3). In the transition period, there was conflict over the selection of the village
head. The changes to the governing process in Setulang were supported by Ajang
Lidem, a customary leader for 30 years, who agreed to have the election of a village
leader based on capacity and capability for the position and not on inheritance.
In 1989, the first non-aristocratic person became the head of the village and he
governed for ten years but despite that his authority was often challenged because he did
not come from an aristocratic family (interview with the head of the village, V/M/Ss/2,
Appendix 4). These people challenged him only because he was a commoner {Tunas Ipil
adalah Tunas Ipil). In the second election, he was not re-appointed as village head; he
was re-elected in 2005 after he returned from working overseas in Malaysia. In this case,
although local political change was carried out by a charismatic leader, the succession
was not perfectly smooth because he was a commoner. The challenge by the leading
families at first discouraged him from seeking reappointment.
The local political changes also affected the management of the SCF. Now
commoners are able to participate in forest management and they have more rights to
use the forest with the permission from Setulang Tanek Olen Management Board
(BPHTOS) (see the organisational structure in Appendix 17). The new government
system has led to more forest benefits to commoners. In addition, Setulang Village has a
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written set of customary rules that also regulate the use of the customary forest. Included
m the customary rules are rules pertaining to activities such as a prohibition on cutting
and sawing timber in the forest, prohibition against access by logging companies and
regulations against the extension of gardens within the customary forest (Setulang
Village Customary Institution 2001). The rules state clearly that since 2001 Setulang
villagers have declared that they will not allow unsustainable forest exploitation of their
customary area.
CONFLICTS WITH LOGGING

COMPANIES

However, conflict over land rights in Kalimantan have occurred since the 1970s,
notably after the central government allowed private companies to invest in logging in
the 1970s. The Indonesian reformasi after 1998, the establishment of the new Malinau
District in 1999 and administrative decentralisation in 2001 were followed by efforts to
assert control over land (Anau et al. 2002:139). Some ethnic groups claimed the
customary forest and decided to sell it to logging companies and some local people in
Malinau imposed 'unrealistic demands' on the logging companies (interview with the
staff of logging company and CIFOR, N/M/9, N/M/1, Appendix 4). For example, the
local people demanded compensation of millions of Rupiah from one logging company
that had damaged their roads and injured or killed their livestock. Setulang villagers
received offers from logging companies at this time and some Setulang people who
were in favour of development almost succeeded in selling the forest. They were offered
about Rp. 30,000-75,000 per cubic meter of timber (Kompas 2003 November 3). In the
middle of the national economic crisis between 2000 and 2002 and the resulting poverty
the arrangement seemed to be of benefit to the community (see also Box 5.1).
On the other hand, the movement to protect the SCF also emerged early in the
decentralisation period. Some older people who had experienced working in Malaysia,
had seen the condition of the forests there that had been logged unsustainably and had
seen the lack of benefits that had accrued to the local villages. The support from CIFOR
has also been strong since Setulang Village was chosen as project site and one former
Setulang Villager who worked for CIFOR was actively against the idea of cutting the
forest. After some heated discussions, the villagers decided to keep their forest. As a
result, direct conflict with logging companies could not be avoided (Box 5.1).
By protecting their forest, Setulang had to pay the cost of forest conservation and
this was a problem for a community that had no resources from large-scale exploitation
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of forest resources on its territory and was surrounded by land that was infertile and
unsuitable for upland rice farming (Limberg 2006:4). Financially, the best solution was
for them to sell their forest. They also learnt that while they had customary management
rules, the forest was officially under state management and that their rights were not
secured in law. Moreover, during the conflict Setulang villagers seized the equipment of
one logging company (Box 5.1) and this brought them to the attention of police and
justice officials. Also, they found that they were acting against the district administration
(Eko 2003). In order to gain more income, some local people decided to leave Setulang
and work for logging companies abroad in Malaysia and Brazil. In this case they had to
leave their families, friends and relatives. They preferred to log the forest of other people
rather than their own (interview with Setulang leaders, V/M-SS/1, V/M-Ss/2, Appendix
4). These are the costs for conserving the SCF forest.
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Box 5.1 Conflicts with logging companies
In 1974, two logging companies were operating near Setulang: PT. Trang Jaya Nugraha in Setarap and
PT. Sanjung Makmur in Sentaban. These activities of these two companies caused water in the
Setulang River to become murky, they damaged the forest, which meant the villagers had to look
further field for their building materials. Consequently the people of Setulang rejected offers of
cooperation from IPPK businessmen, who came promising all sorts of aid.
In 1995, during Elisa IPO's time as village head, a timber businessman came to Setulang offering
cooperation to fell timber in the upper reaches of the Setulang River, But after a village meeting in
which the people considered the damage that had been caused, they rejected his offer.
During the early of year's decentralisation (2000-2002) eight timber companies came to Setulang
officially offering joint ventures with the local people to log the upper reaches of Setulang River. A few in
the community favored the idea, but the majority was opposed.
In 2002 Setulang villagers also had conflict with PT. Lestari Timur Indonesia (LIT). They suspected
them of encroachment on Setulang Forest. They made their own investigation, seized the equipment
and reported to the local district. They also needed to deal with the police as a consequence of these
activities

Source: Adapted from Iwan 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL

A WARD OF 2003 AND

RIVALRY

The commitment by the villagers to conserve the forest became stronger. They were
supported by CIFOR who recommended the village receive the Kalpataru Award ^^
from the President of Indonesia in 2003. In March 2003, prior to receiving the award in
Jakarta, Setulang was also a finalist in an international water contest in Kyoto, Japan,
for their effort to protect the village water quality. In the early decentralisation era, news
of forest destruction was common and people were keen to hear of a case like Setulang
village whose people had made a decision to save their forest. As a result, Setulang
became well recognised at both international and national levels. The award and fame
brought important psychological benefits to Setulang. However, other people assumed
that the recognition brought more projects and money to the community. There were
rumours spread that Setulang villagers had received 300 million Rupiah a year from

^^ Kalpataru is a prestigious national award that is given to an individual or group of people regarding their contribution
to the CTvironment. The ceremony is usually held in the President's 1 louse of Indonesia. It is held during celebrations
for World Environment day (6"' of June)
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international sponsors and from the regional government (Iwan 2004, interview a
district official S/M/6, Appendix 4) and that there was no transparency or accountability
in the rewards they received. The head of the district was concerned that the rumours
could lead to dissent in Malinau and in a speech he asked people not to propagate
rumours about the rewards (Iwan 2004). The issue of the indigenous rights of the
Setulang villagers was also questioned by neighbouring villages. This problem became
worse after Setulang villagers put up signs formally marking the forest border.
Conflicts between groups along the Malinau River were common. This included
the overlap in ownership and use of agricultural lands (swidden fields, wet rice fields
and perennial gardens); a history of mistrust and non-cooperation among the people, the
presence of valuable non-timber products like Gaharu {Aquilaria spp) or birds' nests
and the possibility that the land contained coal deposits (Anau et al. 2002:139). The
history of Setulang customary forest has caused conflict between Setulang and two other
villages: Setarap (Malinau Selatan Sub-District) and Sentaban (Malinau Barat District)
(for location see also Figure 5.6).
The most intense conflict was between Setulang and Sentaban. The conflict began
in 1989 (Kaltim Post 2006a) and concerned the border between the two villages that
included the customary forest. Sentaban Village maintained that part of the tanek olen is
theirs, while Setulang community argued that it is all theirs (Kaltim Post 2006a). From
interviews conducted by the author it emerged that Setulang people claimed that the
forest had been given to them when they moved to the Setulang River. After that,
Sentaban people lost some of their forest when they sold it to loggers and so wanted the
customary forest back. This became especially apparent after the Setulang forest was the
focus of conservation awards and attention at international and national levels. In order
to resolve the conflict, CIFOR attempted to facilitate community meetings. In August
2006, the planting of signs on the border between two villages was begun (Kaltim Post
2006a) and some agreement was achieved that was finally signed in Sentaban Village
witnessed by the Bupati of Malinau, Marthin Billa. The agreement was not easy to
achieve but the involvement of the contractor who built a road connecting Sentaban and
Setulang Villages helped to secure a successful outcome (Kaltim Post 2006a). In the
agreement several points were covered. The two villages agreed to accept the agreement
made by their representative. They constructed signs on the border that had been
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mapped and surveyed and all ownership of land remained with the owners, based on
their proof of ownership^^.

SUPPORTING

FACTORS FOR CONSERVATION

AND LOCAL

CONCERNS

Previous sections have discussed Setulang villagers have shown their cohesion. They
could achieve consensus to maintain the SCF among different interests such as between
young and old people or between aristocrats and commoners. Interviews agree that the
spirit of reformasi has made villagers in Malinau prepared to stand up for their villages
assisted by the advocacy of various NGOs. Local people were also tired of being on the
receiving end of unfair treatment by the state and logging companies with regard to their
customary forest (interview with former NGO activist, S/M/1, Appendix 4). Setulang
villagers working overseas have also improved their knowledge about the relationship
between local people and logging companies and have brought home these messages
and stories. The cohesion is also associated with the homogeneity of Setulang villagers,
especially in terms of ethnicity. Setulang villagers hold strong tradition that they must
pass the forest on to future generations.
In addition, the Setulang community maintains a close relationship with the
Malinau District officials (see also Wollenberg et al. 2006). Since the new district has
been established there has been some competition among different ethnic groups to
obtain control in the new government and district assembly (Limberg 2006:1). Kenyah,
Lundaye and Tidung ethnic groups have been the most politically active in recent years
and all seek to dominate Malinau's new local government, while the Punan ethnic group
have had little representation (Anau et al. 2002; Andrianto 2006). The Head of Malinau
District, Marthin Billa, is a Dayak Kenyah born in Apo Kayan^"*. This ethnic background
ensures a close relationship between the Bupati and Setulang Village. Setulang villagers
also supported him for the first and second elections of district heads in 2001 and 2006.
At the time, Setulang people were intensively involved in the campaign for the second
Malinau Bupati election and held a customary ceremony to declare their support
(interview with Setulang leaders V/M-Ss/la, V/M-Ss/2, Appendix 4). These villagers
were members of the Establishment of Peace between Dayak Kenyah

"

Proof

{Laskar

of ownership include adat concensus that agree if someone has opened and managed specific land therefore

someone elses are not allowed to open and manage it, although the first land owner has left the land (K. Dwi Santosa
(CIFOR stafO pers.comm, 24 October 2008)
" Apo Kayan is part of Pujungan sub district, the original home of Dayak Kenyah Lima Lung before they moved to
Setulang River in 1968.
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Kerukunan Dayak Kenyah) (Djandam 2006:154-155). Since being re-elected, the Bupati
often visits Setulang, to open cultural and customary meetings or for the burial of one of
Setulang's local elite. The close relationship is supported by the fact that some people
who work in the district office are also relatives of Setulang villagers. These people
often provide information and access for Setulang villagers in their dealings with district
services and during consultation about funding and proposed development projects. The
close relationship between district government and Setulang people also leads to more
bargaining power in dealing with the conservation of Setulang forest.
Apart from their success in maintain the SCF, some problems have arisen that
concern Setulang people. Their most recent concerns started with their uncertain rights
over customary land. This is a common issue among local people throughout Indonesia,
since all designated forest is officially state forest. Second, they are also concerned that
the local district will make decisions regarding the use of the customary forest without
including the villagers in the decision making process. Issues related to the
establishment of oil palm plantations and further logging around the forest are of
concern to the community.
There is also lack of trust in the district administration associated with the issue of
the unfair sharing of benefits paid to the district and the community during the
implementation of logging in Malinau. This was mentioned by a member of staff of a
state-owned company (N/M/11) who stated:
In the 2000s there was an increase in claims for customary forest. Inhutani
II, a state-owned company, demanded to pay 50 billion rupiahs to settle a
claim for logging in a customary forest. After negotiation the claim was
reduced to 2.5 billion rupiahs. Inhutani II paid 2.5 billion rupiah to about
50 households. Each household was supposed to get 400 million rupiahs,
but finally, each only received about 200 thousand rupiahs. Local elites
received a larger share than ordinary people.
According to a study in three villages in Malinau District, almost 50 per cent of
respondents felt that their economy had declined after small scale logging companies
(IPPK) activities compared to before IPPK (Affandi 2006). Another study shows that
many communities incurred real costs due to low financial payments and high social
costs from mechanised logging after decentralisation, which should be set off against the
financial and in-kind benefits. The study also shows that a small number of communities
have benefited from IPPK deals by incurring zero enforcement costs with respect to
firms, and achieving high levels of financial benefits with few intra and/or intercommunity conflicts (see Engel and Palmer 2006; Palmer and Engel 2007).
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The third concern of the local people is that the involvement of NGOs has resulted
in problems in some Setulang villagers. These villagers generally go along with
suggestions from the NGOs because they believe they do not have strong bargaining
powers with regard to funding. However, the funding for conservation management
depends on the NGOs, the donors and income from visitors. In addition, there is little
incentive to attend training programs that NGOs bring to the villages. Local elites often
dominate the training, even though they have no intention of applying the skills learnt.
One example of this is the issue that while NGO staff has spent money for training to
process wood off-cuts into charcoal there is almost no use for the new skill. There is
abundant wood for the process but the success of the project is generally related to the
market's ability to buy the product and the capital that villagers need to start a new
business. NGOs have commonly left the village without providing more information on
how to sell the product or providing the means to access loans for prospective
entrepreneurs.
The fourth problem is that corruption and the lack of transparency in these matters
has also become an issue within the village. Although Setulang's cultural and religious
homogeneity is significant, there is a lack of trust between the local elites. One local
elite member was distressed by the lack of transparency and accountability for the
funding provided to BPHTOS (interview with head of village, V/M-Ss/2, Appendix 4).
The funding included fines from companies or individuals who break customary laws,
NGOs, and fees collected from visitors. This is used to pay the cost of customary and
non-customary ceremonies in the village (interview with customary leader, V/M-Ss/13,
Appendix 4). The lack of transparency has led to a lack of trust among the local eUtes,
resulting in weak coordination and poor participation.

SECTION 5.8 IMPLICATIONS FOR FOREST COVER AND CONCLUSION

The 52 km^ of primary Setulang Forest is still standing. It is one forest in Borneo that
could survive against the national trend of exploitation and degradation during the
economic crisis and the early years of decentralisation. Several rivers, the Setulang, the
Mangkok and the Basri, with many their tributaries flow through the forest (Figure
5.13) and are the sources of clean water for the villagers, being piped from upstream to
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the village. The forest is rich in terms of biodiversity (Box 5.2) and is a habitat for pigs,
deer, primates, reptiles and birds that can be hunted as a food supply.
From the point of view geographical location, the forest is far from Jakarta (the
central state) and in a new district that still has abundant forest. The attention paid by the
central state and district to the SPF seems to be limited, therefore with support from
NGOs Setulang people have had more opportunity to control what happen in their forest.
The geographical isolation of the forest has been significant in shaping the limited
power of the central state, and can be considered as positive factor supporting the
conservation of the SCF.

Box 5.2. Vegetation in Setulang Customary Forest
The presence of natural features such as caves, waterfalls, springs, river ecosystems/specific
habitats, gorges, hills and mountains can be found in Setulang customary forest. The forest is
dominated by valuable species such as Meranti {Shorea spp) and Ulin (Eusideroxylon zwageri).
Other important tree such as Keruing {Dipterocarpus spp) and Kayu Kapur {Dryobalanops spp)
can also be found in the forest.
Some non-timber forest products such as Tengkawang (Shorea macrophylla and S. beccariana)
are fairly evenly distributed in this area. Many rattans, fruits. Sang (Licuala valida), vegetables
and medicinal plants were also encountered.

Source: Sidiyasaetal. 2006

187

village, settlement and
mining area
- mountain traclf
mountain
house for tourism

- river
- road
I
• village boundary {
4

water source

I
I
I
'

Agriculture and cultivated land
Areal for plantation and forestry
Tana' Olen
Forest reserve for constnxtion wood
main road

Sumber
• P«ta Witayah Lokasi Satulang. CIPOR. 2003
• infomtssl dari masyvakat Dosa Setulang
Ketarangan:
Batas desa yang lerteia pada pata Inl adalah
bates lidaKresmi(beMn disahkan)
Peia dibuat pada langgai 27 Oktober 200S

Figure 5.13 Map of Setulang village and the forest. Source: CIFOR
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Historically, Setulang forest and Setulang villagers had a strong cultural
relationship. This kind of relationship was not found in the other study villages. So far,
their commitment to conserve the forest has been seriously tested. In the midst of forest
exploitation in Malinau, Setulang villagers decided to keep and protect their customary
forest but in the process, they faced challenges from the logging companies, the district
offices and from neighbouring villages. In addition, internal challenges were also
significant. These included conflicts of interest within the village, the structure of the
aristocracy and the challenge to its power, corruption, poverty, lack of trust, low human
capacity and uncertain land rights. However, there are also some factors that favour
Setulang's intention to protect the forest. These include the strong customary and
traditional values, shared experience and knowledge; and close relationships with some
senior district officers and with CIFOR. These factors were strong enough to stop the
unsustainable logging activities (a direct driver of deforestation).
The villagers were awarded a national environmental award for their efforts and
this has added to their sense of ownership of the forest and belief in their chosen path.
However, the value and benefits that are provided by the forest to Setulang people are
not able to ensure sustainable livelihoods.

The celebration for winning the award is

over. The NGO project will finish and Setulang will have to go back to reality: a lack of
job opportunities for the younger generation, the lack of infrastructure and uncertain
rights over their forest land.

Fortunately, the main reason they have protected their

forest was that some people in the village believed that it was important to conserve the
region and to pass the forest on to their children in the same way that they received it
from their ancestors. Currently, the villagers and NGOs are looking at the possibilities of
tourism development. Tourism is expected to give some income to the village; and bring
with it further NGO support. The challenge is that tourism needs sufficient infrastructure
and access to good health care, food and financial institutions, all of which takes time to
be realised. The important question remains: how long can Setulang people keep this
tradition alive given the current economic and political situation?
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CHAPTER 6

LOCAL DYNAMICS:

A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

SECTION 6.1

INTRODUCTION

The main research question for this study is: What factors explain the capacity of
people, policies and institutions to protect Indonesia's protected forests from the drivers
of deforestation and forest degradation? The study has presented three case studies
analysing the history of forest policies, the nature of these policies, the people involved
and the implications for deforestation and degradation. This chapter aims to integrate,
compare and draw lessons from the three case studies. First, the history of the
conservation of three forests to demonstrate the dynamics of conservation policies is
examined. Second, the theoretical framework developed by Mayers and Bass (1999) is
applied in order to understand the roles, interests and relationships of the actors
involved. This approach is useful in identifying the potential for collaboration and the
factors which explain the capacity of people, policies and institutions in conserving the
forest (see Section 6.5).

SECTION 6.2 THE HISTORY OF CONSERVATION

During the Dutch colonial period, which was a formative time in Indonesia's forest
management (Cribb 2007), forests like the BBSNP were declared protected areas
because of their biodiversity (see Chapter 3). Other forest areas such as SPF and SCF
that were important water catchment areas were exploited by logging companies and
local people (Table 6.1). The result of these activities has been degradation and a
declining value of the forest resources (particularly in SPF). Some attempts at
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protection, for example, the reclassification of the Sesaot Forest by the central
government, were undertaken in 1982 (see Chapter 4, Table 4.1). At Setulang, the
initiative to protect the forest came from the local people (see Chapter 5, particularly
Box 5.1). Since the early 1980s, as a result of government's forest designation, BBSNP
(Chapter 3) and SPF (Chapter 4) have been managed with closer control by the state.
However, these national policies of conservation did not bring significant changes to
remote areas like the SCF (Chapter 5). These new restrictions were commonly enforced
by park officials in the field. They have also resulted in more pressure on the people in
and around the forests who are dependent on the forest land and the forest resources.
The 1997 reformasi and decentralisation policies have given local people and the
local district authorities greater control over protected forest resources (see Table 6.2).
The transition period after the collapse of Suharto's New Order rule and the development
of strong decentralisation was characterised by weak government control (Fox et al.
2005). This was a period of rapid forest exploitation by illegal loggers and local people
exploiting the weak power of government, and the actions of a number of corrupt
officials. On the other hand, there were some villagers, such as those in Setulang and
Way Nipah Villages, who maintained their customary forest because they retained a
conservation ethic as part of customary rules which required present generations to pass
on the forest to future generations. Since 2000, protecting the conservation forests and
rehabilitating the land have become more significant within conservation politics in
Indonesia (Chapter 2, Table 2.6). Authority over protected forest is more fragmented.
This power is distributed between the three levels of government, that is national,
provincial and district (see Chapter 2, Table) civil society and the local people
(Appendix 1, Ministerial Decree No.390/Kpts-II/2003).
The historical legacy of colonial rule has undermined the Indonesian government's
ability to address the contemporary challenges of forest management as it happened in
highland Thailand (see Roth 2004). In the case of BBSNP and SPF, the boundaries of
the national parks were set in the colonial period and they have not been altered to suit
current conditions (see Chapters 3 and 4). Some parts of the BBSNP have been occupied
by local people for many decades and have become settlement and cultivation lands:
they are no longer forests. In addition there are now more pressures on the forest from
these local populations. The policy trend of devolving control over natural resources
from the central government to user groups has not always been successful, especially in
rural Indonesia (Meinzen-Dick and Knox 2001). Human interference in the protected
forest met with opposition by conservation groups, but with few real alternatives offered
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to poor local people (see Chapters 2 and 3). Now, there are more initiatives to conserve
the remaining Indonesian protected forest and to rehabilitate degraded forest (See
Chapter 2, Section 2.4, Table 2.6 and Sub Section: 'The Era of Conservation')
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Table 6.1 Changes of forest arrangements in the colonial and the early independence periods
Protected forest and changes of arrangements
Period

Colonial Period
(until 1945)

BBSNP

SPF

SCF

Declared as wildlife
reserve

As limited production
forest, the logging
activities in SPF were
allowed

SCF was customary
forest belonging to
Dayak people

Colonisation (in-migration)
and settlement
establishment

Local in-migration

Forest in Kalimantan was
abundant, population
density was low

Population numbers were relatively low and forests were still abundant. There were no significant
conservation issues.
Dayak Kenyah Lima
Logging was rampant
In migration was
Early
Lung moved from Apo
independence and continued
Village development
Kayan to area near the
forest designation
around SPF
Setulang River
(1945-mid 1990s) Some people have
opened and cultivated
the forest, also
established settlement

Park establishment and
restrictions
Community forestry was
not permitted

In migrants attracted by
reforestation and logging
activities

Designated as protection
forest. Logging activities
were not allowed
Permit for local people to
access the buffer zone
Community forestry was
implemented
Awiq-awiq established to
protect forest and to
increase people's
welfare. This was
supported by the
province

They were permitted to
retain SCF as customary
forest
Logging companies
attempted to enter the
area but they were
rejected by the
community
Designated as protection
and limited production
forest However, there
were no significant
restrictions
The community rejected
logging companies
Conflict between
Setulang and
neighbouring villages
over the boundaries of
village and forest.
CIFOR began their work
in Malinau

Migration from Java to Sumatera took place, leading to the clearing of forest for settlement and
agriculture. Some areas around the protected forests were developed. Setulang villagers moved in to
Setulang, asked for customary forest, then conserved it.
The orotected forests were designated. Community forestry was implemented in some protection forest
areas. In remote forests like the Setulang forest, local people tended to have more opportunities to
make decisions on the forest.
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Table 6.2 Changes of forest arrangements in the Reformasi and decentralisation periods
Protected forest and changes of arrangements
Period

Economic crisis and
Reformasi
(1997-2000)

BBSNP

SPF

SCF

Community forestry
was permitted but
then banned in parks.
Local people
protested this policy

SPF management
was transferred from
provincial to district
government

Malinau District was
established and Setulang
Village became part of
Malinau

Awiq-awiq no longer
upheld

CIFOR began to involve
Setulang in its activities

Timber utilisation
policy that led to
extensive forest
opening, then
continuing
encroachment

Setulang villagers rejected
logging operations

Increase in
encroachments and
conflicts

Weak central state and an increase in 'people power' led to either uncontrolled forest exploitation or
encroachment. On the other hand, Setulang villagers maintained their customary forest
Decentralisation
(2001 - 2007)

Conservation
activities are
challenged by
districts, local
population and Walhi
(NGO)
Declared as part of
the Tropical
Rainforest Heritage of
Sumatera
The main focus of
park management
unit is law
enforcement
BBSNP undenwent
organisational
structuring

District and NGOs
organise farmers

Community rejected logging
companies

Land rehabilitation

Customary rules were
drawn up

Illegal activities
continue
In 2007, there was an
intention to reactivate
Awiq-awiq
(customary rules) to
protect the forest

Setulang Villagers were
awarded with an
environmental award
(Kalpataru)
Setulang and Sentaban
villages agreed on village
boundaries
Tourism development in
Setulang forest with an
international NGO

More opportunities for local people and local govemment in consen/ation forest management, although
consen/ation is not the priority for some districts. There are some efforts to rehabilitate the forest.
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SECTION 6.3 FOREST POLICIES

POLICIES FOR PEOPLE AND FOREST
This study has found that the interests of many actors must be considered in forest
conservation policies. These policies can be supportive of, or present obstacles to,
conservation initiatives. Mayers and Bass (1999) provide a logical framework that can
help forest institutions find better solutions for both the forest and the people. Crucial
questions include: who are the stakeholders and what do they want from the forest, what
institutions support or are against conservation, and what are the relationships between
the actors? The answers to these three questions are shown in Tables 6.3-6.7. The tables
illustrate the range of stakeholders, their interests and their relationship with other
actors. Table 6.3 shows that the interests of people involved in national, regional,
provincial and local institutions vary among the three case studies. The types of
institutions and their level of concern for conservation are set out in Table 6.4. Conflicts
of interest or relationships among stakeholders are presented in Table 6.5, 6.6 and 6.7.
The conflicts are commonly more complicated and involve various groups in the larger
and more important forests. This can be related to the relationships between actors with
an interest in the forests (Table 6.4-6.7).
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Table 6.3 Stakeholders and what they want from the forests
Stakeholders
Ministry of Forestry

District

What do they want from
BBSNP
to designate the forest
as a park and to
implement strict
protection with minimal
human interference
to build roads and to
develop parts of the
park for other uses

Private companies
(mining, logging and
oil palm plantations)

to exploit gold and
timber and to earn profit
from tourism

NGOs or research
center

to protect the park,
through collaboration
to support farmers
occupying the park

protected forests?
Sesaot
to designate the forest as
protection forest, and to
give authority to the
district to protect and
manage it
to protect the forest,
based on the district's
responsibility

Setulang
to designate the forest
as protection forest, and
to give authority to the
district to protect and
manage it
to protect the forest,
based on the district's
responsibility

to generate income and
to develop parts of the
forest for other uses

to generate income
from timber exploitation
and taxes from oil palm
plantations
to exploit timber and
to establish oil palm
plantations

to exploit timber, nonwood forest products and
to earn profit from
tourism
to combat poverty
to combat illegal logging
to facilitate community
forestry and land
rehabilitation

to conduct research

Local People

to cultivate the park
land and establish
settlements

to cultivate the forest
land and establish
settlement

to protect the park

to protect the forest

to conduct research
to facilitate training of
local people
to empower the local
people
to facilitate clean water,
sanitation, and so on
to protect the forest as
customary forest, to
pass on the forest to
future generations
to hunt wildlife and
utilise water for daily life
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Table 6.4 Types of institutions involved and level of concern with forest conservation
The types of
institutions
The Central State

Province

District

Customary rules

Illegal logging

Support or Against Conservation
BBSNP
Sesaot
In general, institutions
The central state has
support conservation.
established Ministerial
Decree for protection
forest management.
Institutions such as
transmigration, mining
activities and community
forestry have the potential
to damage the park.
Translocation of local
people from inside the
park to other sites.

Some district institutions
and policies are against
conservation, for
example, road
construction, permits for
timber and non timber
extraction and permits for
sawmills.

Customary rules are not
strong enough to protect
the forest, but native
Lampung in Way Nipah
and their customary rules
support the conservation
of customary forest near
BBSNP.
Takes place and
damages the forest

Setuiang
In general, institutions
support conservation.
Setuiang received
Kalpataru Award from
the Central State.

Uncontrolled community
forestry implementation
has led to the degradation
of the forest.
Joint patrols support the
conservation of the forest.
Implementation of 'waste
timber' rules have led to
massive timber logging.
Several institutions protect
the forest. The district has
the responsibility to
protect the forest.

Not significant

Informally, the district
recognises customary
forest. This supports
the intention of local
people to maintain
the customary forest.

The district has
established institutions
such as the creation of
timber and non -timber
exploitation and permits
for sawmills, that often
leading to unsustainable
extraction.
Customary rules (Awiqawiq) have supported the
conservation of SPF, but
did not receive enough
support from district after
the transfer of authority.

Permits for small
scale logging
threaten the forest;
however, Setuiang
has managed to
prevent further
destruction.

Takes place and damages
the forest

No logging takes
place

Customary rules are
strong enough to
support conservation.
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Table 6.5 Relationships between the various stakeholders in BBSNP Management
Protected
Forest/
Stakeholders
The Central
State

District

NGOs or
research center

Local People

Stakeholders
The Central State
Conflicts of interest
between
departments, such
as Mining
Department and
Ministry of Forestry

District

NGOs

Limited interaction
and conflict of
interests between
the central state and
district

Some NGOs
Relationship
collaborate with involved protests
the central
and strikes.
state.
However, some
Others have
local people work
criticised and
with the
challenged
conservation
policies that
officials, with
relate to farmers small incentives
ConservationIn general, the
based NGOs
district and local
are generally
people have
criticised by the similar interest in
districts. But the the park's areas,
districts need
that is, to utilise
NGOs to
the park for
manage forest
income
generation
The
Some NGO staff
collaboration
work closely with
between NGOs local people. The
has often
relationship has
involved a lack
involved
of transparency disappointment
and trust and
because of
less bargaining
unmet
power for local
expectations
NGOs
Issues of
migrants and
native people,
people who live
upstream (near
the forest) and
downstream, as
well as poorer
and richer

There were often
conflicts of policies
among local
services (Dinas)

Local People
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Table 6.6 Relationships between the various stakeholders in Sesaot Protection Forest
Management
Protected
Forest/
Stakeholders
The Central
State

Stakeholders
The Central State

Province

Province
implemented
Central State
policies: community
forestry and 'timber
waste'

District

NGOs

Local People

Not relevant to the
topic

District

NGOs

Local People

There is no direct
structural
relationship with
the Forestry
Department. The
district is
responsible to the
President, through
the Department of
Internal Affairs. But
the district needs
financial and
technical
assistance from
the central state
During the early
years of
decentralisation,
there was conflict
over authority over
the forest

Since the
authority of SPF
was transferred
to district, there
was limited
interaction.
Before, the
Forestry
Department and
NGOs
worked together
on community
forestry in
Sesaot

Since the authority
of SPF was
transferred to
district, there was
limited interaction.
Before, staff from
Central State
visited and
evaluated
community forestry
implementation
and met with local
people

Province and
NGOs
implemented
community
forestry in
Sesaot. Now,
Province
contributes to
joint patrols to
combat illegal
logging
There were
often conflicts
between district
and KMPH
(local NGOs)

There is limited
interaction between
Province and local
people, since the
authority of SPF
management was
transferred to the
district.

There were often
conflicts of policies
among local
services (Dinas)

Lack of
coordination

Some local people
have supported
district tasks in
managing forest.
Others were
against it
Some NGO staff
work closely with
local people.
KMPH experienced
conflict with local
people who were
against
conservation
Conflicts between
people who favor
illegal logging and
those against
illegal logging
Involves issues of
local aristocrats
and non —
aristocrats
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Table 6.7 Relationships between the various stakeholders in Setulang Forest
Protected
Forest/
Stakeholders
The Central
State

District

NGOs

Local people

Stakeholders
The Central State
Not relevant to the
topic

District

NGOs

Local People

The Central State
made several
environmental
awards. But there
is still limited
support for
conservation for
the districts from
the central
government.
In general,
conservation is not
the priority of the
district forestry
service.

The central state
allows CIFOR to
work in Malinau.

Limited interaction

They worked to
solve conflicts
between villages
and carried out
rural
development.

Setulang residents
and district staffs
are close. The
head of the district
is from the Dayak
Kenyah ethnic
group
Lack of bargaining
power (for the local
people)
Involves issues of
local aristocrats
and non aristocrats

Lack of
coordination
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THE CENTRAL STATE AND LOCAL

GOVERNMENT

Based on the existing laws (see Chapter 2, Table 2.8), the government institutions that
have a primary responsibility for forest conservation management are the central state,
province and district governments. This study finds in the three case studies examined,
that first, the level of government control varies in relation to national interests and in
response to illegal activities; second, that the relationships between the various levels of
government

and

the

other

stakeholders

involved

in

forest conservation

vary

considerably. There is little common ground or coordination of policies.
The influence of the central state varies from case to case. In the case of BBSNP,
regulations from the central state are most important because the park is managed under
a centralised system. In the case of the SPF and the remote SCF, a mixed portfolio of
regulations from the central, provincial and district authorities has resulted in confusion
at the local level: the influence of the central state is weak. In addition, compared with
the people at Sesaot, the people in Setulang have stronger de facto authority over their
forests and this has led them to retain more power to manage and conserve the forest
with the assistance of an international NGO, CIFOR. As a result, conflicts between local
people and government officials are more common in BBSNP and SPF than in Setulang
forest.
Both the central and the district governments have representatives managing the
protected forests. In BBSNP, the policies are similar to those operating throughout
Indonesia. This means that local park managers must consult with higher level public
officials for specific policies, such as the conversion of forest land to agriculture. The
problem with such a highly centralised management system is that the policies made in
the central office often do not take into account the specific characteristics of regional
parks, people or forests. As a result, the implementation of community forestry in parks
has led to conflict and even further forest encroachment (see Chapter 3). The central
state also issues Ministerial Decrees to manage protection forest (Appendix

1,

Ministerial Decree No.464/Kpts-II/1995). In districts where the forest is still abundant
and population pressures are minimal, as in Malinau District, there is little need to divide
the protection forest into working territories or to establish representatives for each of
these work regions. Some forests in Malinau are successfully managed by local people
as their customary forests, while geographic isolation and the relatively low population
pressure have assisted this (see Chapter 5). In general, the implementation of the
technical guidelines of the central state is more effective in BBSNP in comparison with
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the other two forests, due to the status of the park and the attention the park receives
from NGOs.

In the other protection forests (SCF and

SPF) the recognition,

implementation and monitoring of the national guidelines are often minimal.
Lack of support at the local level for the establishment of protected areas has been
discussed in the literature (Puppim de Oliveira 2002; Sayer et al. 2005). Local
government

often has

conflicting

interests

in dealing

with

development

and

conservation. In the three protected areas surveyed, the main interest of the central state
is to conserve the forest resources, despite their lack of de facto authority. Conservation
of the forests is the national
iperlindungan)

environmental

goal. However, while

protection

is the priority of the BBSNP Management Unit, it also has other goals

such as utilisation ipemanfaatan) and preservation (pengawetan) of forest resources^^. In
the case of SPF and BBSNP, district authorities have minimal interest in conservation
and aim to maximise financial revenue before supporting conservation goals. Therefore,
more protection areas in these districts have been degraded. In the case of Setulang
Forest, the new district administration has declared a conservation forest, although there
are still many challenges to be faced and widespread pessimism about the district's
commitment to good environmental management.
The national government's policies in response to illegal activities in the areas
surveyed are mixed. In the BBSNP, the central state has made attempts to combat illegal
activities such as illegal logging and forest encroachment through the establishment of
joint inspection patrols comprising BBSNP staff, members of the army and police. The
inspection of local sawmills has been successful in reducing the operations of illegal
timber buyers and this has led to a decrease in illegal logging. The inspection of
sawmills should be seriously considered in the Sesaot Protection Forest. According to
the local people, sawmills operating around Sesaot Forest are also involved in buying
and selling illegal timber (see Chapter 45).
Despite their role as protectors and managers of the forests, some government
officials are also directly involved in activities such as illegal logging, forest
encroachment and the taking of bribes, most notably in BBSNP and SPF. The bribes are
usually in the form of money and in kind for example agricultural products, such as
coffee. There are no deterrents, since these parties are usually in positions of infiuence.
In response to human encroachment in the protected areas, the central state commonly

" C o n s e r v a t i o n activities include: 1. protection of life support system, 2. preservation of plant and animal species
diversity and their ecosystem, 3. sustainable utilisation of living resources and their ecosystem ( L a w N o . 5 / 1 9 9 0 ,
Article 5)
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implements relocation programs and while the long term objective of this program is to
remove the people who live and work inside the forest, the dislocation of local people
causes more conflicts between conservation officials, local people and NGOs. In the
case of the Sesaot Protection Forest, the district government has attempted to resolve
some of these conflicts by organizing the farmers into a community forestry program.
However, the problem here has been one of monitoring and supervision of the
implementation of the program. The program failed because implementation was
uncontrolled, this leading to a further conversion of forest areas into agriculture land
(see Chapter 4).
Besides the various responses to illegal activities which were observed, the three
case studies also highlight the relationship between the central and local governments in
Indonesia. In the case of BBSNP, the park management unit has been criticised for not
having sufficient interaction with district administration (WCS 2002:7). It is obvious
that the two kinds of institutions hold different interests in the BBSNP (see Chapter 3).
In the case of the Sesaot Protection Forest, decentralisation has provided the district with
the authority it needs to implement programs. However, greater support from various
stakeholders, including the central state, is still needed. The relationship between the
central state and the district in matters of technical and financial assistance exists, but it
is limited in BBSNP and Sesaot forest. In the case of Setulang, the district has been
awarded a number of environmental awards by the central state, but there is still no
official funding support (see Chapter 5).

In general, the de facto influence of the

districts in all three protected areas is strong, especially in protection forest management,
but the district administrations still lack the necessary human and financial resources in
forest management.
In the three case studies, the central and district governments all recognise the
importance of environmental NGOs, despite the fact that a number of NGOs have been
critical of government operations, either in meetings or in newspaper and television
reports. Despite this, several international NGOs work cooperatively with the national
government, especially in the case of BBSNP and Setulang Forest (see Chapters 3 and
56). The contributions of the NGOs are significant in maintaining the forest and in
developing environmental awareness in the local people living around the forests.
Unfortunately, interaction between the officials from the central state, especially those
from Jakarta, and local people is minimal in each of the three case studies examined.
Local government officials and NGO staff have more contacts with local people and
know the area better than people in Jakarta and this is especially the case of the SPF and
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the more remote SCF. This state of affairs often causes problems in the implementation
of national policies on the ground. In the past, the central government has often ignored
the local people (see the example at Chapter 2, Section 2.4, Sub Section 'Limited
Attention'), but now they admit that they cannot achieve their goals if the local people
are against them (see Chapter 2, Section 2.5, Sub section 'Central State'). Consequently,
attention is now being turned to devising alternative programs for the involvement of the
people, such as tourism.
The above explanation shows that de facto control over protected forests is highly
fragmented^^. As a result, conflicts of interest cannot be avoided. The effectiveness of
the government operations is challenged because park management lacks capacity and
local support. There have also been conflicts of interest between stakeholders, especially
between civil society and the local people, whose goals do not always coincide.
Moreover, during the early stages of administrative decentralisation, notably in Sesaot
forest, there were conflicts of power between the central state, the provincial authorities
and the district administrators. Such conflicts often occur during substantial changes in
management, for example, as took place during the 1990s in China, where the central
government enacted statutory procedures for the establishment of protected areas at
county, provincial and national levels (Jim and Xu 2004:320). In the uncertain political
situation

of the

late

1990s (Post-Suharto)

in Indonesia, when the state was

fundamentally weak, a group of rent seekers successfully carried out rapid exploitation
of forest products in Sesaot and this was followed by encroachment by the local people.
In addition, the effectiveness of the decentralisation process in Sesaot is challenged by
the low capacity of local institutions and a lack of interest in conservation in the district
political agenda. The local district authorities lack power in handling illegal activities in
the Sesaot Forest, since they involve the officials from several government insthutions,
as well as local police, wealthy businessmen and local people. In addition, the loss of
protection forest that has occurred around BBSNP (Fransisca 2007) is associated with
complex historical land tenure problems in Lampung that cannot be resolved easily
(Kusworo 2000; Tim PSDHBM Watala 2004; Verbist and Pasya 2004).
The devolution of forest management and control away from the central
government towards a more locally-based organisation implies the transference of some
types of resource rights from the centre to the periphery (Agrawal and Ostrom 2001b).
My study noted that during the early process of decentralisation, in BBSNP and Sesaot
' ' The main control (dejure)

of Indonesian protected forests is in the hands of the central government (Chapter 2,

Table 2.8)
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certain groups of people captured benefits from the forest that led to significant
degradation of the protected forest. In contrast, in Setulang, a group of customary
owners claimed their rights and protected their forest from exploitation.

CIVIL

SOCIETY

It was striking that NGOs play important roles in the management of the areas of my
three case studies. Their interests include research, wildlife conservation, social
development and advocacy. There are several levels of NGOs operating in the protected
areas. International, national and local NGOs work in all three areas. BBSNP has
attracted the attention of two international NGOs, the WWF and WCS, which are both
involved in biodiversity conservation. Setulang forest is located in Malinau District,
where one of CIFOR's research projects is based and consequently the Setulang forest
has became one of CIFOR's forest study programs. However, there is no long-term,
intensive international NGO work being carried out in the SPF. NGOs have different
operational models, either short term or long term, in and/or around the protected
forests. The length of operating period is largely dependent on funding. In the case of
BBSNP, the central government representative (BBSNP-MU) has established an official
partnership with several NGOs (see Chapter 3). These NGOs regularly report their
activities to the state office. On the other hand, at the district level, there are few long
term official partnerships with any NGOs, and this is most certainly the case in Sesaot
Protection Forest Management. In the case of Setulang Forest, several NGOs have
worked temporarily with Setulang villagers on social, economic and environmental
development issues. In order to maintain their work in these areas, however, the NGOs
need to diversify their funding sources and their networking.
I
This study discovered that some local people around BBSNP and Sesaot have
complained to the NGOs that their promises have not been fulfilled. After the projects
finish, NGO staff generally leave the villagers with unfulfilled expectations. Therefore,
NGOs need to manage better the expectations of local people around the protected areas.
They also need to provide local people with skills in bargaining for their rights in the
implementation of their development programs. Finally, more coordination and
collaboration between the various NGOs is essential if overlapping programs are to be
avoided. In the case of BBSNP, the various NGOs established an alliance that operated
collectively (see Chapter 3) but in the case of Sesaot and Setulang Forest, where the
number of NGOs involved was limited, there was no such alliance and conflicts arose.
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The alliance, however, was also challenged by different ideals regarding conflicts of
interests, transparency and a lack of trust between NGOs that become an obstacle to
collaboration (see Chapter 3). This finding provides more explanation about the
difficulties in bringing NGOs together because they often compete for funding and have
different agendas (Sularto 2004).

SECTION 6.4 VILLAGES AND LOCAL PEOPLE

The history of the establishment of study villages examined here throws up considerable
differences. In the case of local people around BBSNP in Sedayu and Way Nipah
Villages, the lands were developed and occupied by migrants from Java and Palembang,
as well as native Lampungers. Setulang Village was established in association with the
movement of the Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung people, while villages around Sesaot were
developed by the Sasak people, attracted to forestry related jobs available in the area.
The history of the movements of people can explain much in the relationship between
people and forest land (see Chapters 3, 4 and 5). Setulang community has the strongest
sense of ownership, as the Dayak are traditional owners of the land and maintain a
strong conservation ethos within their customary religion. For other people, access to
the forests is based on strong economic needs and the desire to acquire farmland.
My study found several characteristics typical of local populations living around
the three protected areas. Most of them have a low level of education and work as
farmers or labourers. Many of them are poor and live in remote places without basic
services. In addition, this study has found that most of the villages studied are
homogeneous in terms of ethnic group and religion, and only one village. Way Nipah,
consists of migrants and non-migrants living together (see Chapter 3). Livelihood
options are limited. People with higher levels of education commonly move to the city
to find more suitable jobs. Currently, a number of people from the five study villages go
abroad to work in other countries and are part of the movement of overseas labourers
{Tenaga Kerja IndonesiaHYA),

to places such as Malaysia. In the general literature,

variations in seeking a livelihood within a community have been argued as a significant
factor that shapes the ways in which households engage with, and benefit from,
conservation planning (King 2006). However, I found that in all the study villages, there
was little variation in livelihood seeking or in educational experience, and this may
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explain the limited engagement with conservational planning. As land is limited and the
population is dense, the forest land remains under pressure, especially around Way
Nipah, Sedayu, Sesaot and Lebah Sempage. Conflicts between state officials and local
people will continue to occur, notably in Way Nipah and Lebah Sempage communities
where the people are economically worse off Such pressure has not been felt in
Setulang Village, where agricultural land is still plentiful (see Chapter 5). In all the study
villages, only the Setulang villagers have been successful in protecting the forest from
wide-spread degradation.
This study identifies two customary forests surrounding the Way Nipah (see
Chapter 3) and Setulang (see Chapter 5) villages that are not officially recognised by the
central government. However, the forested areas are still in relatively good condition
and the villagers protect the forests. In these two villages, adat strongly influences the
management of the forest. The native Lampung people of Way Nipah are fortunate^^ that
their customary forest (hutan marga) is not part of BBSNP (state forest). On the other
hand, the Setulang villagers appear satisfied with the uncertainty of their rights because
the forest is classified as state forest: it is a mixture of protection forest and limited
production forest.
Regarding people's perception of the forest, my study found that some villagers in
Sedayu felt powerless and yet avoided breaking the laws, while some people in Way
Nipah, where values are more positive, have carried out forest encroachment in the park.
This contrast is associated with differences in the intensity of anti-logging patrols and
the influence of geographical location. The more remote villages commonly experience
fewer patrols, and fewer patrols mean less effective law enforcement. Moreover, a
village that is closer to primary forest tends to have more illegal activities than one
removed from the high quality timbered areas. In the case of Sesaot Protection Forest,
illegal logging is more rampant around Lebah Sempage Village than Sesaot Village
because Lebah Sempage is more remote and is closer to the remaining stands of primary
forest.
The approaches used in resource management decision-making are not uniform. In
villages with strong customary rules or having more intact forest-related cultures, such
as in Setulang and Way Nipah, decision-making processes are strongly influenced by
adat and only people from within the local ethnic group can take part in meetings. What

" Some hutan marga near BBSNP (Tanggamus District) is not part of BBSNP. Most of this hutan marga has been
converted to plantation. Forestry Law No.41/1999 recognises the adat community and their rights over customary
forest However the rules that regulate their rights in more detail has not been issued until recently (see Chapter 2).
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IS more, although custom is not as strong as in the past, local aristocrats still play
important roles in the management of customary forest. In Sesaot, Lebah Sempage and
Sedayu Village, the adat institutions are not as strong as in Setulang Village. The main
local actors in all villages studied include the head of the village, religious leaders and
the leaders of farmer groups, if present. In Sesaot and Lebah Sempage the roles of the
KMPH leaders and committee, the local NGO that consists of farmer groups, were also
significant

in

resource

management

decision-making.

In

most

villages,

forest

management is dominated by men: women have minimal roles in making decisions
regarding forest use. This is despite the fact that women are primarily involved in the
activities inside the protected areas, such as harvesting non-wood forest products
(Setulang, Sesaot and Lebah Sempage), in community forestry (Sesaot and Lebah
Sempage) and working in coffee gardens (Sedayu and Way Nipah).
The sharing of knowledge and information is an important component in the
decision-making process. Local residents with little knowledge of the protected area and
its aim will find they cannot participate, which has led to conflict (Trakolis 2001:240).
In village meeting places, people often gather to share information and knowledge, even
when there are no specific issues to discuss. This study found that each of the villages
examined made specific times and places for community meetings; these were also the
places for the sharing of information regarding the forest and current activities there.
Regular religious meetings on Friday for Moslems and on Sunday for Christians have
also been used as times for discussion and information exchange. The locations of
meeting places include religious buildings, such as mosques in Way Nipah, Sedayu and
Sesaot, the village church in Setulang and the temple, or pura in Sesaot. The adat house
is also an important place in Setulang, used not only as a meeting place at the village
level, but also to hold meetings between villages. The Berugaq in Sesaot and Lebah
Sempage is commonly used for small meetings. As well, women commonly meet at the
water springs by the river bank where they wash clothes and take baths.
Concern at the loss of ecosystem services has been raised in several villages; for
example, over the availability of water for agricultural land, flooding during the rainy
season, landslides, the decrease in aesthetic values and a noticeably warmer microclimate in the region. Although debates about whether higher biodiversity allows a
higher level of ecosystem services continues (Mertz et al. 2007), my study found that
local people have been aware that there are problems caused by the degradation of land
and the conversion of forest close to their villages. There is a decrease in the quality of
ecosystem services provided by the forest. These issues have the potential to cause
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further social conflicts, especially between people living downstream of watercourses
and those upstream, and in catchment areas. The potential for conflict exists in all the
study villages. In this case, the people downstream believe that forest degradation has
been caused by the people upstream, especially those directly involved in forest
encroachment and illegal logging.

SECTION 6.5 CAUSAL FACTORS

This study has identified several main causal factors that challenge the capacity of people,
policies and institutions to protect the forest. There are various and often related issues
that can be classified broadly as geographical location, population pressure, economic,
social and cultural values and the current political and law enforcement regimes.

GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION OF FOREST AND VILLAGES
This study has looked at three Indonesian Protected Forests, all located at different
distances from the central forestry office. The BBSNP is the largest protected forest and
is the closest to Jakarta. The sizes of the SPF and SCF are relatively similar, but the
SCF is the most isolated from Jakarta (see Chapter 5). The farther the forest is located
from Jakarta, the less interference takes place from the central forestry office or other
related state institutions. Local institutions and people then have more opportunities to
take control over management of the protected forest. People in Way Nipah and Lebah
Sempage were found to be more insistent on establishing their rights of use than the
68

residents of villages that are less remote . Illegal activities such as forest encroachment
and illegal logging are more rampant in the villages removed from the main population
centres. The two study villages that are located close to the protected forest, but still
relatively further removed from the main local forestry services, were subject to less
monitoring than those closer to the main forestry office (see Chapters 3 and 4). In
addition, monitoring posts in the more remote areas are sometimes left vacant.
According to the staff, the remote places are difficult to reach and consequently
monitoring is poor. When there is limited capacity, it is impossible to monitor local
T h i s f i n d i n g o p p o s e s a r g u m e n t that states that accessibility did not correlate significantly with park success (Bruner

2001:126).
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people and illegal activities in the forest. Therefore, there are more cases of illegal
activities that involve local people from villages situated farther away from the main
forestry services (see Chapters 3 and 4). However, the common opinion that assumes
that the more remote areas of the forest are safest from illegal activities is not
necessarily suggested by the evidence from the BBSNP and the SPF. Some people have
lived around the protected forest, or inside the forest, for many years, despite the remote
location. The issues are not so much location as commitment from the staff and local
people to forest conservation.
POPULA TION PRESSURES
Debates about neo-Malthusian theories assume that population is the driver of the change
in land use or land cover. This continues to be discussed in the contemporary literature
(Sunderlin and Resosudarmo 1999; Mather and Needle 2000). The debate generally
supports the idea that there is an agreement between the rate of increase in population and
decrease in forest cover (Mather and Needle 2000:12).
This study has found that the rise in population of people living near the forests
examined has led to an increase in pressure on forest resources. There are two reasons
why people move to villages near forests: first, they want to have their own agricultural
land, since in their original place of residence they were generally landless labourers.
Because the land near the forest is relatively cheap, there has been a growth in the
number of villages around the BBSNP. Transmigration has also been a big factor in the
movement of landless people from Java to the Outer Islands. Secondly, people moved to
Sesaot and Lebah Sempage communities to work in forestry-related activities such as
Non Timber Forest Product (NT?) harvesting, reforestation and timber logging. As
people moved to the areas near the forest and became successful, they attracted other
people to those areas. The new settlers were either relatives or friends of the previous
migrants. This significant human migration resulted in the establishment of further new
settlements near the forest, the establishment and development of settlements and
agriculture land around the forests in turn leading to an increase in pressure on protected
forest.
The other study village, Setulang, has a different history of movement. The
residents left their old villages and moved to the area near Setulang River in order to be
closer to the regional town which offers more community facilities, such as education,
markets and health services. In moving, these people left their old customary forest
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behind; they then looked for another customary forest in the new place. As their
traditions supported the idea of maintaining the forest for future generations, they were
able to take this conservation ethic with them. If the Setulang villagers had not protected
their forest from the logging companies, the forest would have disappeared. Besides this
in-migration, considerable out-migration has also occurred in the areas around the
forests. For some people, living in the area close to forest was not convenient.
Interviews, especially with the younger generation in all five study villages show that
they prefer would prefer to move out from their villages for two reasons: first, because
their villages are located in remote places that lack basic services and infrastructure,
such as electricity, market, road, schools and health centre; and second, restrictions on
forest access have led to limited land and employment opportunities being available.
This has made people search for work abroad in Malaysia or Brazil.
Although all the study villages located near forests lack facilities, surprisingly, this
does not imply that population density will be low. In many areas mainly in Lombok,
average population density is higher than the national level. Table 6.8 shows that the
highest population density in the study villages is Lebah Sempage, followed by Sesaot.
Lebah Sempage is a new village where most of the sub-villages border the protected
areas. Currently, the area is still being developed. However, the illegal logging in this
area is so rampant that it has become a national issue (see Chapter 4). Although Way
Nipah has the lower population density than Sedayu, Sesaot and Lebah Sempage, the
forest encroachment and conflict between forest officials and community in this area is
significant.

To some extent, deforestation and degradation can be explained by neo-

Malthusian assumptions, but there are other important drivers of forest degradation
beside population. These are discussed in the following sections.
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Table 6.8 Comparison of population density in the five study villages
Villages

Population Density

Population Density

(people/ km') Year 2000

(people/ km') Year

Location (district)

2005

Sedayu

124

102

Lampung

Way Nipah

102

117

Lampung

Sesaot

135

181

West Lombok

Lebah Sempage

709

656

West Lombok

Setulang

12

14

East Kalimantan

Indonesia

109/km2

Source: CBS, Population Census 2000; Village Potential {Podes) Survey 2005; CBS 2002.
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SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC

FACTORS

Conservation of protected forests is commonly challenged by the need for economic
development (Arrow et al. 1995). The challenges can come from mining operations, as
in the case of the mining company in BBSNP (see Chapter 3); agricultural expansion as
in the case of BBSNP and Sesaot (see Chapters 3 and 4); intensive wood and non-wood
harvesting as in Sesaot (see Chapter 4) and logging activities and palm oil plantations in
Setulang Forest (see Chapter 5). Taxes on forest-related activities such as community
forestry and non-wood forest product harvesting in Tanggamus and West Lombok
Districts (see Chapters 3 and 4) provide income to district administrations and this has
led to degradation, especially if the activities lack monitoring and evaluation. In
addition, the lack of control on sawmill permits has led to further forest damage in the
case of Sesaot and BBSNP.
The attitudes of local people toward protected forest are often the result of low
social status, poor education and poverty. Attitudes towards the environment can be
examined with reference to the Kuznets Curve (Kuznets 1955) which suggests that the
higher the level of economic well-being, the higher the demand for environmental
quality and therefore support for environmental management will be positive (Bhattarai
and Hammig 2001; Panayotou 1997). Poverty is a significant issue in all study villages
and is associated with the lack of participation in protecting the forest. Interviews with
local people often raise issues about the limited livelihood options in their villages and
the fact that they need access to forest land and resources. Most of the villagers who live
near the forest are poor farmers. In addition, the social conditions of the people living
around the forest are commonly far from adequate as the communities are remote from
basic health, education and welfare services. People send their children to other places
for higher education and they have to travel a long way to receive proper medical and
government services and goods. The quality of water that they use may depend on the
condition of the river upstream; in many cases they do not have the power to control
upstream activities. Electricity and communication facilities are also sub-standard;
several villages visited do not have electricity facilities at all and must use generators
which can only be run at a high cost.
The Kuznets curve suggests that people's attitude towards the environment will
change when their welfare is improved. But improvement to the welfare standards will
come at a cost to the environment. Commonly, diversification of the economy at the
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village level will be strongly associated with deforestation (Dewi et al. 2005:1419). If,
for example, the environment is sacrificed for development, will this change the attitude
of people towards the environment or will the change of attitude assist in fixing the
environmental damage? At several meetings and in reports in the media, farmers who
encroached on BBSNP land often said that if the government allowed them to cultivate
the land in the national park then they would help to protect the BBSNP in the future
(see Chapter 3). Time is needed to prove the commitment of the local people. Answers
to the questions will most likely be inconclusive. Setulang villagers conserve their forest
although they are poor, but in order to escape from poverty many Setulang villagers
work abroad. In addition, although the land is not fertile, the village area is large enough
to accommodate current demands.

THE IMPORTANCE

OF 'ADAT' RULES

This study has found that three kinds of customary rules play important roles in
protecting the forest. The customary rules that hold in Way Nipah Village (see Chapter
3) are called the 'customary forest ways' {hutan marga). The second type of local rule is
Awiq-awiq,

used by the Sasak people of Sesaot and Lebah Sempage Villages (see

Chapter 4) to protect resources and to try those who carry out illegal activities in the
SPF. The third set of customary rules belongs to the Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung in
Setulang Village (see Chapter 5). Currently, only two sets of customary rules are still
practised: those in Way Nipah and Setulang Villages. The traditional Awiq-awiq system
implemented by KMPH is no longer in force because it lost the support of government
institutions and some of the local people^^. It was seen as an imposition by residents of
the villages and caused social conflict between local groups. Efforts to protect the forest
using Awiq-awiq

rules raised debates about whether the local people had rights to

protect resources and to apprehend and try the wrong-doers. The enforcement of
customary rules in Lombok and Setulang brought the villagers into conflict with
government institutions that did not agree with these actions. These tasks were supposed
to be implemented by park officials and the police but they had failed to enforce the
laws. The same issue was raised by Avant (2004) who identified several international
NGOs that had become increasingly active in the implementation of environmental
policy where the state had failed in their commitment to conservation. The NGOs, had
in fact violated their proper roles (Avant 2004:361). On the other hand, the Dayak
" Recently, Sesaot and Lebah Sempage villagers decided to pncUst Awiq-awiq

for forest protection.
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Kenyah customary rules are mainly imposed on logging companies and other outsiders
whose activities are seen as potential threats to forestry resources.
The use of adat rules has played an important role in building cohesiveness in
some communities. Cohesiveness is important in managing forest, as illustrated in cases
in the Amazon (Schwartzman and Zimmerman 2005). However, this study has found
that people

in the

Lebah

Sempage

community

do not have sufficient social

cohesiveness, despite their ethnic homogeneity (Table 6.9). In this case, there are some
people who support illegal logging activities while others do not. As a result, there is
tension between local people and this increased when some villagers were apprehended
because of their involvement in illegal logging (Khafid 2007). In addition, although
Sedayu villagers are relatively ethnically homogeneous, there is a noticeable gap
between successful migrants and poor native Lampungers and between poor people
living near the forest and richer people living closer to services and the river. In general,
the cohesiveness of villagers is challenged by differences in social status (between
aristocrats and commoners) and in economic status (between richer and poorer
villagers). Villagers can be homogeneous within an ethnic group, but they may not be
cohesive enough to form a common decision-making entity.

Table 6.9 Main ethnic connposition in the five study villages in 2000
Village

Ethnic composition

Homogeneity

Lebah Sempage

Sasak: 99.2 per cent; Others: 0.8 per cent

Most homogeneous

Sedayu

Javanese: 97,2 percent; Others: 2.8 percent

Setulang

Dayak Kenyah: 957 per cent; Others; 4.3 per cent

Sesaot

Sasak: 86.7 percent; Balinese: 12.2 percent;
Others: 1.1 percent

Way Nipah

Javanese: 52.9 per cent: Lampungers: 27.2 per

Least homogeneous

cent; Others: 19.9percent
Source: CBS, Population Census 2000

POLITICAL

FACTORS

From Independence until decentralisation in the late 1990s, management of protected
forest has been under central government control, that is, the Indonesian Forestry
Department. The Forestry Department has two roles: government landlord and
conservation

institution that demonstrates conflicting interests and roles (King,
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1996:221). Since

reformasi

and decentralisation^", the power of the central government

has become even weaker in matters relating to environmental protection (Merrill and
Effendi 1999 see also Chapters 2 and 3). Currently, in managing BBSNP, the central
state is often challenged by the district authorities, the local people and the NGOs. In
the case of SPF, the conservation management policies of the district have often not
been in line with guidelines issued by the central state (see Chapter 4). The people of
Setulang have been able to take control of the SCF even though it is officially classified
as state forest. Political changes that have involved the transfer of authority over
protected areas between

state institutions have led to further uncertainties in

administrative power. These uncertainties have had implications for forest management
in various ways. In addition, the uncertainties have permitted encroachment on the land
in SPF and BBSNP. Massive illegal logging activities also occurred in Sesaot in this
period. In the case of Setulang, the villagers decided to take control of the forest and
protect it from logging companies. During the transition period, some NGOs and state
institutions used the periods of uncertainty to capture attention for their groups. This
occurred in the case of the community forestry policy implemented in BBSNP (see
Chapter 3). In addition, some outside agencies have become involved in the actions of
the Dayak people and their claim on forest resources in Malinau District (see also
Escobar 1998 for 'claim on biodiversity by social movement').

In Indonesian cases

where there is an absence of power from the central state, there have been rises in the
level of conflict over resources at the local level: the resuft has been either successful
(See Chapter 5) or unsuccessful (See Chapter 3 and 4) conservation initiatives. Bryant
(1992) underlined the political significance in solving conflicts related to resources. He
suggests to 'develop an integrated understanding of how environmental and political
forces interact to mediate social and environmental change' (1992:12).
The degradation of the forest that has occurred during the transitional period of
power has led to criticism of all levels of government concerning their failure to act
decisively and their lack of involvement in environmental management. The response of
government to this criticism has been predictable: they sought to 'wash their hands'
(CMC/ tangan)

of involvement in the case of Sesaot (see Chapter 4) and blamed each

other for the issuing of sawmill permits, as in the case of BBSNP (see Chapter 3).
Collusion and nepotism have been significant issues in the management of all three
protected forests, BBSNP, SPF and SCF. Most of these practices have been met by
™ Reformasi

occured in the late 1990s and the discourse of decentralisation began after the establishment of

Autonomy Law (Law N o 22/2000 and Law no. 25/1999, see Appendix 3)
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ineffective law enforcement. Some of the officials who are supposed to protect the
forests are compromised because their relatives, neighbours or friends are involved in
the illegal activities. Some of them hesitate to impose the law because they do not want
to destroy their relationships with others or because they are afraid that their family or
relatives will be physically harmed (see Chapter 4).
Decentralisation has led to more democratic decision-making but it has also led to
more actors becoming involved in the process. However, more actors also mean more
conflicts of interest, so that it is often more difficult to achieve a consensus for
conservation in any decision-making process concerning the protection of the forest
resources. Rivalries have occurred in several villages involving migrants and native
people (Way Nipah), between farmer groups (Sesaot and Lebah Sempage), between
aristocrats and commoners (Setulang) and between richer and marginalised people
(Sedayu, see Chapter 3). These rivalries are associated with access to the commons
(subtractable and non-excludable goods) (Berge 2006:68). They have subsequently led
to difficulties in achieving collaboration in managing the commons. The implications for
forest cover in the two case studies is degradation and conversion of forest into
agricultural land (see Chapters 3 and 4).
Power and infiuence are important concepts in environmental politics (Connelly
and Smith 1999). Using social networks to create political capital has been discussed by
Bimer and Witmer (2003) and it is also apparent that social capital can be used to
influence authority in order to win support for claims over forest. In the case of Sesaot
and Setulang forest, the relationship of the local people with NGOs has allowed them to
gain access to and control over the forest. People around Sesaot have been able to plant
the forest with agricultural crops under the guidelines for community forestry
established with the facilitation of LP3ES. The Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung people have
been able to maintain their forest free from exploitation by logging companies with the
support of CIFOR (see Chapter 5). In addition, Setulang villagers have used kinship ties
to protect their customary forest from exploitation. With strong networking between
relatives or friends who work in the district office, it is easier for Setulang villagers to
negotiate for development projects. This has become much easier now that the recent
head of the district is also from the Dayak Kenyah ethnic group.
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LA W ENFORCEMENT
There has been growing international concern about illegal activities in the forests of
Indonesia (Kaimowitz 2003b: 199). Presidential statements also concern the illegal
logging. In the case studies examined here, the concern about illegal activities in
protected forest, especially BBSNP and SPF, has been connected with the obvious
evidence of degradation and deforestation. My study recognizes several problems for
the enforcement of law in BBNSP and SPF:
a. There is a lack of capacity among officials in the BBSNP management unit and in
CDKP Narmada which manages SPF. Officials also lack the necessary resources
to undertake their role of law enforcement. These problems will lead to a high risk
in enforcing laws and regulations, because illegal activities are organised and the
actors can take advantage of the weaknesses in administration.
b. There is an obvious lack of financial support that has led to the poor state of
facilities and equipment needed to protect conservation forests. In particular,
officials have limited access to vehicles and weapons.
c. Corrupt institutions and officials in the case of SPF and BBSNP hinder good
management (see Chapter 3 and 4).
d. Lack of coordination between government institutions at the district and central
government levels (in the case of BBSNP, see Chapter 3) and between the district,
provincial and central state in the case of SPF (see Chapter 4) has led to the
creation of rules that conflict with each other.
e. The geographical location, especially remoteness and harsh environmental
conditions, has meant difficulties in monitoring the illegal activities. In addition,
many activities are undertaken during the night.
f. The availability of modern technology, such as cellular telephones, has meant that
illegal activities are coordinated and joint patrols are closely monitored by illegal
loggers.
This study has found that if laws are not enforced, people from other sites will be
more likely to follow the example and repeat the same illegal actions (see forest
encroachment, in Chapter 3). This situation has led to more extensive forest
degradation. In addition, informal rules such as customary laws can be more effective
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than formal regulation. Two customary forests that are managed by particular ethnic
groups are better protected from illegal activities because the villagers have committed
themselves to conservation of the forests (Way Nipah and Setulang villagers, in
Chapters 3 and 5). In the case of Way Nipah, the practice of hutan marga duties has
stopped encroachment by people from outside the region (see Chapter 3).

SECTION 6.6 IMPLICATIONS FOR FOREST CONDITIONS

This study has shown that deforestation is a significant problem in two case forests,
BBSNP and SPF, and that forest within BBSNP was cleared almost as rapidly during
the post-establishment period of the BBSNP, 1985-2002 as during the pre-establishment
period, 1972-1985 (Gaveau et al. 2007). The extent of deforestation has led to concerns
about the loss of habitat of several endangered species, such as the Sumatran rhinos,
elephants and tigers. In addition, deforestation has led to numerous human-wildlife
conflicts that have resulted in damage to agricultural crops, property and even loss of
human life (see Chapter 3). Deforestation has also caused significant problems for
people who live downstream from cleared land. These issues have arisen in Way Nipah
and Sedayu (Lampung, in Chapter 3) and they have the potential to cause conflicts
between different groups within the villages. Furthermore, in the case of the SPF,
people are concerned about the quality of drinking water, due to flooding, soil erosion
and local climate change, since a huge part of the forest was converted into agriculture
land (see Chapter 4). Unlike in the national park where deforestation has been carefully
studied and identified, the data on deforestation in the protection forest is inadequate.
Although concerns about degradation were dominant in SPF and BBSNP, this was
not the case in the SCF. Here, the forest is relatively untouched and local people are still
able to enjoy the scenery, clean water, timber and non-wood forest products (see
Chapter 5). The forest also has a strong educative value for the younger generation.
These are intangible values that can be enjoyed by the local people.
The Setulang case implies the success of the conservation initiatives carried out by
local people, while the BBSNP and Sesaot forests demonstrate the failure of central state
and district to stop the rapid forest degradation, especially during the early years of
decentralisation. Clearly, the government (central or local) cannot be the only actor in
the management of protected forests in Indonesia. It needs to collaborate with other
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partners (Lawrence et al. 2002; Phillips 2003). One problem with collaboration is that
the various stakeholders have different roles, interests and perspectives and therefore
accommodation is complex. For example, partnerships between government, NGOs and
local people have not been able to stop deforestation in protected areas (the BBSNP and
SPF). The partnership agreements must be wider than this: finding the right equation is a
difficult problem in a nation still coming to terms with major administrative
restructuring.

SECTION 6.7 POSTSCRIPT

Recently, Government Regulation No. 6/2007, dated 8 January was issued to replace
Government Regulation No 34/2004, which decrees that state forests are to be managed
under a different model. Permenhut 37/2007, dated 7 September, the newest ministerial
decree, regulates the implementation of the community forestry program. This new
decree allows for the implementation of community forestry programs in national parks.
As well, Ministerial Decree No. P. 03/Menhut-II/2007, dated 1 February 2007, is a
recent ministerial decree concerning the establishment of the BBSNP as a Balai Besar
with a changed management structure. There was a recent plan to divide Way Nipah
Village into two communities (Anwar 2007) but the extension of the village would
cause more pressure on the forest because people would require more land for public
buildings and houses. In 2007, the road that connects Setulang and Sentaban Village
was finished and people had an alternative to river transport. However, this also means
that the Setulang area will be more open to outsiders.
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CHAPTER 7

SYNOPSIS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

SECTION 7.1 SYNOPSIS

This thesis began with the identification of problems in the Indonesia protected forest,
which is approximately 42 percent of the total forest land. This forest is also the home
of bio-diverse resources and serves as a life support system for Indonesian people.
According to the Indonesia Forestry Department, about 19 per cent of the protected
forest is no longer forested (see Chapter 2, Table 2.4 and 2.5). Some efforts to protect
the forests have been made, and some have been successful, however, many other
efforts have failed to maintain them. One important question this thesis raises is 'what
factors explain the capacity of people, policies and institutions to protect Indonesia's
protected forests from the drivers of deforestation and forest degradation?' Having
conducted a comprehensive study on three protected forests, this study has aimed to
understand the factors explaining the capacity of people, policies and institutions to
protect Indonesia's forest from the drivers of protected-forest degradation and
deforestation.

The thesis framework includes a discussion of the history of forest-

policies and of policy implementation and the actors involved, in particular their
interests and relationships. Several concepts^' from Mayers and Bass (1999) were used
in this thesis to understand the interests and relationships of the actors.
In order to understand the problems at a local level, my first case study looked at
the policy dynamics of Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park (BBSNP-Chapter 3).
History shows that the richness of biodiversity of the park has been recognised since the
Dutch colonial period. At that time, the pressure from the local population was not as
great as it has recently become. History shows that the park has valuable environmental
values and that the ruling governments, Dutch and Indonesian, have made efforts to
conserve such areas. The Indonesian government, especially the central state apparatus.
' See Chapter 6, Section 6.3
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created several significant policies related to the situation of the current BBSNP's forest
cover. These policies concerned forest designation, transmigration, community forestry,
land rehabilitation, tourism, partnership, and the combating of illegal logging and
mining. Transmigration did not affect the forest directly, but indirectly, and migrants
have placed even more pressure on the park land. In addition, the designation of forest
land has led to the restriction and eviction of local people around the forest, causing
social conflicts. The local districts, especially after decentralisation, often created
policies that challenge the conservation efforts of the BBSNP. Most of these policies are
intended to generate local income. Lack of monitoring and evaluation of the
development programs around BBSNP, however, have often led to damage in the
BBSNP.
Two international NGOs (WWF and WCS), national NGOs (Watala and Walhi)
and local NGOs (LPSM Yasadhana and Pratala) have been working in BBSNP. Their
policies and roles regarding BBSNP conservation cannot be ignored. Interestingly,
however, several NGOs have reacted against the government's policies regarding the
restriction and eviction of local people who work inside the park. The issues around
BBSNP not only include conservation but also human rights.

Moreover, in order to

make more integrated efforts, several NGOs have decided to work together. However, in
the process, issues of conflicts of interest, power struggles, transparency, financial
sustainability and lack of trust become obstacles in sustaining the collaboration.
Local people who live around the park are mainly migrants and native Lampung
farmers, living under stringently restricted rules made by the central state. Most of them
are commonly homogeneous in terms of education and religion. Some groups are
powerless and cannot make any significant resistance to the policies of the central state,
but some others rise up and fight for their rights concerning land or forest use with
support from NGOs. Customary rules apply in the study village of Way Nipah and
currently, these are sufficient to protect and maintain customary forest which is not part
of the park. Customary rules seem to be more effective, therefore, in protecting the
customary forest. People seem more reluctant to damage the customary forest belonging
to one ethnic group, as in this case of native Lampung people. The customary forest of
the Lampung people could survive degradation, and so could the customary forest of the
Dayak Kenyah Ethnic group in Setulang, East Kalimantan, another of my case studies
(Chapter 5).
At the local level, there are factors that are associated with deforestation in
BBSNP such as migration, less interest in conservation, limited livelihood options and
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low technology in agricultural practices that have led to poverty among local people
who live around the park. My chapter on BBSNP concludes that strong restrictions and a
centralised structure combined with collaboration with other parties are insufficient to
maintain BBSNP and to stop the conflicts between state and farmers. These conflicts
concern the tenure rights associated with various complex and interrelated policies made
by various actors. These are influenced by many factors, including demography, politics,
socio-economics and geographical background.
As the imposition of strong restrictions has not been successful in solving the
deforestation and degradation of BBSNP, this study then turns to the management of
protected forest with fewer restrictions, in my second case study, the Sesaot Protection
Forest (SPF, Chapter 4). The SPF was a limited production forest before it was
reclassified as protection forest {hutan lindung). The SPF has a very important function
in water conservation for the residents of Lombok. Considering the impact of
restrictions on the local people's livelihood, the central state and province allowed some
people to cultivate a buffer zone and to implement community forestry. Nevertheless,
during the economic crisis and the early years of decentralisation, several policies of the
central state and province were misused by a group of rent seekers who intended to
obtain benefits from forest resources, and this led to rapid and massive destruction of the
SPF. It was also a transitional period during which the authority for the SPF was
transferred from the province to the district. Political uncertainties and unclear
regulations led to uncontrolled destruction involving local people and businessmen. The
forest was opened up and the local people cultivated the forest land. Now, the district
and a local NGO (KMPH) are managing and organizing local farmers who maintain
gardens inside the SPF through a community forestry program. However, banana plants
in some parts of the forest have dominated the gardens, because of the lack of
monitoring of the implementation of community forests. In addition, the local NGO
(KMPH) tried to implement Awiq-awiq (customary rules) to protect the forest; however,
these failed to halt the rapid damage to the forest in the late 1990s. This strategy also
lost support from the district before it finally collapsed.
The historical background to protection concerned the motivations of people in
moving and developing the villages near the forest, so increasing pressure on the forest.
The villagers of Sesaot and Lebah Sempage are relatively homogeneous in terms of
ethnic group, religion, livelihood and education. The villages around SPF are also more
accessible and more open, compared to, for example Setulang Village (see Chapter 5).
Population density is also high, while livelihood options are limited. The local people of
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the villages around the SPF have conflicting perceptions of the forest, so that while some
were involved in illegal activities others were involved in protection initiatives. Those
supporting conservation acted under the traditional rules to protect the forest. However,
the villagers halted their implementation, especially after they lost the support of the
province. Others have been involved in illegal logging, unsustainable wood collection
and irresponsible community forestry practices leading to damage of the protection
forest. These situations often make it difficult to avoid conflict between villagers and
conservation officials, as well as between groups of local people.
SPF is a case where forest was reclassified to create a protection forest where
more restrictions could be applied.

In this case, the establishment of restrictions in

forest protection without also creating a well planned policy regarding the livelihood
options for a forest dependent community almost inevitably led to complicated
ecological, economic and social problems. Moreover, the villages around the forest are
heavily populated. This thesis concludes that community forestry cannot solve the
degradation problems of Sesaot. The deforestation of the SPF is to be explained by the
policies made by various parties and a complex network of historical, geographical,
socio-economic and political factors.
The last case study in this thesis is that of the Setulang Customary Forest (SCF)
belonging to the Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung people living in Setulang Village (Chapter
5). It depicts the situation where local people have been able to claim and control the
protected forest. It is different from my two other case studies, because the Setulang
People chose to protect the customary forest. SCF is situated in the Malinau District,
where the central state has designated most of the forest area, including SCF, as state
forest. Malinau, therefore, decided to declare itself as a conservation district.

The

problem is that neither of the two institutions, the central state and Malinau District,
have made serious efforts to protect and conserve the forest, although both of them
declare the forest to be an important area to maintain.

In addition, the district

acknowledges that apart from conservation, they also have to carry out development,
and these two missions conflict in practice. An International N G O , the Center for
International Forestry Research (CIFOR) has played an important role in supporting and
facilitating the Setulang community in the protection of their forest. However, this work
in Setulang Village ceased in 2006.
The commitment of the Setulang people to conserve the forest has been challenged
many times. In the midst of on-going forest exploitation in Malinau during the 1990s,
the Setulang villagers decided to keep and protect their customary forest. In the process,
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they faced challenges from logging companies, the district and neighbouring villages.
They made sacrifices to conserve the forest, faced conflicts with government,
businessmen and neighbours and abandoned the opportunity to earn an income by
selling the forest. In addition, internal problems also challenged the conservation
initiatives. These included conflict of interest inside the village, together with issues of
the aristocracy, corruption, poverty, lack of trust, low human capacity and uncertain land
rights. On the other hand, there were factors favouring Setulang's intention to protect its
forest. These included their strong customary and traditional values, shared experience
and knowledge and their close relationships with the district and CIFOR. Their success
was also influenced by their homogeneity in terms of ethnic group, religion, occupation
and close communication. Based on a recommendation from CIFOR, they were awarded
a national environmental award, Kalpataru.
Now, the time for celebration is past. The reality is that the value and benefits
provided by the forest are not able to provide the Setulang villagers with sustainable
livelihoods. The CIFOR work is finished and Setulang will have to go back to the
realities of life in their village: a lack of job opportunities for the younger generation, a
lack of infrastructure and uncertain rights over their forest land. Fortunately, the main
reason for protecting their forest in the first place was that some people in the village
believed that it was important to save and pass on the forest to their children as a
traditional inheritance, just as they had received from their ancestors. The question is
how long they can keep up such traditions, given the current situation. Tourism is
expected to give some income to the village, with NGO support from BTRF (Borneo
Tropical Forest Foundation). However, tourism needs sufficient infrastructure and good
access to a health centre, food availability and financial institutions. Tourism can also
have positive and negative impacts on the economy and the environment. All the above
need to be carefully planned and provided for by the government, in conjunction with
the plans drawn up by the villagers, if necessary with NGO assistance. My study of the
case of Setulang concludes that the success of local community activism in conserving
the forest is explained by decisions made by stakeholders at various levels. These are
associated with some factors that are presented in Chapter 5.

225

SECTION 7.2 ANSWERS TO RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The first question this thesis posed is 'how did the current condition of protected
forest emerge from the history of protected-forest policies?' The history of conservation
shows that conservation in Indonesia is still in its infancy and that it is not a top priority
of the government. This is because Indonesia has abundant forests and needs income for
development. With a background of pressure about forest loss, reformasi

and

decentralisation, the national government now tends to give more attention to
conservation. However, there is commonly a lack of support at the local level. Local
government is usually more interested in generating extra income. Local people, having
being excluded from the forest, generally lack any interest in its conservation. The other
stakeholder is the NGOs. Their role in protection is significant. Since decentralisation,
they have had more freedom to criticise and be criticised. The different interests of
government, NGOs and local people often lead to conflicts. These conflicts may lead to
ineffective conservation policies, and therefore, to the degradation of the forest.
In addition, the contrast offered by my three case studies shows the variety of
people, policies, institutions and factors that influence the capacity to implement the
objectives of conservation. From a historical context, the three forests have been
designated as protected forest since the 1980s, but the impacts of restrictions on local
livelihoods have proved different. People around BBSNP and SPF have experienced a
severe impact: in the first place, most people moved to the forest mainly to improve their
lives by working in forestry related jobs or agriculture, which commonly exact costs on
the park. This historical background created long term problems for relationships
between local people and conservation officials. In particular, the Setulang people
moved because they wanted to be closer to Malinau town which offered more complete
public facilities. They also have strong adat that connects them to the forest. The
influence of central government also was not as strong as in the other forests (BBSNP
and SPF) and as a result they can control and protect the forest.
The second associated question in this thesis is 'how have the conservation related
policies implemented by the central government, provincial, district governments and
civil society influenced forest related arrangements in the protected forest?' In general,
conservation is not a priority of government at either the central or the local levels.
Economic interests have dominated national and local policies. Several districts have
declared themselves to be conservation districts, but their commitment has been
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challenged by the need to generate local income. Some programs and rules have been
created and conducted by the government to maintain the forest and increase the welfare
of local people. Implementation of community forestry is one example. However, the
lack of monitoring and political will to implement community forestry in a correct
manner has led to more, not less, degradation of the BBSNP and the SPF. In addition,
the government often pays limited attention to local people who are involved in
conservation. The local people in Setulang, for example, were given more opportunities
to make decisions on forest policies, yet their interests and efforts to conserve the forests
did not receive sufficient attention. International organisations, such as CIFOR, gave
more attention and support to the efforts at Setulang, but it had to terminate its activities
because of limited funding. In general, international conservation NGOs in Indonesia
have shown a greater interest in large national parks than in protection forest. The
participation of private companies in conservation of the three forests (especially in the
five villages) is minimal. What is more, some of them were involved in illegal logging
activities. Media involvement in spreading news about degradation and conservation
programs has been significant but often inconsistent. On the whole the work of civil
society is not optimal and is generally temporary.
The third question which I posed in this thesis is 'how have historical, economic,
social, cultural, political and geographical factors influenced local arrangements with
regard to forest use and protection?'. It is followed by two related questions (the fourth
and fifth questions): 'who are the stakeholders and what is occurring at the village level
in areas bordering the protected forest?', and 'how do the factors (questions 1-4) affect
local management arrangements?'. Historical movement and culture of villagers are
strongly associated with the relationship between local people and the forest. In addition,
the distance between village and forest is also associated with the frequency of villagers'
activities in the forest. From a socio-cultural perspective, in general, local people
inhabiting the land around the forests are homogeneous in terms of education level
(most having low education), religion and ethnic group. However, the religion and adat
of people in BBSNP are different from those in the Sesaot and Setulang forests. The
Sasak people around the Sesaot forest of Lombok are influenced by Balinese Hinduism
and Islam, whereas the Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung people in Setulang in Borneo are
strongly influenced by Christianity. This study finds that adat

supports forest

conservation. Adat roles in conservation will be stronger if they are supported by
government and local people (Chapters 3,4,5) and reinforced by clear and certain land
tenure (Chapter 3). This study could not find any significant initiatives from religious
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bodies to protect forest. But religious building and activities are commonly used for
discussing the forest arrangements.
The livelihoods of local people also tend to be homogeneous. Most of the villagers
work as farmers. A number of people also go overseas to work. The condition of people
living around the forest is commonly far from adequate in terms of facilities. The
locations can be very isolated and far from any city, and many people live in poverty.
However, some villagers have a strong historical culture and customary rules that are
related to forest conservation. Two types of customary rules, in Way Nipah and Setulang
respectively, were effective in protecting the forest, which was mainly customary forest
(see Chapter 5 and 3). However, the Awiq-awiq customary rules in Sesaot and Lebah
Sempage Villages proved inadequate to halt the damage to the SPF, especially during
the economic crisis in the early period of decentralisation. In addition, religious and
formal village bodies play an important role in solving problems and discussing forest
related policies in the villages. Concern about conflicts between humans and wildlife,
natural disasters such as flood, erosion, landslides and drought have also grown
markedly as a result of deforestation, especially in BBSNP and Sesaot. Regular flood in
Setulang is severe and has caused the loss of property and human life. Moreover, social
conflicts because of forest degradation are a constant possibility in most villages which I
studied. The opening up of forest upstream can cause further negative results for people
living downstream.
The final associated question is 'what are the implications of the above issues for
current forest cover in protected forests?' The present conditions of the forest cover that
were studied shows that most protected forest areas have suffered from degradation and
deforestation, except the customary forests. However, this study also discussed the present
challenges in protecting customary forest, such as conflicts of interest between villagers,
poverty, insecure land tenure and lack of support from the district (see Chapter 5). The
implications of this finding on policy are presented in Section 7.3.
To sum up, there are various factors that can influence the capacity of people,
policies and institutions in their efforts to conserve protected forest from the drivers of
deforestation. My study find several drivers, that is, agriculture extension, infrastructure
and settlement expansion, mining, illegal logging and forest products collection. The
influences from socio cultural, historical, geographical and political factors are strongly
associated with the success of Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung in conserving their forest. In this
case, there is no significant economic reason for the conservation. On the other hand,
those various factors have led to degradation and deforestation of BBSNP and SPF.
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SECTION 7.3 POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH

The two previous sections of this chapter summarise some issues that can influence the
capacity of policies, institutions and people in halting deforestation and degradation
problems. This thesis suggests that there is a need to review the current national policy
of forest conservation in Indonesia, by acknowledging the various factors involved and
by considering the inclusion of local people or local institutions as presented in the
following section.

REDESIGN,

RECLASSFICATION

AND RECOGNITION OF CUSTOMARY FOREST

NGOs and academics have suggested that land should be reformed by allowing local
people to register their customary land. My case studies show that it is necessary to
redesign or reclassify some of the Indonesian protected forests, especially those which
have been occupied by local people and where forest land has been converted into
settlement and agriculture land. Conservationists, who view this with concern, suggest
reclassifying the protected areas, specifically the category V and VI of lUCN (see
definition in Footnote No.9, Chapter 1). They suggest that these categories not be
included as protected forest, but as Sustainable Development Areas (Locke and Dearden
2005:8). The reclassification and redesign of forest lands need to be carefully
investigated by considering, first of all, the age of the settlement or cultivation land. Old
settlement or cultivation land that existed before the designation of protected forest is
commonly established as enclaves. The other common alternative policy is to relocate
people if the area is part of the home range of wildlife, otherwise conflicts between
human and wildlife will continue. Such conflicts between human interests and wildlife
are a serious problem in BBSNP, and responses to these conflicts include scaring the
wildlife away or compensating the local people who have been disadvantaged. In
addition, regarding human-wildlife conflicts, some scholars suggest that it is necessary
to involve social issues in understanding biodiversity conflicts (Marshall et al. 2007:
3144). Secondly, another factor that needs to be considered is whether the forests had an
important ecological function in the area, such as water saving, as a watershed, when
there is a need to maintain the forest.
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The BBSNP area that was encroached upon by local people in Way Nipah is
known for its conflicts between people and officials because some farmers and their
families depend on the land very much. On the other hand, BBSNP is categorised as
category II by lUCN, which means that its needs must be managed with limited human
interference. Conflicts of mission between development and conservation run high in
this area. Therefore, careful redesign needs to be considered for the forest. Sesaot is a
protection forest that can be managed by allowing some human activities. The problem
in this area is that the monitoring of human activities inside the forest is insufficient and
leads to degradation and deforestation. Some parts of the forest need to be redesignated
or reclassified. Consideration of other management forms, such as plantation with
community forestry and tourism can offer livelihood options to local people and
maintain the ecological function of the forest, that is, saving water and maintaining the
watershed
In addition, one of the propositions regarding land reform is to allow local people
to register their adat land (Thorbum 2004:46). Traditional rights have been included in
the Forestry Law No.41/1999; however, government rules regulating implementation are
in deadlock, because of the difficulty of achieving consensus among the parties
involved. On the one side, the state is willing to give rights but with some restrictions.
However, the local people want to have absolute rights over the management of
customary forest. In places where customary forest is part of the local people's lives,
community mapping initiatives are a good way to secure indigenous property rights and
promote community-based management (Deddy 2006:106). This initiative is expected to
establish ownership, accountability and empowerment to the community, so that the
condition of the environment will be improved (CBFMO and ESSC 1998). Mapping in
this way was conducted by Setulang residents and CIFOR. The customary forest is the
source of water and food for the residents. The idea to grant more certain rights of use to
the Setulang villagers will encourage them to protect the forest from timber theft or
illegal logging. For other villagers who are also dependent on forest (such as in BBSNP
and the SPF) a different tenure model can be applied with careful planning and the
involvement of NGOs and local people. People in the villages around BBSNP and
Sesaot (Way Nipah, Sedayu, Sesaot and Lebah Sempage) not only need the forest for
non-wood forest products but also to convert the forest to agricultural land. This study
suggests persuasive ways to solve the problems in those villages.
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DIVERSIFICA TION OF LIVELIHOODS
The main way of earning a living in the villages is by farming that leads to pressure on
forest land. Diversification is important to reduce the pressure but it too, creates
problems. The protected areas falling within the lUCN criteria of I-III (see definition in
Footnote No.9, Chapter 1) are commonly managed with limited human interference.
Research and tourism are two activities commonly permitted in national parks.
Categories IV-VI of lUCN allow some human activities. This means that BBSNP
receives limited human interference and that the SCF and SPF management regimes
permit more human activity. Other potential activities that could be established in the
three forests are presented below in Table 7.1.
In my three case studies, it emerged that problems in earning a livelihood in
BBSNP and the SPF are more complicated than in Setulang Forest. In Setulang, the land
is still abundant and the population density is smaller compared to the other four study
villages, which are located around BBSNP and SPF. In other villages, there is a clear
need for better coordination and collaboration in establishing livelihood diversification
between the government institutions at various levels and NGOs.

Table 7.1. The potential of the BBSNP, SPF and SCF
Potential

BBSNP

SPF

SCF

Community forestry

Not recommended

Yes

Not recommended"

Nature/cultural based

Yes

Yes

Yes

Payment for water

Yes

Yes

Yes

Compensation scheme

Yes

Yes

Yes

Plantation (such as oil

Not allowed in core zone or

Yes

Not recommended"

palm and mahogany)

the home range of wildlife

tourism

T h e land outside of S C F is relatively large, therefore c o m m u n i t y forest is still unnecessary.
" Oil p a l m plantations w o u l d be better established outside the SCF, because they m a y affect the ecological function
of the S C F as a w a t e r c a t c h m e n t area.
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ESTABLISHMENT

AND ENFORCEMENT

OF CONSER VA TION LA WS

There are a number of conservation-related decrees required to implement the
Conservation Act no 5/1990 and Forestry Act No. 41/1999 that have not yet been
addressed.

It is therefore necessary to create such decrees. This will take serious

political will from various levels of government (the central state, the provinces and the
districts). The rules need to be clear and to be the result of coordination and discussion
between various stakeholders such as the state, the local population and NGOs. In this
way, overlapping policies and conflicts of implementation can be minimised. In
addition, more programs to disseminate conservation rules and policies are required.
These will increase the understanding local people about the importance of protected
forests and their functions.
In addition, there is an urgent need to enforce the laws properly. Reformasi was
expected to bring about new conditions for law enforcement by reducing the existing
corrupt system. However, until recently, the implementation of laws and regulations at
the local level is far from sufficient. Corrupt government practices should be erased in
order to enforce the laws properly. The cases of illegal activities involving various
parties should be judged properly.

MANAGEMENT

IMPROVEMENT

AND FUNDING

If the government is the only actor in the management of protected areas, conservation
efforts will be ineffective (Rosenbaum 1985; Agrawal and Ostrom 2001b). The
government of Indonesia has failed to maintain the forest cover of protected forests. An
attempt to establish partnerships, or co-management, as has been suggested by some
scholars (Lawrence et al. 2002; Phillips 2003) has been made. The experience of this
type of management can be seen in the joint management implementation of Kakadu
National Park, Australia (Lawrence 2000) and in the co-management of Bunaken
National Park in Northern Sulawesi, Indonesia (Erdman et al. 2008). However, the
experience has been that the partnership with NGOs still was not able to stop
deforestation in protected forests such as the BBSNP and SPF. One of the problems
with this system is that stakeholders have different roles, interests and perspectives; it is
difficult to make policies that can accommodate the needs and interests of all
stakeholders. The political will of the government to collaborate should also be
improved. In addition, generally, conservation goals have less bargaining power and
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political support than other government agendas such as timber exploitation. My study
suggests that management should also look at political factors in terms of negotiating
conservation interests with other interests. Stronger political support will lead to more
effectiveness in conservation management.
It is of great significance that funding for the conservation of Indonesian protected
forest is insufficient (see also Haeruman 2001). Insufficient funding affects outcomes
associated with low human capacity and facilities. Equipment for transportation and
communication is a crucial component in management, to be improved as a top priority.
Currently, finance is allocated from a reforestation fund {Dana Reboisasi (DR)) from
logging. The DR is allocated for the rehabilitation of forest with the status of protection
forest, critical land and production forest. DR is also allocated to the annual expenditure
of national park management and other conservation areas (Ministry of Forestry of
Indonesia 2003a). This study recommends allocating more funding to increase human
capacity and facilities, especially for protection forest management. Fund raising^'* for
the conservation of Indonesian forest at international, national and local levels is a
potential alternative, in order to raise donations for conservation with good transparency
and accountability.

LONG AND SHORT TERM POLICY IMPLICA TIONS
The above suggestions can be classified as short term and long term policies. The short
term policies should be implemented immediately, while the long term policies could be
planned over a longer time.

For example, at the moment, the central state should

establish an institution responsible for collecting and coordinating management of hutan
lindung at the national level. This institution would need to facilitate coordination and
provide technical assistance regarding protection forest management

throughout

Indonesia. Problems of poor equipment, such as cars for monitoring protected forest,
also need to be addressed in the budget plan. Furthermore, people who live in humanwildlife conflict areas need to be removed and helped immediately, otherwise more
human lives will be lost. Finally, illegal logging in Sesaot Forest needs to be combated
immediately. This study finds that illegal actors include police, forestry officials, local
people, businessmen and criminals. Joint patrols need be carried out regularly. All of

This has not dealt with the potential of Post-Kyoto REDD (Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and
degradation) payments.
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these policies are considered to be short term policies that should be implemented
immediately.
The long term policy implications are also important. Solutions for farmers inside
BBSNP should be seriously investigated and studied. In this case, in order to stop long
term conflicts, it is suggested that the government listen to their demands and find the
best solution to improve both human welfare and the conservation of the forest. In
addition, alternative livelihoods for villages near the forest need to be planned carefully
in the long term, between related departments and NGOs, especially on behalf of people
living near conservation forests with strict management policies, such as national parks.
Restoration of degraded protected forest is necessary, especially at Sesaot and BBSNP.
There are several common ways to restore the forest (Mertz et al. 2007) namely: firstly,
conserving and managing the secondary forest. In this case the secondary forest will
grow naturally. Secondly, planting trees and plantations. The tree species need to be
selected appropriately, especially in the national parks such as BBSNP, which are also
the habitat of endangered species. Thirdly, integrating agriculture and tree growing. This
can be implemented through community forestry programs. Finally, it is necessary to
increase the capacity of the people who are involved in conservation such as the NGO
staff, government employees and local people.
Regarding problems of land tenure, several scholars have offered suggestions.
Simon (2004) suggests that Indonesian forest management needs to shift from
management based on the 'Forest Land Use System' {Tata Guna Hutan)'^

to

management based on socio-economic and physical conditions. Other scholars suggest
that in order to save the remaining Indonesian forest, it is critical to increase the security
of community forest tenure by land reform (Contreras-Hermosilla and Fay 2005),
specifically in the decentralisation period. This thesis suggests that there is a need for
careful planning and monitoring of land reform or other models that may give more
rights to local people. My case studies show that not all local people and local
institutions in Indonesia have sufficient capacity and interest in conservation. It is
suggested that the government assess and strengthen the legal rights of customary
communities in Kalimantan, such as the Dayak Kenyah Uma Lung in Setulang.

' T h i s m o d e l has resulted in conflicts and ineffective conservation tasks.
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FURTHER

RESEARCH

There is a lack of studies on good and effective coordination in conservation
management and collaboration management of protected forest. This is very important
in the case of the management of Indonesia's protected forests, because various
stakeholders with their different interests are involved in the management, and the
effectiveness of conservation management is strongly associated with the quality of
coordination between them. In addition, studies about how to improve the effectiveness
of laws and regulations regarding conservation are also important. This latter should
include phenomena that occur around illegal activities (at Sesaot and BBSNP). Also,
further study is needed on how to improve the performance of the districts in managing
protection forest {hutan lindung) throughout Indonesia. At present, many hutan lindung
have been converted into gardens (Chapters 3 and 4). The decentralized model of the
management of hutan lindung needs to be evaluated and improved. In addition, there
are some studies about the roles of local people in forest management. However, until
now the Ministry of Forestry remains unconvinced about adat community commitment
in managing and protecting forest. There is a need for more research to find a good
collaboration model between the government, civil society and the community that can
accommodate both development and conservation purposes. Studies of the potential
roles and interaction of Indonesian environmental NGOs are also limited. Finally,
studies of human-wildlife conflicts in protected forests should be conducted, in order to
find a solution both for local people and wildlife alike.
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APPENDIX 1 THE OLD AND NEW PARADIGM OF PROTECTED AREAS
Topic

As it was: protected areas were

Objectives

Set aside for conservation
Established mainly for spectacular
wildlife and scenic protection
Managed mainly for visitors and tourists

As it is becoming: protected
areas are
Run also with social and economic
objectives
Often set up for scientific and
cultural reasons
Managed with local people more in
mind

Valued as wildemess
About protection

Valued for the cultural importance
of so-called "wildemess"

Governance
Local people

Run by central government
Planned and managed against people
Managed
opinions

Wider context

Perceptions

without

regard

to

local

Managed to meet the needs of
local people

Developed separately
Managed as 'islands'

Planned as part of National,
regional and intemational systems

Viewed primarily as a national asset

Developed as 'networks' (strictly
protected areas, buffered and
linked by green conidors)
Viewed also as community asset

Viewed only as a national concem
Management
Techniques

Managed
timescale

reactively

vi/ithin

short

Managed in technocratic way
Finance
Management
skills

Also about restoration and
rehabilitation
Run by many partners
Run with, for, and in some cases
by local people

Paid for by tax payer
Managed by scientists and natural
resource experts

Viewed also as an intemational
concem
Managed adaptively in long term
perspective
Managed
with
political
consideration
Paid for/from many sources
Managed
by
multi-skilled
individuals

Source: Phillips 2003
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APPENDIX 2 MILLENIUM ECOSYSTEM ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK
Changes in factors that indirectly affect ecosystem, such as population technology and lifestyle
(upper right comer of figure), can lead to changes in factors directly affecting ecosystems, such
as the catch of fisheries or the application of fertilizers to increase food of production (lower
right comer). The resulting changes in the ecosystem (lower left comer) cause the ecosystem
services to change and thereby affect human well being. These interactions can take place at
more than one scale and can cross scales. For example, a global mari<et may lead to regional
loss of forest cover, which increases flood magnitude along a local stretch of a river. Similariy,
the interactions can take place across different time scales. Actions can be taken either to
respond to negative changes or to enhance at almost all points in this framewori< (black cross
bars).

Source; Millenium Ecosystem Assessment Board 2003
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APPENDIX 3 LAWS AND REGULATIONS
Basic Law and Acts
Number and Title
Basic Law
1 he Basic Law ot ihe kepuDiic of Indonesia 1945

Acts
No. 5/1960
The Basic Agrarian Law
{Peraturan Dasar Pokok-Pokok Agraria)

Date

Remarks

18 August
1945

The law states that all
forest areas that do
not have private
ownership certificate
are under state control
(Article 33). The
amendment of Basic
Law was earned out
between 1999-2002
(Tim Penerbit Nuansa
Aulia, 2006). Article 33
is not changed and the
state
recognizes
customary community
and its rights (Article
18Band 281).

24
September
1960

It stipulates that the
Govemment controls,
manages
and
administers forests The authority of adat
council was abolished
by this Act. The
structure of village
govemment is altered
according to national
model
An act relating to the
protection of the
environment and the
conservation
of
biodiversity, and for
related purposes.
Indonesia's
commitment on CBD
is recognized officially-

No. 5/1979
Village Government
(Pemehntahan Desa)

1 December
1979

Conservation Act No 5/1990
The Conservation of Bio-natural Resource and Its
Ecosystem
(Konservasi Sumber Daya Alam Hayati dan
Ekosistemnya)

10 August
1990

No. 5/1994
The Legitimation of United Nations Convention on
Biological Diversity (Konvensi Persehkatan BangsaBangsa Mengenai Keanekaragaman Hayati)

1
August
1994

No. 2/1997
The Establishment of the Districts of Tulang Bawang and
Tanggamus
(Pembentukan Kabupaten Daerah Tingkat II Tulang
Bawang dan Kabupaten Daerah Tingkat II Tanggamus)
No. 23/1997
Environmental Management

3
January
1997

The establishment of
Tulang Bawang as a
new
district
is
recognized officially. -

19
September
1997

It
focuses
sustainable
environment

on
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Number and Title

Date

Forestry Act No 41/1999
(Kehutanan)

30
September
1999

No. 47/1999
The Establishment of Nunukan, Malinau, Kutai Barat,
Kutai Timur and Bontang districts.
(Pembentukan Kabupaten Nunukan, Kabupaten
Malinau, Kabupaten Kutai Barat, Kabupaten Kutai Timur
dan Kota Bontang)
No 19/2004
Establishment of the Govemment Regulation as a
Substitute of Law No 1/2004 on Revision of Law No
41/1999 on Forestry as a Law
(Penetapan Peraturan Pemerintah Pengganti UndangUndang Nomor 1 Tahun 2004 tentang Pembahan atas
Undang-Undang Nomor 41 Tahun 1999 Tentang
Kehutanan Menjadi Undang-Undang)

4
October
1999

No. 32/2004
Regional Govemment
(Pemerintahan Daerah)

15 October
2004

No 33/2004
Fiscal Balancing between the Central Govemment and
the Regions
(Perimbangan Keuangan antara Pemenntah Pusat dan
Pemerintah Daerah)

15 October
2004

11
March
2004

Remarks
management. It replaces the fomier
Forestry
Law
No.5/1967
and
strengthens
forest
conservation
measures (Articles 4651). It also gives more
emphasize
on
customary land rights
(Article 67).The establishment of
Nunukan,
Malinau,
Kutai Barat , Kutai
Timur and Bontang as
new
districts
is
recognized officially.The Act legalizes the
amendment of the
Forestry Act No.
41/1999. According to
this
law
mining
companies that had
licence before the Law
41/1999 was issued,
are allowed to work
inside state forests
(Article 83A and 83B).
This law replaces Law
No.22/1999. It states
that the sources of
local income from
forestry sector include
royalty for timber
production (PSDH),
fee
for
forest
exploitation
(IHPH),
reforestation fund (DR)
(Article 160)
This law replaces Law
No. 25/1999. It gives
the allocation
of
forestry
related
incomes (royalty for
timber
production
(PSDH) and fee for
forest
exploitation
(IHPH))
between
central and local
govemment
(Article
11 and 14)
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Presidential Decrees
Number and Title
No 41/2004
Permission or Agreement for l\^ining Activities Inside
State Forests
(Perizinan atau Perjanjian di Bidang Pertambangan yang
Berada di Kawasan Hutan)

Date
12 May 2004

No.4/2005
"
^
Combating Illegal Timber Logging Activities in State
Forests and Its Distribution t^hroughout Indonesia
(Pemberantasan Penebangan Kayu Secara Illegal di
Kawasan Hutan dan Peredarannya di Seluruh Wilayah
Republik Indonesia)

18
March
2005

No 9/2005
Position, Task, Function and Working System of the
State Department of the Republic of Indonesia
(Kedudukan, Tugas, Fungsi, Susunan Organisasi, dan
Tata Keija Kementhan Negara Republik Indonesia)

Remarks
Central Government
allows 13 mining
companies
working
inside state forest.
Signed
by
the
President Megawati
Sukarno Puteri
it emphasizes on
combating
illegal
logging
and
its
associated trade. The
activities involve multi
government agencies.
Signed by Susilo
Bambang Yudhoyono
During data collection.
The structure
of
Ministry of Forestry
was based on this
presidential decree. It
consists
of
a
secretariat general, an
inspectorate general,
three
directorate
generals and two
agencies. The decree
was signed by the
President
Susilo
Bambang Yudhoyono.
It was changed by
Presidential
Regulation (PR) No
94/2006,
however,
there is no change for
the Ministry of Forestry
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Ministerial Decrees
Number and Title
No. 464/Kpts-ll/1995
The Management of Protection Forest
{Pengelolaan Hutan Lindung)

No. 622/Kpts-ll/1995
Guidelines for Community Forestry {Pedoman Hutan
Kemasyarakatan)
No. 140/Kpts-ll/1998
Revision of Ministerial Decree No. 464/Kpts-11/1995 on
Protection Forest Management
(Pembahan Keputusan Menhut No. 464/Kpts-ll/1995
tentang Pengelolaan Hutan Lindung)

Date
4 September
1995

20 November
1995
25 February
1998

No. 677/Kpts-ll/1998
Community Forestry {Hutan Kemasyarakatan)
No. 310/Kpts-ll/1999
Guidelines for Granting Forest Products Harvesting Rights
(Pedoman Pemberian Hak Pemungutan Hasil Hutan).

7
October
1998
7 May 1999

No. 333/Kpts-11/1999
Guidelines for Maintaining and Protecting Forest
Boundaries
(Pedoman Pemeliharaan dan Pengamanan Batas Hutan)

24 May 1999

No. 5/1999
^
,
Guidelines for Solving the Problems of the Rights of
Customary Communities (Pedoman Penyelesaian Masalah
Hak Ulayat Masyarakat Hukum Adat)

24 June 1999

Remarks
The management
of protection forest
is delegated to
provincial
and
district govemment
See Table 2.8
It reorganises the
roles of district and
province
in
managing
protection forest.
The
decree
includes talking the
inventory of forest
potential such as
tourism, flora and
fauna, and water
sources (Article 14)
See Table 2.8
The
central
govemment
allowed districts to
issue permits to
small scale logging
companies
(less
than 100 hectares)
(See also Section
5.3)
It
states
that
several govemment
institutions such as
Provincial Forestry
Services, BKSDAs,
National
Pari<
Management Units
are responsible in
maintaining
and
protecting
forest
boundaries (Article
6)
This law states that
customary laws can
be used to solve
problems
on
customary rights
over land.
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Number and Title
No.84/Kpts-ll/2000
The Cancellation of the Ministerial Decree No. 310/Kpts11/1999 Regarding Guidelines for Granting Forest Products
Harvesting Rights.
(Penangguhan
Pemberiakuan Keputusan Menteri
Kehutanan dan Perkebunan No. 310/Kpts-ll/1999
tentang Pedoman Pemberian Hak Pemungutan Hasil
Hutan)
No. 31/Kpts-ll/2001
The Implementation of Community Forestry
(Penyelenggaraan Hutan Kemasyarakatan)
No. 6886/Kpts-ll/2002
Guidelines and Procedures for Granting Forest Products
Harvesting Permits in Production Forest
{Pedoman dan Tatacara Pemberian Izin Pemungutan Hasil
Hutan (IPHH) pada Hutan Produksi)

Date
13 April 2000

Remarks
It cancelled the
Ministerial Decree
No.
310/Kpts11/1999

12 February
2001

See Table 2.8

12 July 2002

It replaced the
Ministerial Decree
No.
310/Kpts11/1999. The central
govemment
allowed districts to
issue pemiits if the
forest areas located
within their worthing
areas.
Timber
should be less than
20 cubic metres
and not for sale
(Article 7 and 8).

No. 28/Kpts-ll/2003
Division of Areas in National Parks, Grand Forest Parks,
Natural Recreation Parks, and Game Reserves Regarding
the Non-Tax Govemment Revenues
(Pembagian Rayon di Taman Nasional, Taman Hutan Raya,
Taman Wisata Alam, dan Taman Bum Dalam Rangka
Pengenaan Penerimaan Negara Bukan Pajak).

3 Feboiary
2003

Bukit
Barisan
Selatan
National
Pari< is included in
the second group
(rayon).

No.107/Kpts-ll/2003
Implementation of Tasks for the Management Assistance of
Grand Forest Pari<s by Govemors or Bupati/ Walikota.
(Penyelenggaraan Tugas Pembantuan Pengelolaan Taman
Hutan Raya oleh Gubemuratau Bupati/Walikota)
No. 390/Kpts-ll/2003
Guidelines for Partnerships in the Sector of Biodiversity
Resources and the Ecosystems
(Tata Cara Kerjasama di Bidang Konservasi Sumber Daya
Alam Hayati dan Ekosistemnya)

24
March
2003

No.P.OI/menhut 11/2004
Involvement of the People Living within and/or Surrounding
the Forest in the Implementation of Social Forestry
(Pemberdayaan Masyarakata Setempat di Dalam dan atau
di Sekitar Hutan Dalam Rangka Social Forestry)
No. P. 19/menhut-l 1/2004
Collaborative Management of Sanctuary Reserves and

12 July 2004

Some conservation
tasks are given to
provincial
and
district govemment
(see Section 2.9)
It emphasizes on
guideline
for
collaboration
management
in
conservation areas,
(see Section 2.6)
See Table 2.8

19 October
2004

Collaboration
management

3 December
2003

in
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Number and Title
Nature Conservation Areas
(Kolaborasi Pengelolaan Kawasan Suaka Alam dan
Kawasan Pelestarian alam)

Date

No. 477/IVIenhut-ll/2004
Cancellation of the Decree of The Head of Malinau District
No. 522.21/KPTS.08/DKPML/XII/2001 Dated 22 December
2001 on Forest Products Harvesting of PT. Wana Yasa
Kahuripan Indonesia
(Pembatalan
Keputusan
Bupati Malinau Nomor
522.21/KPTS.08/DKPMUXII/2001 Tanggal 22 Desember
2001 Tentang Izin Usaha Pemungutan Hasil Hutan Kayu
PT. Wana Yasa Kahuripan Indonesia)
No. P. 03/Menhut-ll/2007
Organisational and Working Management Structure of
National Park Management Units
(Organisasi dan Tatakerja Unit Pelaksana Teknis Taman
Nasional)

31 December
2004

1 Febmary
2007

No. P. 02/Menhut-ll/2007
Organisational and Worthing Management Stnjcture of the
Natural Resources Conservation Body (Organisasi dan
Tatakerja Unit Pelaksana Teknis Sumber Daya Alam)

23 June 2007

P.37/Menhut-ll/2007
Community Forestry
(Hutan Kemasyarakatan)

7 September
2007

Remarks
conservation areas
is
acknowledged
officially (Section
2.6)
Malinau District's
decree on forest
products harvesting
was cancelled by
central government.

The organisational
structure of Balai
Besar
Taman
National (national
park authority with
higher status) is
introduced officially
The organisational
structure of Balai
Besar Konservasi
Sumber Daya Alam
(Natural Resources
Conservation Body
with higher status)
is
introduced
officially.
See Table 2.8
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Local Regulations
Number and Titles
Local Regulations: TANGGAMUS
Perda Kabupaten Tanggamus No36/2000
Fees for the Harvesting Rights for Non-Wood Forest
Products (Retribusi Izin Pengambilan Hasil Hutan
Man)
Perda Kabupaten Tanggamus No37/2000
Fees for the Harvesting of Forest Products
(Retribusi Izin Pengambilan Hasil Hutan)
Local Regulations:
WEST NUSA TENGGARA
(LOMBOKBARAT)
Perda Kabupaten Lombok Barat No. 21/2001
Fees for the Pemiits of Non Wood Forest Products
Harvesting and Fees for Non Wood Forest Products
(Retribusi Surat Izin Pemungutan Hasil Hutan Bukan
Kayu dan Retribusi Hasil Hutan Bukan Kayu).
Perda Kabupaten Lombok Barat No. 10/2002
Monitoring and Management of Forest Timber from
Private Lands/ Community's Forest
(Pengendalian dan Pengurusan Kayu hutan di Tanah
mik/Hutan Rakyat)
Perda Kebupaten Lombok Barat No. 10/2003
Implementation of Community Forestry In West Lombok
(Penyelenggaraan Hutan Kemasyarakatan Kabupaten
Lombok Baraf)
Perda Provinsi Nusa Tenggara Barat No. 6/2004
Guidelines for the Implementation of Community
Forestry in West Nusa Tenggara)
(Pedoman Penyelenggaran Hutan Kemasyarakatan di
Provinsi Nusa Tenggara Baraf)
Perda Kabupaten Lombok Barat No. 4/2007
Management of Environmental Services
(Pengelolaan Jasa Lingkungan)

Local Regulations: MALINAU
Keputusan Bupati Malinau No. 129/2001
Organisational and Working Administration Structures of
the Malinau Forestry and Plantation Service.
(Susunan Organisasi dan Tata Kerja Dinas Kehutanan
dan Perkebunan Kabupaten Malinau)
Perda Kabupaten Malinau Nol 6/2005
Amendment of Malinau Regional Annual Budget of 2005
(Perubahan Anggaran Pendapatan dan Belanja Daerah
Kabupaten Malinau Tahun Anggaran 2005)
Perda Kabupaten Malinau No. 1/2005,
Allocation of Regional Annual Budget of 2004
(Pertiitungan Anggaran Pendapatan dan Belanja Daerah
Tahun Anggaran 2004)

Dates

Remarks

6 November
2000

Tanggamus
District
policy to increase local
government
income
from forestry practices
Tanggamus
District
policy to increase local
govemment
income
from forestry practices

6 November
2000

21 June 2001

Lombok Barat District
policy to increase local
govemment
income
from forestry practices

19 December
2002

Lombok Barat District
policy to increase local
govemment
income
from forestry practices

6
October
2003

Community
forestry
practices
are
recognised officially by
Lombok Barat District
Community
forestry
practices
are
recognised officially by
the govemment of
West Nusa Tenggara
Management
of
environmental services
is introduced officially
in West
Lombok
District

10 July 2004

9 June 2007

1 June 2001

Forestry and plantation
services are officially
under
one
local
service office

1 November
2005

The amendment of
2005 District's budget
is
acknowledged
officially. (See also
Chapters, pi 58)
Malinau
District's
budget year 2005 is
officially acknowledged
(Chapters, pi 58)

31
2005

March
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APPENDIX 4 LIST OF INTERVIEWEES AND INFORMANTS
Jakarta and Bogor
No

Group/Level
STATE/JAKARTA

Date of Interview

Codes

1
2
3
4

IVIinistry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry

11 April 2006
11 April 2006
11 April 2006
13 April 2006

S/J/1
S/J/2
S/J/3
S/J/4

5
6
7
8

Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry

5 June 2006
25 July 2006
18 August 2006
4 September 2006

S/J/5
S/J/6
S/J/7
S/J/8

9
10

Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry

5 September 2006
15 Septembert2006

S/J/9
S/J/10

11
12

Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry

11 October 2006
4 January 2007

S/J/11
S/J/12

13
14

Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry

8 January 2007
15 January 2007

S/J/13
S/J/14

15
16

Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry

15 January 2007
15 January 2007

S/J/15
S/J/16

17
18

Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Forestry

30 January 2007
14 February 2007

S/J/17
S/J/18

19

Ministry of Forestry

14 February 2007

S/J/19

11 April 2006
12 April 2006
4 September 2006

N/B/1
N/J/2
N/J/3

Explanation

Head of section
Head of sub directorate
(social forestry)

Director
(social forestry)
Head of section
(conservation)
Head of section:
(law and forest land
use)
Head of section
(social forestry)
Head of section
(social forestry)
Head of section
(forest management)

NGO/JAKARTA/BOGOR
1
2
3

WCS
CIFOR/ MRF-Malinau
DFID

Head of office

Status: S:State Officials; N:NGOs and others
Location: J:Jakarta; B: Bogor
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Lampung Province
No

Group/Level

Date
Interview

of

Codes

Explanation

STATE/LAMPUNG
1
2
3
4

BKSDA Lampung
BKSDA Lampung
BKSDA Lampung
BKSDA Lampung

11 April 2006
24 April 2006
24 April 2006
24 April 2006

S/Lp/1
S/Lp/2
S/Lp/3
S/Lp/4

5
6

BBSNP Mgt. Unit
BBSNP Mgt. Unit

29 April 2006
30 April 2006

S/Lp/5
S/Lp/6

7
8
9
10
11

BBSNP Mgt. Unit
BBSNP Mgt. Unit
BBSNP Mgt. Unit
BBSNP Mgt. Unit
BBSNP Mgt. Unit

12
13
14
15

S/Lp/7
S/Lp/8
S/Lp/9
S/Lp/10
S/Lp/11;
S/Lp/20
S/Lp/12
S/Lp/13
S/Lp/14
S/Lp/15

16

BBSNP Mgt. Unit
BBSNP Mgt. Unit
BBSNP Mgt. Unit
Provincial
Forestry
Office
BKSDA Lampung

2 May 2006
9 May 2006
9 May 2006
9 May 2006
10 May 2006;
10 January 2007
12 May 2006
22 May 2006
29 May 2006
30 May 2006

S/Lp/16
S/Lp/17

17

BPN

18

Tanggamus Forestry
Office

15
December
2006
22
December
2006
23
December
2006
29
December
2006
11 January 2007

Director
Head of administration
section
Head
of
territory
Forest Police

working

Director
Head
of
tenitory

working

Head of administration
Head of section
forest protection

S/Lp/18
S/Lp/19

Head of section:
Land tenure problems

S/Lp//21

Head of division
(social forestry)

Head of village
Leader of customary
institution
Leader of fanners'
group

VILLAGERS SEDAYU/WAY NIPAH
1
2

Way Nipafi
Way Nipah

26 April 2006
26 April 2006

V/Lp-WN/1
V/Lp-WN/2

3

Sedayu

3 May 2006

V/Lp-S/3

4
5
6
7
8

Sedayu
Sedayu
Sedayu
Sedayu
Sedayu

V/Lp-S/4
V/Lp-S/5
V/Lp-S/6
V/Lp-S/7
V/Lp-S/8

9

Sedayu

10

Way Nipah

3 May 2006
4 May 2006
10 May 2006
10 May 2006
10
December
2006
10
December
2006
10
December

Women's group leader
Head of village

V/Lp-S/9
V/Lp-WN/10

Village secretary
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No

Group/Level

Date
Interview
2006

of

Codes

Explanation

NGOs/LAMPUNG
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

WWF
WWF
Wanacala
Wanacala
RPU
RPU
WWF
WCS
WCS
WCS
ICRAF
Watala
WWF

14

Walhi

24 April 2006
24 April 2006
26 April 2006
26 April 2006
3 May 2006
3 May 2006
4 May 2006
7 May 2006
7 May 2006
8 May 2006
22 May 2006
22 May 2006
18
December
2006
9 January 2007
9 January 2007

N/Lp/1
N/Lp/2
N/LpP/3
N/Lp/4
N/Lp/5
N/Lp/6
N/Lp/7
N/Lp/8
N/Lp/9
N/Lp/10
N/Lp/11
N/Lp/12
N/Lp/13
N/Lp/15

Leader

Leader in Lampung
Leader in Lampung

N/Lp/14

Status: S: State Officials; V: Villagers; N: NGOs and others
Location: Lp: Lampung ; Lp-WN: Lampung Way Nipah; Lp-S: Lampung Sedayu

284

Nusa Tenggara Province
No

Group/Level

Date
Interview

of

Codes

Explanation

STATE/WEST NUSA TE MGGARA
1
2
3

BPDAS NTB
BPDAS NTB
Provincial
Forestry
office

6-August-06
6-August-06
6-August-06

S/Lb/1
S/Lb/2
S/Lb/3

4

Provincial
Forestry
office
BPDAS NTB
West
Lombok
Forestry Office
CDKP Namiada

7-August-06

S/Lb/4

7-August-06
9-August-06

S/Lb/5
S/Lb/6

10-August-06
23-August-06
10-August-06
12-August-06
12-August-06

S/Lb/7
S/Lb/19
S/Lb/8
S/Lb/9
S/Lb/10

13-August-06
14-August-06
15-August-06

S/Lb/11
S/Lb/12
S/Lb/13

23-August-06
23-August-06
23-August-06
23-August-06

S/Lb/14
S/Lb/15
S/Lb/16
S/Lb/17

23-August-06
23-August-06
23-August-06

S/Lb/18
S/Lb/19
S/Lb/20

23-August-06
28-August-06

S/Lb/21
S/Lb/22

28-August-06

S/Lb/23

Head of West Lombok
Forestry
and
Plantation Service

1-September-06

S/Lb/24

6-Febmary-07

S/Lb/25

Head of section
(collaboration
management)

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

RDKP Sesaot
BKSDA NTB
Rinjani National Park
Mgt Unit
BKSDA NTB
RDKP Sedauh-Lebah
Sempage

24

CDKP Narmada
CDKP Narmada
RDKP Karang Bayan
West
Lombok
Forestry Office
CDKP Namiada
CDKP Namiada
West
Lombok
Forestry
and
Plantation
Service
(Dinas
Kehutanan
Kabupaten)
CDKP Namiada
Rinjani National Park
Mat Unit
West
Lombok
Forestry
and
Plantation
Service
(Dinas
Kehutanan
dan
Perkebunan
Kabupaten)
BPDAS NTB

25

CDKP Namiada

13
15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23

Head of section
(Land use planning)
Director

Head of CDKP
Head of RDKP

Head of RDKP
(Passed away
January 2008)

in

Head of RDKP

Office head

Director
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No

Group/Level

Date
Interview

of

Codes

Explanation

VILLAGERS/ SESAOT/LEBAH SEMPAGE
1
2
3
4
5

Lebah Sempage
Lebah Sempage
Lebah Sempage
Lebah Sempage
Lebah Sempage

7-August-06
7-August-06
7-August-06
7-August-06
14-August-06

V/Lb-Ls/1
V/Lb-Ls/2
V/Lb-Ls/3
V/Lb-Ls/4
V/Lb-Ls/5

6
7
8

Lebah Sempage
Lebah Sempage
Lebah Sempage

14-August-06
14-August-06
15-August-06

V/Lb-Ls/6
V/Lb-Ls/7
V/Lb-Ls/8

9
10

Lebah Sempage
Lebah Sempage

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Sesaot
Lebah Sempage
Lebah Sempage
Lebah Sempage
Sesaot
Sesaot
Sesaot
Sesaot
Sesaot

16-August-06
30 June 2006;
16-August-06
21-August-06
5-February-07
5-Febnjary-07
5-February-07
6-February-07
6-February-07
7-February-07
7-February-07
8-February-07

V/Lb-Ls/9
V/Lb-Ls/lOA
V/Lb-Ls/lOB
V/Lb-Ss/11
V/Lb-Ls/12
V/Lb-Ls/13
V/Lb-Ls/14
V/Lb-Ss/15
V/Lb-Ss/16
V/Lb-Ss/17
V/Lb-Ss/18
V/Lb-Ss/19

20
21
22
23

Lebah Sempage
Sesaot
Sesaot
Sesaot

8-February-07
8-February-07
9-February-07
9-February-07

V/Lb-Ls/20
V/Lb-Ss/21
V/Lb-Ss/22
V/Lb-Ss/23

24
25

Sesaot
Sesaot

9-February-07
5-9 February 07

V/Lb-Ss/24
V/Lb-Ss/25

Former leader of
KMPH, passed away
in 2006
Leader of farmers'
group
Head of village
Driver

Older resident
Head of fanners'
group
KMPH activist
Leader of fanners'
group
Head of village

NGO-ACADEMICS/WES"FNUSATENGGARA
1

Consultant

31-Jui-06

N/Lb/1

Work
for
Land
Rehabilitation Project
(Gerhan) in Sesaot

2
3
4
5
6
7

Konsepsi
Konsepsi
Transfonn/Academics
KMPH
OlSCA
KMPH

2-August-06
3-August-06
9-August-06
10-Auqust-06
15-August-06
21-August-06

N/Lb/2
N/Lb/3
N/Lb/4
N/Lb/5
N/Lb/6
N/Lb/7

Leader

Status: S: State Officials; V: Villagers; N: NGOs and others
Location: Lb: Lombok; Lb-Ls: Lombok Lebah Sempage; Lb-Ss: Lombok Sesaot

University of Mataram
Secretary
Leader
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East Kalimantan Province
No

Group/Level

Date
Interview

of

Codes

Explanation

STATE/MALINAU
1
2
3
4
5
6

Malinau District Office
Malinau
Selatan
subdistrict office
IVIalinau
Forestry
Office
Malinau
Education
Office
Malinau
Forestry
office
Malinau
Village
Development Service

29-June-06
30-June-06

S/M/1
S/M/2

30-June-06

S/M/3

3-July-06

S/M/4

13-July-06

S/M/5

22-July-06

S/M/6

Head of office

V/M-St/la
V/M-St/lb
V/M-St/2
V/M-St/3
V/M-St/4
V/M-St/5
V/M-St/6
V/M-St/7a
V/M-St/7b
V/M-St/8
V/M-St/8
V/M-St/9
V/M-St/10
V/M-St/11
V/M-St/12
V/M-St/13

Secretary

VILLAGERS
1

Setulang

2
3
4
5
6
7

Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang

8
9
10
11
12
13

Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang

30-June-06
5 Augu$t-2007
1-July-06
2-July-06
2-July-06
2-July-06
3-July-06
3-July-06
9July-2006
3 July 20
3-July-06
3-July-06
3-July-06
3-July-06
3-July-06
4-July-06

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang
Setulang

5-July-06
6-July-06
9-July-06
9-July-06
9-Julv-06
10-July-06
11-July-06
11-July-06
11-Julv-06
11-July-06

V/M-St/14
V/M-St/15
V/M-St/16
V/M-St/18
V/M-St/19
V/M-St/20
V/M-St/21
V/M-St/22
V/M-St/23
V/M-St/24

24
25
26

Setulang
Setulang
Setulang

11-July-06
11-Julv-06
11-July-06

V/M-St/25
V/M-St/26
V/M-St/27

Head of village

Treasurer

Leader of customary
institution

Fomier village head
Leader of women's
group
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No

Group/Level

27
28
29
30

Setulang
Setulang
Sentaban
Sentaban

Date
Interview
11-July-06
11-July-06
15-July-06
15-July-06

of

Codes
V/M-St/28
V/M-St/29
V/M-Sb/30
V/M-Sb/1

Explanation

Head of village

NGO,OTHERS/ MALINA
1.
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

CIFOR
CIFOR
CIFOR/Researcher
Researcher
CIFOR
CERD
CIFOR
CIFOR
Inhutani
Mining Company
Inhutani II
Mining Company
CIFOR/Researcher

14

WWF

27-June-06
27-June-06
28-June-06
1-July-06
6-July-06
6-July-06
13-July-06
13-July-06
14-July-06
16-July-06
16-July-06
18-July-06
28-July-06;
31 June 2006
12-0ct-06

N/M/1
N/M/2
N/M/3
N/M/4
N/M/5
N/M/6
N/M/7
N/M/8
N/M/9
N/M/10
N/M/11
N/M/12
N/M/13A;
N/M/13B
N/M/14

Status: S: State Officials; V: Villagers; N: NGOs and others
Location: M: Malinau; M-St: Malianu Setulang; M-Sb: Malianu Sentaban
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APPENDIX 5 LIST OF MEETINGS ATTENDED, APRIL 2006 • FEBRUARY 2007
Location

Date

Attendants

Code

Forestry

Jakarta
Jakarta

Govemment officials (local,
provincial, and central);
NGOs, donors, academics
Govemment officials (local,
provincial, and central);
NGOs, donors, academics,
businessmen

NM/J/1

The Fourth Indonesia
Forestry Congress

19April
2006
13-15
Septe
mber
2006

National
Technical
Meeting on Forest
Products Development

Jakarta

7-9
June
2006

Local,
provincial
and
central forestry officials

NM/J/2

Lampung/
Sedayu

3 May
2006

Women villagers

LM/LS/1

Workshop
on
Development of Way
Nipah Village
Meeting
on
Decentralisation
of
Forest
Resources
Management in West
Lampung
Meeting on the Issues of
Elephants and Human
conflicts

Lampung/
Way
Nipah
Bandar
Lampung

26-27
April

NGOs, villagers, BBS NP
Management
Unit
representatives
NGOs, West Lampung
Forestry
District,
academics, donors

LM/LW/2

Bandar
Lampung

23 May
2006

LM/BL/4

Training on Combating
Forest Fires in BBS NP
Laten Bangen Meeting
(Pesta Seni Budaya
Mayarakat
Malinau
Selatan
di
Desa
Setulang)
Group Discussion on
Illegal Logging in SPF

Kota
Agung
Setulang

31 May
2006
4-7
July
2006

BBSNP Mgt Unit, NGOs,
Way Kambas National Park
Mgt Unit, provincial and
district Forestry offices
BBSNP staff
Villagers from the South
Malinau Rivers

LM/SI/6

Sesaot

Villagers, head of village

LM/Ss/7

Planting activity in SPF
by
OlSCA-District
Forestry Office and
Local People

Lebah
Sempage

11
Febaia
ry2007
31
August
2006

NGOs, villagers, local state
officials

LM/LS/8

Meeting/Level
National
Seminar on
Revitalisation

Regional/Local
Meeting of Women
Arisan Group

22 May
2006

NM/J/2

LM/BL'3

LM/KA/5

Levels of meeting: LM : Local Meeting; NM: National Meeting
Locations- KA' Kota Agung , Lampung; SI: Setulang, East Kalimantan; J: Jakarta; Ss: Sesaot, West Nusa
Tenggara; LS: Lampung-Sedayu; LS: Lebah Sempage, West Nusa Tenggara; BL: Bandar Lampung
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APPENDIX 6 PROTECTED FORESTS AND THEIR SIGNIFICANCE

Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park is a habitat for Sumateran Elephants

Photo courtesy BBSNP Management Unit, 2006

Sesaot Protection Forest is protected for water saving

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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Setulang Forest is the source of water and food

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006

291

APPENDIX 7 THE PROFILES OF VILLAGES
Profile of Sedayu Village
Administrative location
Sub villages (dusun)

Geographical location
Population and livelihood

Semaka Sub District, Tangggamus District, Lampung
Province
Sridadi
Sidorejo (Tumpak Bayur)
Sri Rahayu
Sedayu
most village area is on flat land. Two dusuns (Sridadi and
Sidorejo) are located on higher land

•

population (households) number

1,653 people (386 households)

•

percentage of farmer
households
landless workers

90

number of people who work
abroad
Poverty: number of households that hold
welfare paper (kartu sehaf)
Main agriculture products

3

•
•

166 people

219(56.7 percent)
paddy rice

Land Use (km')
The extent of village
•

•

16.2

Paddy field

6.6

irrigated paddy rice field
(managed)
not inigated paddy rice field
(managed)
unmanaged paddy rice field

6.6

Non-paddy rice field

-

-

9.6
5.5

agriculture land (ponds,
community forest)
dry field /ladang (managed)

-

dry field /lading (unmanaged)

1.0

others (settlement, industry,
etc)
Public facilities

3.1

•

Schools buildings

2 elementary schools

•

Religious buildings

4 mosques and 5 small Moslem chapels

•

public health centers

•

transportation

1 health post (Posyanofu)
2 village midwife clinic (Pondok Bersalin Desa)
Cars, public transportation and motorcycles

•

electricity

provided by state and/or private electricity generator
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•

None

•

number of households that
access cable telephone
water sources

wells

•

fuel energy for cooking

Kerosene

Village organisations*

•
•
•
•
•

Community Welfare Organisation (Lembaga
Ketahanan Masyarakat Desa)
Village Development Bodies {Kader
Pembangunan Pekon)
Moslem Religious Group
Women's Development Group (Pendidikan
Kesejahteraan Keluarga)
Farmers' Groups

Source: CBS, Village Potential Survey (Podes) 2005; *Sedayu Village office 2004 and field observation

293

Profile of Way Nipah Village
Pematang Sawa Sub District, Tangggamus District,
Lampung Province
Way Nipah
Purwosari
Sidodadi
Sinar laut
Karang Anyar
Suka Mulya
Coastal area

Administrative location
Sub Villages (dusun)

Geographical location
Population and livelihood
•

Population (households) number

2,471 people (605 households)

•

Percentage of fanner households

80 per cent

•

Landless workers

61 people

•

Number of people who work abroad

8 people

Poverty: number of households that hold
welfare paper {kartu sehaf)
Main agriculture products

397 households (65.6 percent)
Coffee

Land Use (km')
The extent of village
•

0.3

Paddy field
irrigated paddy rice field
(managed)
not inigated paddy rice field
(managed)
unmanaged paddy rice field

•

21.0

-

-

0.3

Non-paddy rice field

20.7

agriculture land (ponds,
community forest)
dry field /ladang (managed)

14.2
-

dry field /ladang (unmanaged)

5.0

others (settlement, industry, etc)

1.5

Public facilities
•

school buildings

4 elementary schools

•

religious buildings

6 mosques

•

public health centres

•
•

electricity
transportation

local health centre (Puskesmas Pembantu)
3 health post {Posyandu)
provided by electricity generator machine
boat, private buses and motor cycle

•

number of households that access

None (people can use mobile phone)
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cable telephone
•

water sources

Wells

•

fuel energy for cooking

Kerosene

Village organisation*

•

•

Community Welfare Organisation {Lembaga
Ketahanan Masyarakat Desa)
Non-commissioned Officers Who Are
Assigned Down to village level (Bintara
Pembina Desa)
Youth Groups

•

Farmers' Groups

•

Fishers' Groups

•

Plantation Cooperation (Koperasi
Perkebunan)
Customary Institution for Native Lampung

•

•

Source: CBS, Village Potential Survey (Podes) 2005; *LPSM Yasadhana, Panthera Raflesia Tanggamus
Lampung & Watala 2004; field observation
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Profile of Sesaot Village
Aaministrative location
buD villages (dusun)

Geographical location

Narmada Sub District, West Lombok District, West Nusa
Tenggara Province
Sesaot Daye
Sesaot Lauk
Ngis
Gontoran
Repok Temas
Sanbik Baru
Penangke
Pembuwuh
Karang Mejeti
Batu Asak
plain land

Population and livelihood
•
•
•

population (households)
number
percentage of fanner
households
landless workers (people)

•

number of people who work
abroad
Poverty: number of households that
hold welfare paper {kartu sehaf)
Main agriculture products

7,582 people (2,410 households)
44
2,036
33
871 households (36.1 percent)
Rambutan, fruits with hairy and reddish skin {Nephelium
lappaceum)

Land Use (km')
The extent of village
•

•

Paddy field
in-igated paddy rice field
(managed)
not in-igated paddy rice
field (managed)
unmanaged paddy rice
field
Non-paddy rice field

agriculture land (ponds,
community forest)
Dry field lladang
(managed)
Dry field lladang
(unmanaged)
others (settlement,
industry, etc)
Public facilities
•

school buildings

41,96
1.46
1.46
-

-

40.50
39.55
0.57
-

0.37

5 elementary schools and 1 junior high school
2 Islamic education schools
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•

religious buildings

•

public health centres

•

electricity

9 mosques, 1 small Moslem chapels and 3 Hindu temples
(pura)
9 health post (Posyandu) and 1 village midwife clinic
(Pondok Bersalin Desa)
provided by state company

•

transportation

cars, motorcycles and horse drawn carts

•

6

•

number of households that
access cable telephone
water sources

•

fuel energy for cooking

Firewood

Village organisations*

Springs

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Village Representative Body (Badan
Permusyawaratan Desa)
Village Auxiliaries Institution (Lembaga
Pengembangan Masyarakaf)
Water Users Groups P3A {Petani Pemanfaat Air)
Farmer Groups
Moslem Youth Groups
Hindu Youth Groups
Youth Group (Karang Taruna)
Women Development Group (Pendidikan
Kesejahtaraan Keluarga)
Village Protection Groups (Sistem Keamanan
Keliling)

Source: CBS, Village Potential Survey (Podes) 2005; * interviews and field observation.
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Profile of the Lebah Sempage Village
Administrative Ixation
Sub villages (dusun)

Geographical location

Nannada Sub District, West Lombok District, West Nusa
Tenggara Province.
Lebah Sempage
Jurang Malang
Pesorangan Jukung
Kumbi
Pesantek
Tatar Daye
Repok Tatar
plain land

Population and livelihood
•
•
•

population (households)
number
percentage of fanner
households

6,473 people (1,914 households)

landless workers

472

•

number of people who work
abroad
Poverty: number of households that
hold welfare paper (kartu sehaf)
Main agriculture products

76

144 people
796 households (41.6 percent)
Cacao

Land use (km^)
The extent of village
•

Paddy field
imgated paddy rice field
(managed)
not irrigated paddy rice field
(managed)
unmanaged paddy rice field

•

Non-paddy rice field
agriculture land (ponds,
community forest)
Dry field lladang (managed)

dry field lladang
(unmanaged)
others (settlement, industry,
etc)
Public facilities

9.86
0.61
0.41
0.20
-

9.25
8.31
0.62
-

0.32

•

school buildings

5 elementary schools

•

religious buildings

10 unit of mosques and 17 units of small Moslem chapels

•

public health centres

1 local health centre (Puskesmas Pembantu)
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•

electricity

8 health post (Posyandu)
1 village midwife clinic {Pondok Bersalin Desa)
provided by state company

•

transportation

Cars, motorcycles and horse drowns carts

•

None

•

number of households who
access cable telephone
water sources

•

fuel energy for cooking

Firewood

Village organisations *

Springs

•
•
•
•
•
•

Village Representative Body (Badan
Penvusyawaratan Desa)
Village Auxiliaries Institution (Lembaga
Pengembangan Masyarakaf)
People Who Deal With Public Disturbances in
Village (Kasatgas)
Fanners' groups
KMPH (see Chapter 4)
Religious (Moslems) Based Groups

Source; CBS, Village Potential Survey {Podes) 2005; *Lebah Sempage Village Office 2006 and field
observation
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Profile ofSetulang Village

Sub villages

South Malinau Sub District, Malinau District, East
Kalimantan Province
Setulang consist of 5 sub villages (Rukun Warga)

Geographical location

Slope of hills

Administrative location

Population and Livelihood
•

Population (house holds) number

919 people (216 households)

•

Percentage of fanner households

90

•

Landless workers (people)

36

•

Number of people who work
abroad (people)
Number of households that hold welfare
paper (kartu sehaf}
Poverty; number of households that hold
welfare paper (kartu sehaf)
Main agriculture products

35
50 (23.14 percent)
50
paddy rice

Land use (km^)
The extent of village
•

Paddy field
imgated paddy rice field
(managed)
not irrigated paddy rice field
(managed)
Unmanaged paddy rice field

•

Non-paddy rice field

67.31
-

-

-

-

67.31
32.45

agriculture land (ponds,
community forest)
dry field /ladang (managed)

4.32

dry field /ladang (unmanaged)

30.24

others (settlement, industry, etc)

0.30

Public Facilities
•

School buildings

1 elementary school and 1 junior high school

•

Religious buildings

1 church

•

Public health centres*

•

Electricity

1 local health center (Puskesmas) and 1 health post
(Posyandu)
provided by government and/or electricity generator

•

Transportation

long boat (ketinting)

•

Number of households who have
land line telephone access

None
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•

Water sources

springs, rivers

•

Fuel energy for cooking

Firewood

Village organisations*

•
•
•
•
•
•

Village Representative Body {Badan
Permusyawaratan Desa)
Village Auxiliaries Institution (Lembaga
Pengembangan Masyarakaf)
Women Development Group (Pendidikan
Kesejahtareaan Keluarga)
Tanek Olen Management Board (BPHTOS)
Customary Community (Kelompok Masyarakat
Adaf)
Christian Community

Source: CBS, Village Potential Survey (Podes) 2005; * Setulang village office 2006 and field observation
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APPENDIX 8 THE PICTURES OF STUDY VILLAGES

The office of the head of Sedayu Village

J* +

f-'A-S

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2007
The houses of native Lampung in Way Nipah Village

"X-J

*

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2007
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Elementary school in Sesaot Village, Namiada

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006

The gateway in Lebah Sempage Village

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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The gateway of Setulang Village

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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APPENDIX 9 LOCAL PEOPLE

Native Lampungers in Lampung

Photo tal<en by Magdalene in 2006
Javanese w/omen migrants in Sedayu Village (Tanggamus) gathered for arisan

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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Sasak (left) and Balinese (right) community in Namiada District

Photo tai<en by Magdalena in 2006

A Dayak Kenyah Lima Lung woman and her daughter in Setulang Village

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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APPENDIX 10 CIVIL SOCIETY

Farmers group (KMPH) meeting house in Lebah Sempage Village

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
BPHTOS office in Setulang Village

Photo taken by Magdalena 2006
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Setulang villagers and CIFOR staff in front of MRF-CIFOR office, Malinau

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006

Four staff of Rhino Protection Unit (RPU-PKBI) in BBSNP waiting for a lift after surveying Rhino

Photo taken by Magdalena 2006
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APPENDIX 11 PROTECTED-FOREST COVERS

Forest rangers in illegal garden inside BBSNP

Courtesy BBSNP-MU
Photo taken by BBSNP-MU in 2006

'Community forestry' inside Sesaot Protection Forest

309

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006

The virgin Setulang Forest

Photo taken by Magdalena in 2006
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APPENDIX 12 THE ROLES OF STAKEHOLDERS IN BBSNP
Status

Stakeholders

Year

Main Interests

started
NGOs that have formal collaboration agreement vi/ith BBSNP-MU
RPU

NGO

1995

Rhino conservation

WCS-IP

NGO

1997

Wildlife conservation and research

WWF-BBS

NGO

2000

to rehabilitate and secure forest

PT. Sac Nusantara

Private

1992

tourism

1999

to harvest forest products

2002

to harvest forest products

Sector
Community

Self

Private

Supporting Group (KSM)

Sector

"Damar Lestari"
Buana

Jaya

Plantation

Private

Cooperative

Sector

Illegal Logging Response

Donor

Centre

1

March

to reduce illegal logging

2003-2006

Informal stakeholders
WALHI, Watala, Wanacala

NGO

and so on

Advocacy

on

human

rights

regarding natural resources and
community development

Lampung

Conservation

NGO

Watch (LCW)
Saw

mills,

Company

and

Mining

Private

coffee

Sector

businessmen
District (West Lampung,

Govemment

local income (PAD)

Tanggamus and Kaur)
Province (Lampung and
Bengkulu)

Contribution of BBSNP to original

Government

to coordinate districts and other
institutions such as BBSNP MU
and NGOs

Source: Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia & European Commission Indonesia Forest Program 2003; field
observation and interviews.
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APPENDIX 13 THE TASKS AND FUNCTIONS OF BBSNP MANAGEMENT UNIT BEFORE
BECOMING 'BALAI BESAR'

BBSNP Management Unit has the main tasks of implementing the management of the National Park
ecosystem in order to conserve bio natural resources and the ecosystem based on the prevailing
legislation. To implement the main tasks, the Organisational Structure and National Park Work Procedures
have been stipulated through the Decree of the Minister of Forestry No.6186/Kpts-ll/2002 dated 10 June
2002, in vi/hich is stated that BBSNP Bureau has the functions of:
•

Development of plan, program and evaluation of the national park management;

•

National Park management;

•

Preservation and sustainable utilisation of the national park;

•

Protection, security and control of national pari< fires;

•

Promotion and information, tourist support and love of nature, and elucidation of the
conservation of bio natural resources and its ecosystem

•

Cooperating in managing the national park;

•

Conducting administration and household affairs

Source : Adapted from Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia & European Commission Indonesia Forest Program
2003
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APPENDIX 14 REGULATIONS FOR ENTERING BBSNP

Visitors wishing to enter the park can directly contact BBSNP-MU or the office of the local
Temtory Conservation Section to obtain an entry ticket.
Visitors who want to camp should submit a written proposal to the office of BBSNP -ML) or the
office of the local Territory Conservation Section to get SIMAKSI and an entry ticket. Visitors who
want to do research should submit a written request attached to the research proposal and
reference letter from the institution concerned, and the research is to be assisted by BBSNP
officials. On finishing the research, the researchers must report to head of BBSNP-MU and
submit 1 (one) copy of the research results.
Researchers who wish to take a research specimen/sample from BBSNP area should have a
special perniit from the Directorate General of PHKA (for sample of protected species).
Visitors who wish to make a film/video should submit a written request to Head of BBSNP
service and enclose a synopsis. In the implementation, BBSNP officials will assist them. Upon
finishing the activity, they should immediately provide a copy of the shooting activity.
While in BBSNP area, visitors must obey the prevailing provisions and regulations.

Source: Adapted from Ministry of Forestry of Indonesia and European Commission Indonesia Forest Program
2003
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APPENDIX 15 LUHUR TUNGGAL FARMERS' GROUP IN SEDAYU VILLAGE

Luhur Tunggal farmers' group was established by the Rhino Protection Unit (RPU) (an NGO under
BBSNP-MU). It existed before the RPU's Cacao project was implemented in Sedayu. The members
comprised 25 heads of households. The group was an organisation where fanners could share their
problems and help each other, as well as share their knowledge and infomiation. Most fanners did not
have money to buy good seeds and fertilizer. They expected that the group would have connections with
other fanners group that have more capital than their group. The group was one of the requirements to
obtain state's and NGO assistance such as seeds, training and study trips. The activity of Luhur Tunggal
group was collective work in gardens, meetings and Simpan Pinjam (saving and bon-owing). Now, their
capital was Rp. 8000,000. In 2006, the group was still active, with some assistance from BBSNP-MU and
NGO. There was uncertainty about the future of the group if the BBSNP-MU and NGO stopped their
assistance. The group seemed not confident enough to be independent.

Source: Interview with the leader of Luhur Tunggal Group 2006 (V/Lp-S/3, Appendix 4)
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APPENDIX 16 DISTRIBUTION OF MONEY FROM ILLEGAL LOGGING AT LOCAL LEVEL

The calculation of money distributed from illegal logging in SPF is not a simple task. It depends on the
types of timber and the amount spent for bribery. One is as follows:
•

collectors get order from buyers for a cubic meter of SentuI (Sandoricum spp) timber.
Therefore, collectors must make investment of at least Rp. 1,100,000/m3 The cost to cut
SentuI trees in SPF is about Rp.1,100,000 ^ (including chainsaw, driver, and carriers). Collector
can sell this in Sesaot village Rp. 1,300,000/ m^. If buyers are outside Sesaot, they will
commonly pay for about 1.550.000/ m^. Collectors commonly eam about 200,000-350,000 per
cubic meter of SentuI.

•

the owner of the chainsaw, the assistant and cutter commonly cut 2 to 3 trees per day. They
eam Rp.450,000 for one cubic meter. They share it as follows: the owner (Rp.100,000), the
cutter and assistant (Rp.250,000), fuel (Rp.100,000).

•

a canier can carry 2 pieces of timber per day and they can eam Rp.28,000 per day.

•

drivers eam 100,000 for collecting and delivering one cubic meter of timber. They can deliver 2
cubic meters per day. After deducting from costs such as gasoline and assistant, drivers can
eam Rp.25,000-Rp. 50,000 per day.

Source: Group Discussion on illegal logging in SPF 2007 (LM/Ss/7, see Appendix 5)

' 1 AUS $ =Rp. 7,864 (13th July 2007) based on 'currency converter' on
http://au.finance.yahoo com/cuiTency/convert?amt= 1 &fTom=AUD&to=lDR&submit=Convert
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APPENDIX

17 THE STRUCTURE OF SETULANG 'TANEK OLEN' MANAGEMENT BODY

(BPHTOS)

Advisers for the works of:
• Administration
• Customary law
• Law and regulations
• Culture
• Communication
• Health
• Spiritual and religious
Main Committees:
• The head of BPHTOS and the deputy
• Secretary
• Treasurer and the deputy
Sections:
• Finance
• Tourism
• Field guides
• Transportation
• Welfare
• Education and training
• Safety
Source: Sekretariat BPHTOS (Setulang Taneq Olen Management Bodies) 2003
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APPENDIX 18 THE S T R U C T U R E OF THE MALINAU F O R E S T R Y AND P L A N T A T I O N SERVICE

Head of Malinau
Forestry and
Plantation Office

Head of
Administration
Division

Head olr
Forestry
Service

Dissemination
and Land
Conservation
Section

People's Forest
Development
Section

Head of
Plantation Service

Forest Product
Distribution
Section

Agriculture
Development
Section

Extension
Section

Production
Section

Source: Malinau Forestry Service 2006
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APPENDIX 19 THE TASKS AND FUNCTIONS OF THE MALINAU FORESTRY AND PLANTATION
SERVICE REGARDING FORESTRY
The tasks are to conduct forestry extension and land rehabilitation, maintenance and development
of people's forest, community forest as well as establish a plan for expenditure, The forestry service
also collects forestry-related fees and conducts the development and monitoring of timber transport
documents (SKSHH).
The functions are:
•

to monitor, prevent and control the distribution and trade of forest products as well as to
monitor damage to forest;

•

to establish programs, monitoring and evaluation and other related activities;

•

to assist community and NGOs in replanting, maintaining and developing people and/or
private forest;

•

to carry out extensions, re-greening, land and water conservation and the development of
apiculture (periebahan) and sericulture {persuteraan alam).

Source: The Malinau District Decree No. 129/2001 (see Appendix 3)
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APPENDIX 20 CIFOR ACTIVITIES IN MALINAU

Some activities of the ITTO (International Tropical Timber Organisation) project phase I (19972001), particulary in Malinau Selatan District;
•

The research was started by stationing one local research assistant to collect baseline
data in Long Loreh in 1997. In early 1998, CIFOR explored developing scenario-based
methods as a tool for building a common vision and negotiation among stakeholders

•

Training in participatory mapping in Long Loreh in 1998,

•

In 1999, CIFOR conducted a systematic survey of stakeholders, land tenure and forest
related conflicts in 27 villages, as well as organised a five-day community workshop.

•

Workshop on "To Establish a Common Agenda Part II (Membangun Agenda Bersama
II) in Setulang Village on 4-6 December 2000. The wor1<shop was attended by 85
people from 22 villages close to Malinau River, Inhutani II, WWF, CV Putera Surip
Wijaya and CIFOR.

ITTO project phase II (2003-2006) included some activities: the establishment of a forest
management plan, associated capacity building, and facilitated of conflict situation with
neighbouring village.

Sources: Anau etal. 2002; CIFOR 2001; CIFOR 2007
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