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Background
A key principle of REDD is that REDD interventions will not cause socio-economic harm to the
communities in and around the REDD intervention area. In order to implement this principle,
KFCP has collected baseline socio-economic data and is supporting the development alternative
livelihoods in the KFCP area as options to exploiting peat areas in ways that generate green
house gasses.
In the KFCP program’s design phase a number of studies on the KFCP work areas economy were
completed. These studies included:
Analysis of Local Livelihoods From Past to Present in the Central Kalimantan Ex-Mega Rice
Project Area1by ICRAF
Final KFCP Socio-Economic Baseline Report2by CARE Indonesia International
Village Reconnaissance Report3by CARE Indonesia International
Towards sustainable livelihoods in the KFCP pilot project site: Smallholder Rubber as entry
point to sustainable community forest management by Johan Kieft
Along with considerations of program timing (2 years), government priorities (income
generation for communities), the data from these studies was used to select the potential
livelihood areas for interventions by the KFCP alternative livelihood work.
These studies found that livelihood strategies differed between the villages and between the
blocks depending on the condition of the remaining forests.
According to the ICRAF report4, in the lower parts of Block A, the villages of Mantangai Hulu and
Kalumpang were found to depend primarily on rubber and a rice/fallow rotation, with fishing
and forest extraction of secondary importance. The importance of gold mining (in Mantangai
Hulu) and extraction of rattan (in Kalumpang) differentiated the two villages in this zone.
In the Sei Ahas and Katunjung villages in the upper parts of Block A, agriculture (rubber and
paddy) and forest extraction were of similar importance as a livelihood source. Logging of
timber was the second most important source of livelihood in Sei Ahas village, while bark
extraction of Alseodaphne coriacea (gemor) for mosquito repellent coils was the most
important source of income in Katunjung village.
In block E, livelihoods primarily depended on fishing and forest extraction of gemor. Agriculture
(rice as part of a swidden fallow system) and smallholder tree plantations were less important.

Suyanto et. al., Analysis of Local Livelihoods From Past to Present in the Central Kalimantan Ex‐Mega Rice
Project Area, 2009, for KFCP
1

2

Page et. al., Final KFCP Socio-Economic Baseline Report, 2009, for KFCP

Kieft, Towards sustainable livelihoods in the KFCP pilot project site: Smallholder Rubber as entry point to
sustainable community forest management, 2010, for KFCP
3

Suyanto et. al., Analysis of Local Livelihoods From Past to Present in the Central Kalimantan Ex‐Mega Rice
Project Area, p. 2, 2009, for KFCP
4
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The socio economic baseline likewise found that rubber, gemor, and fisheries were important
livelihoods in the KFCP work area.
In the block A, 37 percent of the households claim that rubber is their main source of income
and another 17 percent claims rubber as their secondary source of income. The figures for the
block E are lower, with 12 percent and 9 percent respectively.
Gemor was also identified as a key source of livelihoods for communities in Block E. According
to the KCFCP baseline study, 14 percent of the households in block E claim that gemor is their
main source of income and another 7 percent claims gemor as their secondary source of income.
The figures for block A are lower, with 4 percent and 5 percent respectively. Table 1
summarizes some important figures related to gemor in both blocks. Table 2 provides the
position of gemor compared to other source of income.
Based on the importance of these two commodities, the existing markets for these commodities,
lack of clear potential for other commodities, the political benefits of providing economic
impacts quickly, and the relatively short project period, KFCP chose to focus its alternative
livelihood efforts on rubber and gemor. Based on the analysis of this data, it was felt by the
livelihoods consultant that rubber and gemor had the best potential for relatively quickly
increasing farmer incomes without increasing exploitation of peat lands and generation of green
house gasses.

The Contract: GRM – International Forest and Livelihoods Experts
In late 2009, KFCP contracted with GRM International to provide assessment, training, and
management for piloting their alternative livelihoods program.
According to the contract, the GRM International team would be made up of three consultants:
The Team Leader/Chief Livelihood Advisor (CLA);
Farmer Field School (FFS) Consultant; and
Value Chain/Commodity (VCC) Consultant.
Team Leader/Chief Livelihood Advisor (CLA) was responsible for preparing all aspects of field
implementation of the KFCP livelihood improvement strategy during the pilot phase. The
livelihood strategy as developed emphasized three core interventions:
1. Improve value chains of key peat land based commodities, rubber and gemor, through
linking added-value enhancements with delivery of ecological services;
2. Enhance farmers’ skills in managing crops and reduce the impact of their activities on
peat lands; and
3. Secure assets through village forest concessions.
The Farmer Field School Consultant was responsible for:

GRM KFCP Livelihoods Pilot Phase Final Report

Page 2

1. Developing and leading a rapid training needs assessment with key stakeholders and
develop common understanding based on available documentation of agricultural
knowledge systems;
2. Identifying capacity gaps and proposing solutions within the framework of the KFCP
livelihoods Strategy;
3. Re-establishing the research-farmer-extension triangle for the target area
4. Develop a curriculum outline and recommend the best period for interventions;
5. Identifying solutions and learning approaches taking into account the local cultural
context and peat land related matters;
6. Leading the piloting of the first farmer field school; and
7. Developing the final documents for up-scaling the approach.
The Value Chain/Commodity (VCC) consultant was responsible for:
1. Providing guidance to the joint value chain assessment process
2. Developing alternative sorting and marketing arrangements based on guidance from the
CLA, taking into account REDD and sustainable peat land management standards
3. Conducting in-depth analysis of the impact of value chain improvement on opportunity
costs and assess impact of improvement in value chain on land use dynamics (land
prices and pressure on peat land) and recommend possible solutions
4. Assisting in the development of a REDD value chain based on real-time value chain
analysis
5. Assessing bottlenecks in value chain improvement and provide alternatives
6. Working alongside stakeholders to ensure that proposed interventions are owned by
local actors.
In summary, the design of the contract was that the Value Chain /Commodity consultant was
responsible for assessing the value chains of these two commodities and developing strategies
to improve those value chains for the benefits of community members in the KFCP work area.
The Farmer Field School consultant was responsible for assessing the training needs of farmer
in the KFCP work area, designing the curriculum for a farmer field school, and then overseeing
members of the KFCP Community Engagement team implement a pilot farmer field school. The
Team Leader would oversee and support the efforts to improve the value chain, develop the
farmer field schools, as well as develop the process for helping farmers secure assets through
village forest concessions.

Activities and Outputs
In order to meet these responsibilities, the contract laid out three sets of activities, Value Chain
Assessment, Farmer Field School, and Village Institution (development).
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The Value Chain Assessment activity consisted of a joint by value chain analysis for rubber and
gemor followed by a workshop to document the quality grades of rubber. The results of these
activities would be fed into the farmer field schools and also become the basis for training in
rubber quality and control. Finally, an assessment would be made of the potential for
developing an SMS that could deliver actionable price information to farmers in the KFCP work
area.
The Farmer Field School activity consisted essentially of conducting a participatory technical
and learning needs assessment of farmers in the KFCP work area, designing a curriculum based
on identified learning needs, and training select CE Team staff in the implementation of a pilot
farmer field school. The CE Team livelihoods staff would then implement the farmer field
school under the supervision of the Farmer Field School Consultant.
The final activity, Village Institution, was initially aimed at developing the Village Forest (Hutan
Desa) through a seminar on Village Forests followed by socializing the concept of village forests
in the villages of the KFCP work area.
The tables below show each activity, the contracted output and the actual outputs for the GRM
Livelihood contract.
Activity 1: Value Chain Assessments
No.
1.1

Activity
Joint Value Chain
Analysis

Contract Output
Report

1.2

Grading Workshop

Workshop Report

1.3

DRC testing kit (leaflet,
color patel)
Training in
grading/quality control
SMS Marketing
Assessment

Kit

1.4
1.5

Report
Assessment Report

Actual Output –Report Title
Commodity Status Report:
Rubber
Commodity Status Report: Gemor
Value Chain Assessment
Workshop Report
Rubber Grading Workshop
Report
Guide
Rubber Grading Training
Workshop
SMS Marketing Information
System Assessment for the KFCP
Area

Activity 2: Farmer Field School
2.1

Participatory training
needs assessment

Assessment Report

Need and Opportunity Analysis
of Rubber-Peatland Farmer Field
Schools

2.2

Training in FFW

Training Report

2.3

Support for on farm
experiments

Report

2.3

Assessment of KFCP
Livelihoods Initiative

Report

Report on the Training of
trainers for the Rubber Farmer
Field School
Activity changed to Internal
Assessment of KFCP Livelihoods
Program
KFCP Livelihoods Initiative
Assessment Meeting
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2.4

Farmer Field Day

Report

Activity dropped due to
scheduling issues and end of
GRM contract

KFCP Village Institution
Workshop Report
Changed to Strategy
Development with CE Team
KFCP Village Institution: Startup
Strategy

Activity 3: Village Institution
3.1

Seminar

Seminar Report

3.2

Village Meeting

Report

3.2

Village Institution
Strategy

Report

Changes in Activities and Outputs
Over the life of the project, three sub-activities were changed or dropped. These were Activity
2.3 – Support on Farm Experiments; Activity 2.4 – Farmers’ Field Day; and Activity 3.2 – Village
Meeting.
Under Activity 2, the Farmer’s Field Day sub-activity was dropped due to timing issues. The
original plan was to hold the Farmer’s Field Day after the end of the Farmer Field School in
order to share the results of the Farmer Field School with other members of the villages. The
Farmer Field School pilot was completed in July, a month before the scheduled end of the
contract. The plan was to hold the Farmers Field Day in early August. However, the
participants of the Farmer Field School were not ready to participate in a Farmer Field Day until
after they had demonstrated selling quality rubber directly to the factories. They wanted to be
able to show others in the village hard evidence that selling directly to factories would garner
higher profits than their current system.
However, due to Ramadan starting August 11 and Independence Day on August 17, organizing
to sell directly to the factories was scheduled for late August/early September. This schedule
could not be accommodated under the GRM contract schedule. Therefore, the Farmer Field Day
was dropped from the GRM contract. This activity should still take place, but under funding
from a different contract.
Two sub-activities, Support for on Farm Experiments (Activity 2.3) and Village Meetings
(Activity 3.2), were adjusted when the original plans for these activities were found to be
incompatible with the situation in the field.
The Support for on Farm Experiments was originally designed to be support for conducting
experiments with Biochar in the field. Biochar has the potential of improving the fertility of
marginal soils by reducing soil acidity and reducing green house gas emissions. Preliminary
work on the potential of Biochar in the region was done by experts from the Norwegian
Geotechnical Institute, Oslo, Norway and UNDP, Jakarta, Indonesia in the Palangka Raya area.
The result of this preliminary work was the recognition that more research and experimenting
would needed to be done on soils within the KFCP work area before any on farm
demonstrations could be implemented. As this type of experimental work was outside the
scope of the GRM contract and would not be completed before the end of the contract, the on
farm experiment activities were dropped.
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At the time the decision was made not to go forward with the on farm experiments, KFCP was
beginning to conduct a review of its livelihood strategy. Therefore, some of the resources
originally assigned to the On Farm Experiments activity were reassigned to holding a meeting to
review and assess KFCP livelihoods initiative. This activity was held on June 2010.
The other sub-activities adjusted were the Seminar and Village Meetings sub-activities under
Activity 3, Village Institutions. These sub-activities had originally been designed to develop the
initial planning and socialization necessary to develop Village Forests (Hutan Desa) as the main
institution for REDD in the villages. The original concept for the seminar was to bring together
experts in Village Forests to help KFCP design the process for the area. The Village Meetings
were then a follow up activity to introduce the concept of Village Forests to the villages in the
KFCP work area.
As planning for this seminar began, it was clear that delving too deeply into developing Village
Forests was not appropriate at that stage of the project. Key questions needed to be answered
before advocating for the development of village forests. These questions included:
What options were available and appropriate for KFCP/REDD village institutions;
How these options would be introduced to the villages; and
How would the villages decide on which institutions were best for their situation,
Therefore, the concept of the seminar was changed to an internal workshop within KFCP to
identify and evaluate potential institutions and outline plans to facilitate villages in choosing
appropriate REDD village institutes. This workshop was held soon after the initial socialization
of KFCP in the villages, and was critical for developing the CE Teams strategies and plans to
work with communities to develop institutions and processes to work collaboratively with the
other KFCP interventions.
During the life of the project, major changes were made in three contracted sub-activities. All of
these changes were made in response to the current situations in the field that made the subactivities as scheduled unsuitable for implementation under this GRM International contract.
Two sub-activities, on farm experiments of biochar and the farmer field day should still be
implemented under different funding mechanisms when the timing is programmatically
appropriate. Under the revisions of the GRM contract, KFCP’s strategy for developing village
institutions has been made clear and the steps for developing the Village Forest defined. This
activity will continue to develop under the CARE contract and other appropriate funding
mechanisms.

Time Frame and Implementation Schedule
The original contract period was for five and half months, starting on December 14 2009 and
ending on May 31 2010. A key assumption underlying this original schedule was that KFCP
would be able to socialize their program in the district and the field in early 2010. Based on
this assumption, the value chain analysis and participatory training needs would take place at
the same time as the project socialization, and as soon as those two activities were complete,
fieldwork could start directly in the field.
However, that schedule could not be maintained because the socialization of KFCP at the district
and village took longer to complete than expected. Socialization of the project down to the
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village level was completed in April 2010. The result of this pause was that no work could be
initiated in the villages until May 2010. In addition, preparing and implementing the
socialization process was the CE Team’s priority through April 2010, which pushed back the
schedule for training the CE Team members in implementing the Farmer Field School into May
2010. Thus implementation of the Farmer Field School took place during June and July 2010.
These changes in the time period of the contract were discussed with IAFCP during
implementation, and appropriate contract extensions were negotiated.
The other activities were implemented within the contracted and extended time periods and
integrated into the KFCP and CE Team work schedules. The table below shows the actual
implementation dates of the GRM Livelihood Contract activities and sub-activities.
Actual Implementation Dates of GRM KFCP Livelihood Activities:
Activity 1
No.
Activity
Joint value Chain Analysis
Value Chain Workshop
Grading Workshop
DRC Testing Kit
Training in Grading/Quality Control
SMS Marketing Assessment
Activity 2
No.
Activity
Participatory training needs
assessment
Training in FFW
Assessment of KFCP Alternative
Livelihoods
Farmer Field Day
Activity 3
No.
Activity
Village Institution Workshop
Village Institution Strategy

Actual Implementation
December 2009 - March 2010
April 26/27, 2010
June 28, 2010
September 2010
July 19, 2010
April 2010
Actual Implementation
December 2009 - March 2010
May 14 – 21, 2010
July 13, 2010
Cancelled
Actual Implementation
June 16/17, 2010
July 2010

Activity Summaries
Below are summaries of the activity reports submitted to IAFCP for each of the sub-activities of
the GRM contract. The summaries focus on presenting the outcomes or results of each of the
activities. As much as possible, the repetition of data and/or findings is minimized.
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Activity 1: Rubber Value Chain
1.1. Joint Value Chain Analysis
Gemor shows medium to long term potential
Based on the results of the socio-economic baseline, gemor makes up the primary or secondary
source of income for 21% of the families in Block E. The ICRAF survey estimates that 35% of
the family incomes in Block E are from gemor. The dependence on gemor in Block A is lower,
with only 9% of families reporting that their primary or secondary source of income is gemor
collecting.
Gemor is a good potential candidate for the project because it grows in peat forests with soil
acidity (pH) 3to 4 and depth of peat of 1-2 meters (Panjaitan, 2009, Wahyu 2003). Better
management of peat land forests, could increase the availability of gemor as a non-timber forest
product.
Gemor also has a natural market with mosquito coil producers. The composition of gemor not
only provides the active ingredient to repel mosquitoes, but the consistency of gemor is gluelike and helps hold the coil together.
However, the Value Chain Analysis found that the gemor market in the area is in a state of
decline. The causes of the decline come from both the supply and demand side for the
commodity.
On the supply side, current data suggests that the availability of gemor is declining in the KFCP
area. ICRAF reports that, in the past, gemor trees with diameter of around 90 cm were available
in the forest, producing around 500 to 700 of dried bark. Their respondents reported that the
situation has changed, and currently only limited numbers of gemor trees are available, and
these have an average diameter of around 5‐15 cm, producing only around 10‐20 kg of dried
bark.
This decline is due to both the destruction of forests by a) the ex-mega rice project as well as the
opening up of forests for palm oil plantations and b) long term extraction of existing stock in the
remaining forests. The current extraction system tends to be unsustainable. There is no
tradition of ownership of gemor trees in the area; therefore it is in the best interest of collectors
to maximize their harvest, which requires killing the tree. There is no incentive to partially
harvest the bark and maintain the tree alive (which is possible), as other collectors will harvest
the remaining bark and kill the tree.
As the availability of natural gemor declines, gemor collecting becomes less profitable due to
lower harvests. Currently, the returns to gemor collecting cannot compete with other economic
activities, such working as paid labor on plantations. This will lead to less collecting as
alternatives become more viable.
On the supply side, Kalimantan gemor faces competition with imported gemor from Vietnam.
The Vietnamese gemor is of lower quality than Kalimantan gemor, but has a lower price (30 to
50% lower at the time of the survey) and is delivered to producers in bulk and on a schedule.
There are also other natural and chemical substitutes for gemor, including pyrethrum,
pyrethins, allethrin, and esbiothrin. The mosquito coil market is price sensitive, and gemor does
not add additional value to the final product compared these alternatives. Therefore, these
substitutes will also limit the price mosquito coil makers are willing to pay for natural gemor.
GRM KFCP Livelihoods Pilot Phase Final Report
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The current weakness in the gemor value chain is demonstrated by the fact that at the time of
the survey a number of collectors and mills had recently gotten out of the gemor business. The
one remaining trader in the region at the time of the survey has since passed away.
The results of this survey show that there is little potential for gemor in the short term. There is
greater potential in the medium to longer term.
For the medium and long-term perspective, gemor remains a viable option for the project. Two
simultaneous interventions are important for developing the gemor value chain.
1. Supply driven programs.
a. Increase the supply of gemor through replanting as part of
restoration/reforestation efforts;
b. Improve peat swamp forest management to minimize the green house gas
impacts of harvesting gemor (minimize use of canals and prevent the use of fire)
c. Develop systems that promote sustainable, live harvesting and/or replanting of
gemor.
2. Market driven linkages programs.
a. Restore and enhance the gemor market chain by connecting buyers and sellers at
all levels of the chain to promote clear strategies and partnerships along the
value chain.
Rubber has potential for short term gains
Rubber is a key source of livelihoods for communities in the KFCP project area, in particular in
the Block A. In the block A, 37 percent of the households claim that rubber is their main source
of income and another 17 percent claims rubber as their secondary source of income. The
figures for the block E are lower, with 12 percent and 9 percent respectively. Table 1 shows
some important figures related to rubber in both areas.
Table 1. Key rubber related indicators.
Key Indicators
Income/livelihoods
Rubber as primary income
Rubber as secondary income
Rubber as primary or secondary income
Forest cover / land use
Rubber plot
Crop distribution (Plots having rubber)
Rubber plot
Rubber plot
Rubber plot on peat land (of total rubber plot)
% of rubber plots burned by uncontrolled fire

Block A

Block E

37%
17%
54%

12%
9%
21%

49%
56%
1047 ha
47%
52%
49%

67%
69%
810 ha
38%
4%
58%

Source: CARE baseline report (2009)
At the farm level, the current technology in use is basic and traditional. Most of the older rubber
plots are mixed systems with rattan, timber and non-timber trees. These plots are rarely
GRM KFCP Livelihoods Pilot Phase Final Report
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planned or laid out. More recently, some farmers have begun planting rubber as monoculture;
spacing in these plots is often dependent on the number of seedlings a farmer can afford.
Harvest and post harvest systems are traditional and do not follow recommended practices.
Poor tapping practices may be costing farmers as much as 50% in the amount of latex produces.
Poor post process and coagulating practices has resulted in a low-level quality or rubber being
produced in the area. Farmers use non-recommended coagulants5, soak their rubber, and have
been known to add contaminates such as bark, sand, and other filler. Often the goal is to
increase the weight of the rubber in order to increase the amount they are paid. Farmers also
see the sale of rubber as a way to generate income quickly, and thus often sell their rubber
without processing it properly. These practices have resulted in giving the Mantangai region a
reputation for producing poor quality rubber leading to lower prices overall for the rubber from
the region.
The market chain is relatively short. Farmers sell to village collectors, who sell to regional
collectors, who sell to the rubber factories in Kapuas or Banjarmasin. Information flows along
the value chain are limited. Farmers and village collectors do not have direct access to factory
or world rubber prices and depend on regional collectors to set prices. In addition, not all
farmers understand the factors that influence the prices they are offered. Regional collectors
have access to price information from the factory they work with and are also to receive
information on the average price from the eleven factories that are members of GAPKINDO
through SMS.
Collectors transmit some information regarding the demand for quality rubber from the
factories to the farmers, but are not able to influence greatly farmer behavior. Rubber quality,
particularly Dried Rubber Content (DRC), cannot yet be measured in the field. Therefore pricing
in the field is determined by the collectors based on visual inspection and their knowledge of
current factory prices.
Although the market is competitive, farmers are often tied to a collector through the provision
of pre-harvest loans, limiting their ability to sell to higher bidders. The collectors face the same
dynamics, becoming tied to one factory after taking loans to finance collection trips. Again, this
limits their ability to search for the best price for their rubber.
The factories in the region (Kapuas and Banjarmasin) claim that the international demand for
rubber is strong, and they expect it to remain strong. The factories are providing a continuing
demand for local rubber. According to GAPKINDO, the majority of rubber factories do not
maintain maximum production throughout the year. There is still a relative shortage in the
supply of rubber, particularly good quality rubber, to the factories. Because of this, some
factories will purchase poor quality rubber in order to fill their contracts with international
buyers.
The factories are willing to offer prices to collectors based on the DRC and contamination levels
of the rubber delivered. However, because the DRC measurement process may take a couple of
hours or longer, many collectors choose not to wait for the results, and sell their rubber at
prices based on visual inspection.
Government policy has been established to help ensure minimum prices to farmers and
middlemen as well as minimum contamination levels for rubber being traded. These policies
The recommended coagulants are not directly available in the district. The closest point of sales
identified was in Banjarmasin.
5
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have not been well socialized in the villages. And at the time of the value chain survey, there
was no active government monitoring/supervision of the rubber trade.
The extension of recommended rubber cultivation, harvesting, and processing practices has not
been extensive. Extension efforts are often project based and carried out by NGOs. The
government extension service does not have the capacity to provide full services to the whole
district, and the more remote villages seldom, if ever, see government extension workers.
Based on the findings of the survey, the following activities were recommended to improve the
value chain for rubber from the Mantangai area:
Hold a multi-stakeholder value chain workshop to collaboratively define key steps to
improving the market chain;
Develop measurable quality and grading standards understood by all players in the
value chain;
Improve farm and post harvest management practices;
Develop access to financial services for farmers and collectors;
Develop access to key inputs, particularly recommended coagulants;
1.2 Value Chain and Grading Workshops
Value Chain Workshop – Vision and Collaboration
As the follow up to the Rubber Value Chain Assessment, GRM and KFCP held a multi-stakeholder
Value Chain Workshop in April 2010. In attendance were representatives of the rubber value
chain of the KFCP intervention area, consisting of rubber farmers, rubber collectors, factory
owners, GAPKINDO, government agencies and academics.
The goals of the workshop were:
Developing a common understanding of the rubber value chain from producer to
factory; and
Developing agreed upon interventions to improve the value chain in ways that benefit
stakeholders without hurting any stakeholders.
The objectives of the workshop were, that by the end of the workshop the participants would:
Be able to explain, in detail, the rubber value chain in the KFCP area;
Be able to explain experience and lessons from the rubber market in Jambi/Sumatra;
Have develop a vision for their value chain;
Have identified and prioritized the key constraints and opportunities in the current
value chain and their effects on stakeholders and the whole system; and
Have developed a value chain action plan.
The work with the group to assess the rubber value chain before creating a shared vision
generated the same information as reported above in the description of the Rubber Value Chain.
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After describing and analysing the existing situation of the rubber value chain, the group
worked together to develop a vision for the future of the value chain. In a participatory process
of meta-planning they developed the vision below.
Vision for Kalimantan Rubber Value Chain

The ultimate goal of the envisioned market chain is to supply good quality rubber to the factory.
This goal will be supported by economically viable prices for the farmers and collectors. For the
farmers and collectors to get the best prices the farmers will be producing high quality rubber
and pricing information will be readily available to both collectors and farmers in a value chain
where all actors are working together. Finally, the value chain will follow Indonesian
government for quality and pricing standards.
Having defined their vision, the group identified and prioritized key blocks and opportunities
for achieving that vision. The table below lists these out:
Blocks and Challenges
o

o

o
o

o

Limited and uneven human resources –
particularly regarding the skills, knowledge and
attitudes for producing and selling high quality
rubber;
Lack of availability of materials (asam semut) to
coagulate rubber at the sub-district and village
levels;
Lack of access to funds/investment money for
replanting rubber;
Lack of a common perception among farmers,
collectors, and factories regarding the market
chain (and need for quality rubber to supply to
the world market);
Inconsistent application of the existing rules;
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Opportunities
o

o

o

o

o
o

To empower farmers - farmers groups,
government programs, NGO and development
programs can be utilized;
To control quality - government regulations,
factories’ requirements, and government
programs can be implemented;
To market directly to the factories - existing
farmer groups and transportation systems can be
used;
For sources for inputs - key inputs are on the
market in Banjarmasin and possible through
government programs;
For partnership - there is a desire for partnership;
For replanting rubber stands -government policy
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o
o

o

o
o
o
o

Lack of acceptance of testing rubber quality
before setting and paying prices;
Government regulations on quality and pricing
rubber have not yet been socialized thoroughly
in the area;
Farmers are of the habit of considering rubber as
a last alternative for meeting needs of daily
living;
Collectors still purchase poor quality rubber;
The communities are not yet self-supporting in
developing their rubber production;
The scales used during collection are not
accurate; and
Farmers have low skills in managing rubber
cultivation and production;

o

o

and programs for upgrading rubber production
through replanting (not area expansion) are
available;
For market information - there is a need for
market information and hand phones are
ubiquitous;
For pricing - Government regulations on pricing;

The key blocks to achieving an improved rubber value chain, according to the workshop
participants revolved around the skills and practices of farmers, the availability of key inputs
(both material and financial), and lack of cohesion and common understanding within the value
chain itself. The key opportunities consisted of taking advantage of government programs and
policies, NGO and development projects in the region (including KFCP), and the mutual desire
from stakeholders to improve the value chain.
Based on the key blocks identified, the group developed the following list of potential actions to
improve the value chain.
Extension;
o

Improve farmer farm management (technical and business) capacity;

o

Empower farmers and collectors through training, Farmer Field School,
comparative studies, extension, and media (print and electronic);

o

Strengthen farmer groups and enable them to sell directly to factories;

o

Develop rubber demonstration plots.

o

Stimulate assistance (government, NGO, private business) through facilitating
programs and aid; and

o

Connect suppliers (wholesalers/retailers) with farmers.

Develop information and conduct (often) socializations about government and ministry
regulations regarding quality and marketing of rubber to all stakeholders.
o

Socialize the standards for quality rubber (by KFCP, GAPKINDO, and other
stakeholders);

o

Hold workshops on the criteria for quality rubber and its connection with prices;
and

o

Produce leaflets leaflet about the SOPs to access the criteria for quality rubber
and rubber pricing.
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Identify and access sources of financing and implement rubber replanting with farmer
groups.
Develop a business group that can manage rubber market information and provide
actionable information to farmers and collectors;
In the end, the suggested actions that will be followed up after the workshop by the KFCP
Livelihoods program were:
Implementation of the Farmer Field Schools to improve Rubber Quality, Marketing, and
Cultivation
Holding a workshop to develop rubber-grading standards
Holding a training in rubber grading with local area collectors
It was also mentioned that the KFCP Livelihood programs might take on the task of developing
Access to financing for rubber farmers
Developing price information delivery systems
However, these activities depend on the follow up KFCP plans for Livelihood Development and
were not committed to at the workshop.
This workshop was the first of its kind in the region where all actors of the rubber market chain
sat down together to evaluate the value chain and develop a common vision. There is a wealth
of important and useful details in their brainstorming and discussions that can serve as a basis
for future interventions. In addition, all the participants realized their interdependence and left
willing to work together for their mutual benefit.
1.2 Rubber Grading Workshop: Clarifying Rubber Quality
On June 28, 2010, GRM held a workshop with representatives of the Rubber Value Chain from
the KFCP work area designed to agree on clear criteria of rubber quality standards and develop
the material for a leaflet/handbook that would provide a reference to evaluating rubber quality.
Attendees included representatives from the Kapuas rubber factory, GAPKINDO, Mantangai area
rubber collectors, farmers from Mantangai and Mangkutup, and the District Department of
Plantations and the Department of Industry, Trade, and Cooperatives.
The group developed a framework for evaluating the quality of rubber based on four key
characteristics:
Purity: The rubber needs to be clean without any foreign matter or contaminants;
Coagulation: The coagulation process has to be done correctly;
Plasticity; and
Dry Rubber Content (DRC)
The criteria for the four characteristics are:
o

Purity
a. Clean rubber with a yellowish white color;
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b. No contaminants such as leaves, twigs, bark, sand, etc;
c. No contamination from using dirty or turbid water (air-tanah) in processing and
d. No forbidden materials such as vulcanized rubber (old tires, sandals, etc.).
o

Coagulant
e. Use of recommended coagulants such as Asam Semut or Deurop SOP, or
coagulated naturally without chemicals;
f.

Well processed rubber has a sharp, clean rubber smell;

g. Rubber processed with non-recommended coagulants, such as pineapple juice,
Tawas, or Urea smells of the coagulant and/or smells rotten; and
h. Reusing coagulant or using in the wrong concentration results in poor
coagulation and poorer quality rubber.
o

Plasticity;
i.

The rubber should be unbreakable;

j.

Poor rubber can be broken or crumbles; and

k. Do not dry rubber under the direct sun as this lowers quality.
o

Dry Rubber Content (DRC);
l.

DRC can only be measured by laboratory equipment;

m. DRC of between 40-60% is considered low DRC and over 60% considered high
DRC;
n. Good quality rubber has higher DRC than poor quality rubber; and
o. Soaking rubber in rivers/water reduces DRC.
The connection between quality and price is not as clear-cut as might be desired. There are no
official grades of rubber for this market. Government regulations only stipulate that rubber
with more than 5% contaminants should not be sold or bought.
Under government regulations, the only rubber characteristic that affects farm-gate prices is
Dried Rubber Content. The official formula is:
Weight x %DRC x 75% x FOB Price = Minimum Farm Gate Price
Improving the quality of rubber will have some direct affect on prices received. First, good
quality rubber processed with recommended coagulants has a higher DRC than low quality
rubber and therefore will receive higher prices. Second, some factories will offer marginally
better prices for clean, high quality rubber independent of DRC calculations. Thirdly, factories
offer different pricing levels to different regions based on each regions reputation for the quality
of its rubber. As the Mantangai region has a poor reputation, rubber from that area receives
lower prices than other areas.
The best price determination is made at the factory gate, where contamination levels and DRC
can be measured. For these reason, GAPKINDO and factory owners recommend that farmers
form groups and sell directly to factories in order to get the best, most accurate prices for their
rubber.
Because of the indirect connection between quality and pricing (e.g. contamination levels do not
directly determine prices), the handbook that will be produced as a result of this workshop will
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not, in itself, help improve the prices farmers receive for their rubber. It will provide farmers
and collectors with clear information on the criteria for good rubber, which is the basis for other
interventions in the supply chain that can improve prices. These other interventions include:
Improving the quality of rubber from the area and objectively demonstrating that
improvement to factories will improve the areas bargaining power. Improving the
area’s reputation will benefit both farmers and collectors;
o

As part of improving the area’s reputation, farmers, traders, and factories will
need to stop producing and trading low quality, unacceptable rubber
(contaminants greater than 5%). The market in unacceptable quality rubber
provides an incentive for farmers to continue producing lower quality rubber.

Developing farmers’ groups that sell directly to factories will also help assist the farmers
to capture gains from improved quality. If farmer groups can deliver directly to the
factory and wait for the DRC to be calculated, they can receive the full benefits of
improving the quality of their rubber. Providing high quality rubber will also improve
their bargaining position with the factories;
If the University of Gajah Mada can develop an instrument for measuring DRC in the
field and this instrument is adopted in Mantangai, farmers and collectors will be able to
directly see the relationship between quality and price. Moreover, combining such an
instrument with price information (FOB at regional ports and prices at local factories)
will allow farmers to calculate expected prices for their rubber;
Finally, in the future there may be an opportunity to negotiate price differentials based
on the quality criteria established above. Such negotiation could take place directly
between farmers groups and factories during contracting or could include government
and the development of local government policy on rubber pricing.
1.3 DRC testing kit (leaflet, color patel)– Documenting Quality
Currently, there is no field testing kit for Dried Rubber Content (DRC), although it is report that
the University of Gajah Mada is developing one for the Indonesian Government. In place of a
technical testing kit for DRC, GRM and KFCP developed a booklet that describes both in words
and photos the characteristics of acceptable and unacceptable rubber. The description of quality
rubber is based on the results of the grading workshop reported above. The photos of good and
poor quality rubber were provided by GAPKINDO.
The booklet has been developed both in Bahasa Indonesia and the local Dayak dialect. The
version in the local dialect will be distributed to farmers and village collectors in the KFCP work
area.
1.4 Training in grading/quality control
Following the Rubber Grading Workshop, GRM held Rubber Grading Training for 16 village
collectors from the KFCP area.
The goals and objectives of the Rubber Training Workshop were that after the workshop the
participants would be able to:
Explain the Rubber Market Value Chain
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Explain elements that affect the price of rubber
Identify acceptable/good quality rubber
Explain the benefits of acceptable/good quality rubber
The workshop was held in Kuala Kapuas at the Hotel Raudah on
July 19, 2010.
The first sessions of this training covered information and
analysis on the rubber value chain and the characteristics of
Examining Rubber Samples
quality rubber that have been covered in the descriptions
above. The participants first identified strengths and
weaknesses in the value chain, and what they could do to improve the weaknesses. Then the
participants discussed the characteristics of good and poor quality rubber before testing their
rubber evaluation skills on samples of rubber brought to the training.
After learning the criteria for quality rubber, the group discussed the elements that go into the
pricing of rubber in the Mantangai area, starting with international influences on price and
working down to local influences. The key price determinants discussed included:
International demand and economic situation. Weak international economics tends to
reduce the demand for natural rubber and therefore reduces prices;
Indonesia’s international reputation for processed rubber also determines the prices
collectors and farmers receive. In international markets, Thai rubber receives better
prices than Indonesian rubber due to its higher quality. A strategic goal for GAPKINDO
is to improve the quality and reputation of Indonesia’s rubber and thereby increase the
prices. However, improving the quality of Indonesia’s rubber will require cooperation
from all actors in Indonesia’s rubber market.
The local supply and demand for each factory influences prices. Factories with low
stocks on hand will tend to pay higher prices than those factories with high stocks on
hand;
Regional reputations also influence prices. Lowland areas tend to be offered lower
prices than highland area (on the assumption that DRC is lower) as are areas with a
reputation for poor quality rubber; and
Locally, the quality of rubber supplied influence prices either through an offer of higher
prices by factories over poorer rubber or through higher DRC percentages. Better
quality rubber reduces the risk of rejection and should garner higher prices at the
factory gate.
In the discussion that followed, it was pointed out that local level actors have no control over
international demand, and that price fluctuations due to changes in international demand are
part of the risk of doing business.
Regarding local demand by factories, the group recognized that improve information on which
factories were buying and which factories were currently well stocked would be helpful to
farmers, collectors, and factories. By directing rubber to factories with short supplies, farmers
and collectors would earn more, and supply chain would improve its capacity to supply
factories the rubber they need when they needed it.
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The group also discussed the potential for improving regional reputations by promoting better
quality processing by farmers and collectors and then, in a sense, working to “brand” their
rubber so that factories know that the quality has improved.
Finally, it was clear to all the participants that the basis for most of these improvements in price
is the quality of rubber. Producing good quality rubber can lead to short term gains in price
through better relations with factories and long-term gains through improved reputations
regionally and internationally.
In the last session of the training, the group brainstormed actions that they could implement to
improve the rubber market chain. The participant’s ideas included:
1. Process their rubber using recommended coagulants as an example to other rubber
farmers in their village;
2. Harvest and process rubber according to the recommended procedures;
3. Distribute information about the government rules for producing and selling rubber;
4. Not accept low quality rubber; and
5. Give good prices to good quality rubber as a motivation for farmers to produce good
quality rubber.
In addition, during the closing discussion, the facilitator added the suggestion that the village
collectors pool their collections and sell directly to the factories, cutting out the regional
collectors. The participants responded that they did wish to sell directly to the factories but had
not done so for two reasons. The first was that their average collection was not large enough to
warrant shipping directly to the factories. The second was that they felt nervous (kurang
berani) to approach the factories directly.
Pooling their collections would overcome the first issue, allowing the village collectors to collect
shipments large enough to be profitably delivered directly to factories. This should not only
garner them higher payments for their rubber as one leg of the market chain has been deleted,
but also help to establish their regions reputation as their rubber would not be mixed in with
other regions rubber. However, it was stressed, that any gains in payments from this would
need to be shared with the rubber farmers, particularly if they hoped to collect good quality
rubber.
The CE Team also told the group that they could assist in facilitating connections with factories
by helping with introductions and facilitating meetings. But the CE team also made clear that
they could not provide any financial support for the effort.
This training was the first time for the village collectors in the KFCP work area to meet together
to discuss the rubber market chain. All of them found the meeting to be informative and useful.
They left with a better understanding of the market chain and had received valuable
information about pricing, government regulations, and rubber quality. The particularly
appreciated the opportunity to talk with and hear from a factory representative. They all felt
that the training had improved their ability to recognize and evaluate the quality of rubber and
they had a new appreciation for the importance of improving the quality of rubber.
1.5 SMS Marketing Assessment –Potential for Price Information through SMS
One clear weakness in the rubber value chain in the Mantangai area is the lack of price
information reaching local farmers. In the past, the remoteness of the area and lack of
GRM KFCP Livelihoods Pilot Phase Final Report

Page 18

communication technology would have been a major block to improving access to market and
price information out of Kapuas, Banjarmasin, and further a field. However, with increasing
ubiquity of hand phones and SMS services, such blocks to information are being overcome
around the world.
GRM has been working in Africa on projects that have provided farmers with price and key
market information through SMS systems. This assessment use the criteria and lessons learned
from work implemented in Zambia over the past four years. This report describes the current
market chain and information flows, discuss the criteria and lessons learned from Zambia, and
applies those to Central and South Kalimantan.
Thisreport is based on the article Connecting Smallholders with Dynamic Markets: A Market
Information Service in Zambia6, which details the principles for an SMS Marketing Information
Systems (MIS) based an analysis of strengths and weaknesses of MISs in other countries around
the world. These principles are7:
o

The system should enable potential users to quickly grasp the concept;

o

The system should be user-friendly and simple to understand. Users should expect to
receive useful information and be able to ascertain where best to sell their produce, and
therefore have access to a buyers’ full contact details and the price they are offering;

o

Usage should not be restricted to subscribers or registered users but rather be open to any
farmer prepared to pay the cost of an SMS. This approach is expected to increase the
initiative’s financial sustainability (i.e. by increasing the customer base and reducing
operating costs), enable a large number of smallholders to increase their incomes, and avoid
the administrative headaches associated with the registration of users in remote locations;

o

Users should be provided with specific information only upon request and not when
potential buyers ‘push’ SMS messages to all registered service users. Such ‘mail shot’
approaches often reach a large number of disinterested users, making the service expensive
and a potential irritant, and placing strains on the technical capacity of the system;

o

Buyers (factories) should be able to gain commercial benefit from the system by improving
their access to products, reducing their transaction costs, and improving their market
intelligence. Consequently, it was expected that buyers would set their own prices, buy into
the concept and therefore provide weekly price updates;

o

A dedicated system administrator must be employed so as to ensure that market
information would be up-to-date and therefore be actionable by users;

o

Market information should stem from a large number of traders, thereby providing critical
mass and a competitive market environment;

o

The commodities initially listed on the system should be non-perishable and commonly
produced by local farmers, particularly medium-scale and emergent farmers;

Simon Milligan, Alex Price, Eric Sommeling, and Gerrti Sruyf: Connecting Smallholders with Dynamic
Markets: A Market Information Service in Zambia, October 12, 2009 (Accepted for publication in by
Development in Practice in 2010)
6

7

Ibid, Pages 4-5
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o

Revenue should be generated from advertisement and sponsorship rather than from userfees, thereby avoiding comparatively expense cost-recovery mechanisms and ensuring
widespread usage.

The assessment found that potential for setting up an SMS Marketing information system clearly
exists in Central and South Kalimantan. Rubber is a major commodity in the area and there are
a number of factories regularly buying rubber. If the system were confined to rubber, it would
not be as large as the Zambia example, but could be large enough to generate business for the
provider and partner. Given the ubiquity of cell phones in the region, such a system should be
able to reach all but the most remote communities. It would be able to reach all the rubber
farmers in the KFCP area who have access to cell phones. This is approximately half the
households in the region, and that percentage is presumably higher for rubber farmers given
their ability to generate income.
Technically, such a system is feasible through the cell phone operators and a partner. The
assessment identified one potential partner in Samarinda, East Kalimantan that works with
Telkomsel, but would provide a service that would be accessible to all cell phone users.
Institutionally, GAPKINDO appears to be the best choice at this time. They have access to the
factory prices and a staff that could collect prices weekly. As long as they protect the
impartiality of the system, they have the capacity to manage such a Market Information System.
The final issue would be marketing the system to develop users. GAPKINDO and the factories
could work with the collectors to train collectors and farmers in the system. KFCP could
contribute to this extension by training farmers in the KFCP area and government agencies that
are partnering with KFCP. More extensive marketing would either require KFCP resources or
other external resources.
The potential for developing such a system is certainly there. However, developing such a
system is not a crucial component for achieving KFCP goals and objectives. Moreover, if KFCP
invests heavily in such a system, such an investment could undermine any potential for longterm sustainability. Therefore, a recommended approach would be to work with GAPKINDO to
explore this concept, and facilitate them to determine the feasibility of the system for them and
then facilitate the implementation of such a system if they find it feasible. This facilitation
would only require staff time and travel expenses, which could easily be built in the KFCP
livelihoods initiative plans and budgets.

Activity 2: Farmer Field School
2.1 Need and Opportunity Analysis of Rubber-Peatland Farmer Field Schools
The Need and Opportunity Analysis of Rubber-Peatland Farmer Field Schools found a number of
opportunities for improving rubber livelihoods as well as technical and non-technical issues
that need to be addressed in order to take advantage of those opportunities. Rubber provides
an opportunity in the region because of the strong international demand for natural rubber
combined with local factories operating at less than capacity. There is also technical support
from universities and research groups in the area. The needs identified in this assessment
including poor cultivation of rubber plots, poor harvesting and post harvest processing
practices, and a traditional approach to financial management can be addressed through the
Farmer Field School approach. This means that there is an opportunity to assist the farmers in
managing their rubber stands and the peat land on a sustainable basis by improving cultivation
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and processing practices, providing access to materials and information, and empowering them
to take control of their own businesses.
Below is a summary of opportunities and needs identified:
Opportunities:
There is high continuing international demand for natural rubber and local factories are not
at maximum production and report a need for quality rubber from producers;
Chemical coagulants are available in Banjarmasin and could be included in existing trade
shipments from that city to the area;
Quality seedlings and clone material are available in Central Kalimantan;
Technical information is available at Central and South Kalimantan universities and research
institutes.
Areas where rubber cultivation can be improved:
1) Access to quality Seedlings and cloning material;
2) Improved rubber tree cultivation and management practices;
3) Replanting old rubber stands;
4) Improved harvesting techniques;
5) Improved post-harvest management;
6) Improve Marketing;
a) Improve quality of rubber produced in the region;
b) Develop marketing relationships between farmers, collectors, and factories;
7) Improving management of the peat land and peat conservation
a) Knowledge about peat land
b) Knowledge and advocacy about water management
c) Knowledge about pyrite and soil acidity
d) Improved fire management

Areas where linkage and sustainability can be improved
1) Increase linkages between actors: farmers-researchers-extension workers (NGO and
government agencies)
2) Develop Communication model and strategy
3) Empower farmers to be pro-active in their development, not merely the recipients of
development programs
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4) Generate support from the local government
The Farmer Field School approach can address a large number of the needs identified during the
assessment. By bringing information and techniques to the villages so that farmers can practice
them in their own fields, a Farmer Field School can assist local farmers to improve their
replanting, cultivation, tapping, and processing of rubber. By connecting farmers with factories
through study visits, the Farmer Field School can improve farmers marketing skills and help
them sell directly to factories. The Farmer Field Schools, through there regular meetings and
participatory learning approach can also help empower farmers to take charge of their own
learning.
The Farmer Field School curriculum developed as part of this assessment will address, at the
village level the following issues:
Preparation for Farmer Field School:
o

Assessing the importance of commodities to the community; and

o

Assessing economic potential and markets of important commodities

Harvest and Post-harvest Processing:
o

Criteria for rubber ready to be tapped;

o

Recommended, tools, techniques, and systems for tapping rubber;

o

Tapping based on age of rubber trees;

o

Straining latex;

o

Adding water consistent with Dry Rubber Content;

o

Mixing and using formic acids (recommended coagulants) correctly; and

o

Storing for market.

Marketing of Rubber:
o

Understanding government regulations for marketing and pricing rubber;

o

Understanding the value chain market demands; and

o

Farmers groups and trading directly to factories.

Preparation of replanting old rubber plots:
o

Growing requirements and land preparation;

o

Drainage and water management;

o

Choosing clones (strengths and weaknesses);

o

Multiplying seedlings;

o

Preparing land;

o

Planting methods and spacing patterns; and

o

Managing/maintaining pre-productive rubber and productive rubber plots.

GRM KFCP Livelihoods Pilot Phase Final Report

Page 22

Sustainable land and ecosystem management
o

Basic peat ecology and impacts of drainage and deforestation in the local context
(flooding and fires); and

o

Basic water management and forestry for managing peat lands; and

o

Environmentally friendly farming practices such as organic fertilizers, bio-char,
and natural pest/disease management.

Improvement of extension workers and farmer’s capacity
o

Adult Education Training Skills

o

Project implementation (planning, implementing, monitoring, and evaluation)

o

Advocacy for services and policies

Monitoring and evaluation
o

Document achievements, strengths and weaknesses, and actions for
improvement.

Due to the seasonality of planting/replanting rubber, the Farmer Field School curriculum should
designed in two phases. Phase I will focuses on marketing, harvest, and post-harvest, peat land
management, and capacity building. This phase can be implemented throughout the nonplanting season. Phase II will focuses on sustainable rubber management and replanting and
peat land management (4 and 5 above). This phase will be held during the planting season.
The ultimate goal of these Farmer Field School programs will be to a) improve cultivation and
harvesting practices in order to increase yields from existing plots and replant old, played out
plots and b) improve quality of rubber produced, increase knowledge of pricing factors and
access to pricing information, and develop collaborative relations with buyers in order to get
the best possible prices for rubber at the farm gate. This combination of improved yields and
better prices should build a stronger, more sustainable source of livelihood from rubber in the
KFCP area.
2.2 Training in Farmer Field School (and Farmer Field School Implementation)
Farmer Field School ToT
The TOT for the FFS trainers was held from May 14 through May 20, 2010. Seven members of
the CE Team participated in the training. These seven participants would be the facilitators
implementing the pilot phase of the Farmer Filed School.
The objectives of the TOT were that by the end of the training, the participants would:
Be able to explain the Farmer Field School approach, principles, and methodology;
Have refined and be able to explain the curriculum developed by the Farmer Field
School Advisor;
Have refined and be able to facilitate the topics and sessions designs for phase one of
the Farmer Field School;
Be able to implement the Farmer Field School in the field; and
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Be able to explain and possibly demonstrate improved tapping and coagulating
techniques in the field.
The key outputs for the training were:
The curriculum for the Farmer Field School prepared and ready for trials in the field;
Facilitators prepared to implement Phase One in the field; and
Sessions for the Phase One curriculum designed and ready for trial in the field.
During the ToT, the participants reviewed and improved on the original designs for the
following sessions/topics for phase I of the Farmer Field School.
Needs and Opportunities Analysis;
Preparation of the Farmer Field School Participants (Socialization, participation
recruitment, and location);
Initial Meeting of Participants (Curriculum proposal and learning contract);
Defining the importance of rubber to our community;
The importance of quality rubber production for marketing;
The importance of the peat ecosystem to the community;
Market Chain Survey I– Preparing for Market Survey Field Visits;
Market Chain Survey II – Conducting Market Field Survey Visits;
Analysis of the Market Chain and Marketing with the Farmer Field Participants;
Standards for quality rubber and the key element of rubber pricing;
Preparing for tapping and harvesting and post harvesting processing (pre-field training)
Harvesting, tapping, and coagulating rubber (field training);
Evaluation of the Farmer Field School.
The results of the TOT were used in the implementation of the pilot phase of the Farmer Field
School in June and July 2010.
Farmer Field School Implementation
Starting in May 2010, the KFCP CE Team implemented the pilot of phase I of the Farmer Field
School in two villages, Mantangai Hulu and Tumbang Mangkutup. In Mantangai Hulu, 21
participants, 17 men and 4 women, signed up to participate in the Farmer Field School. In
Tumbang Mangkutup, 14 participants, 9 men and 5 women, signed up to participate.
The goal of Phase I of the Farmer Field School was to:
Develop the participants’ ability to increase the quantity or rubber produced and to gain
higher prices for that rubber through improving the rubber value chain.
The objectives of phase I of the Farmer Field School was to:
Socialize the Farmer Field School and recruit Farmer Field School Participants;
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Identify the importance of rubber as a commodity to the community and farm families;
Develop the Participants’ understanding of the market chain and develop individual and
group strategies to maximize the prices they receive for their rubber; and
Develop the technical skills in tapping and post harvest processing in order to produce
quality rubber that will garner higher prices from buyers.
The curriculum to achieve these goals and objectives consisted of the sessions listed in the
previous section.
Farmer Field School activities began on May 18 and continued through July 15, 2010. In
general, there was one meeting per week in each settlement. Below is a record of the actual
dates the activities were implemented in the two Farmer Field School sites.
Mantangai
Hulu
Activity
Socialization

Tumbang
Mangkutup

Date
May 29

Date
May 28

Jun 11

June 9

June 18

June 18

June 21 – 23

June 21 – 23

Post Study Visit Analysis of Market Chain and
Marketing

July 2

July 2

Rubber Standards and Elements of Rubber Pricing

July 9

July 3

Managing Harvest and Post Harvest

July 13

July 12

Evaluation

July 15

July 13

Recruitment Meeting
Group Awareness and Preparation for Market Chain
Survey (I)
Market Chain Survey Visits

In Tumbang Mangkutup, extra participants joined the session on Post Study Visit of Market
Chain and Marketing in order to hear the results of the visits to the rubber factories. In both
villages, extra participants joined the sessions on Managing Harvest and Post Harvest
Processing in order to hear the recommended procedures from the government resource
people assisting the sessions.
The final evaluation session in Mantangai Hulu found that the majority of the participants
ranked all the sessions except Managing Harvest and Post Harvest Processing as good. The
Managing Harvest and Post Harvesting Processing received an O.K. rating due in large part to
many of the participants having received that information before.
The participants form Mantangai Hulu listed out six categories where the farmer field school
provided useful and beneficial information and skills. These categories were Pricing, Quality,
Market Chain, Technical Skills, Government Regulations, and connections.
The participants felt they came away with a better understanding of the factors that influence
price including quality, Dried Rubber Content, government and factory formulas for
determining price, and the influence of the exchange rate on price. From the responses, it is
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clear that the participants understand the factories explanation of the connection between
quality and price, the importance of Dried Rubber Content, how to evaluate quality rubber, and
how to produce quality rubber. The participants also mentioned the gained a better
understanding of the rubber market chain, and valued meeting and getting information on
prices and quality directly from the factories. A number of participants mentioned that they
expected the new knowledge in tapping and coagulating rubber will help them improve the
quality and quantity of their rubber harvests. Finally, a couple of participants stated that they
valued the connections made within the group, between farmers and collectors, and with KFCP.
Before closing the participants of the Mantangai Hulu Farmer Field School developed a follow
up plan in which they committed to:
Applying recommended coagulations methods and explain them to other farmers
Selling directly to factories
Implementing testing, using recommended coagulants, to measure weight and income
differentials between coagulated and traditionally processed rubber.
In Tumbang Mangkutup, the participants gave “Good” ratings to all of the sessions.
The socialization process was successful for the participants because it let the participants
know that they would gain knowledge and experience if they joined the Farmer Field School. In
particular, the participants were interested in information on managing and marketing their
rubber. There were also interested in ways to get higher prices for their rubber.
The Recruitment session was appreciated because the learning contract was consensual and the
system was voluntary. In addition, the curriculum, as presented appeared to meet the
participants’ interests. The poor ratings for this session were more to do with the limited
number of participants and that some were not able to participate due to this limit or due to
conflicts with other duties.
The sessions covering the market chain helped the group learn about the steps and players in
the market chain. The participants particularly appreciated the fact that settlement
representatives were able to:
Meet with the factories and see the grading process,
Learn what the factories were looking for in terms of quality of the rubber they were
buying.
Learn the factors that determined rubber prices
The Rubber Standards and Elements of Rubber Pricing session facilitated the group to learn and
discuss the relation between quality and price and explore the other factors that contributed to
the price of rubber.
The Managing Harvest and Post Harvest session was rated “good” by the majority of
participants because they considered the skills being taught to be useful and beneficial and
because they had a chance to practice them in the field. For the group in Tumbang Mangkutup,
this was the first time they had been taught the recommended practices for tapping and
coagulating rubber.
The follow up plan by the Tumbang Mangkutup Farmer Field School consisted of committing to:
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Improve the quality of rubber;
Actively seeking price information through SMS and telephone;
Access to recommended coagulants in the settlement;
Socializing government rules/regulations to farmers and collectors according to their
function;
Making available communication infrastructure;
Finding continued facilitation and guidance;
Reactivating existing groups (the Tuntung Pandang Cooperative);
Developing proposal requesting investment capital from banks, Agency of Industry,
Trade, and Cooperatives, and private businesses; and
Conducting experiments for selling directly to factories.
Both groups also gave the following suggestions for improving future farmer field schools that
included the following points:
Provide written notes/guidance and also photos of methods and quality rubber as not
all the participants can take good notes;
Have very clear schedules at the beginning and end of meetings;
Give out certificates for those attending the Farmer Field School;
Develop a list of key phrases and their definitions;
Provide Farmer Field School shirts for participants
Add a session for discussing and testing marketing directly to factories
2.3 Assessment of KFCP Livelihoods Initiative
The meeting to assess the KFCP livelihoods initiative was held on July 13th at the CARE office in
Palangka Raya.
The purpose of the meeting was to make an internal assessment of the current livelihood
activities and develop draft directions for the livelihoods initiative after the completion of the
pilot phase. The agenda of the meeting covered the following topics:
Review Current Situation of Livelihoods Program
Discuss Directions for the Livelihoods Program
Key Program Activities
Integrate activities with other KFCP Activities
Review and Close Meeting
The first part of this meeting reviewed the alternative livelihood development activities and
results to date, including the value chain assessments, the value chain the SMS Market
Information System Assessment, the Farmer Field School Assessment and Curriculum, and the
current experience with the Farmer Field Schools.
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Based on the discussion during the review, the following observations and lessons learned were
identified:
The assessments did not cover equity issues in their analysis. This needs to be added
into future assessment and data gathering;
The assessments of the business economics (costs, incomes, and expected profits) of the
interventions have not been determined. [Based on later discussions with the
Livelihoods Technical Project Officer, it appears that the main gains will come from
increased production (from 25% to over 100%) through improved tapping process. The
value chain interventions will support this, but there are, as yet, no estimates of income
gains];
The CE Team does not have the capacity to both run FFS and implement their other
tasks (community planning, coordinating KFCP activities, developing village
institutions);
The FFS should introduce a TOT for farmers earlier in the design so that farmers can
become the trainers of the FFS. This would start to help answer questions regarding
sustainability;
Not all villages will have rubber as a priority, particularly in some areas in Block E. In
these settlements, the full FFS process (which starts with commodity selections) should
be implemented to, together with farmers, identify key commodities and explore how to
develop them. One key commodity may be fish – particularly partially processed fish
given that the sale of wild-caught fish is banned; and
It would be good if Business Skills (such as teaching calculating cash flow and profit
analysis for simple business plans and simple marketing plans) were included in the
curriculum. The FFS could thus be extended to cover other non-farm business such as
trading, etc.
After the discussion on the farmer field schools, the group revisited and developed the goals for
the livelihoods initiative. According to the group, the 3 priority goals of the KFCP Livelihoods
Initiative are:
1. Provide incentives to reduce GHG Emissions (these incentives should be a good alternatives
to “mismanaging” (emitting GHG) deep peat):
a. Reduce GHG emissions from forests;
b. Alternatives for those who are exploiting deep peat;
2. Create long term, equitable livelihood security:
a. Livelihoods based on equitable development;
b. Prevent negative economic impacts from REDD;
c. Cover possible economic loss if REDD fizzles;
d. Improve livelihoods and security;
e. Reduce vulnerability;
3. Develop capacity and knowledge to support REDD management and incentives:
a. Examples of programs that could be supported with REDD payments
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A review of the activities being conducted under the livelihoods pilot phase against these goals
showed that the Farmer Field School and Value Chain Development were consistent with these
goals. Developing the marketing of inputs (coagulant) and an SMS Market Information System
were not particularly consistent with these goals and KFCP resources should not be expended
on them. One additional activity, the development of savings/credit programs was
acknowledged as being potentially beneficial, however questions of feasibility and sustainability
were raised and more information on potential and methodology was requested.
Finally, the group discussed how the livelihoods initiative integrated with the KFP/REDD
activities. The conclusion of the discussion was that KFCP would develop two approaches to
livelihoods development one for livelihood and incomes generated directly from REDD
interventions and payments and the other for alternative livelihoods that do not generate green
house gasses and are not directly related to REDD interventions and activities.
The identification of potential non-REDD alternative livelihoods would be integrated into the
village planning process (trough thematic mapping, assessment of forest potential, and value
chain assessments of potential commodities). A separate Farmer Field School team would be
established to work with communities on non-REDD alternative livelihood opportunities.
The CE Team and Technical Teams would take the lead on working with communities to take
advantage of livelihood opportunities directly related to the KFCP/REDD interventions and
payments. The Farmer Field School team, however, should cooperate with the teams developing
the village institutions and implementing KFCP interventions by assisting with trainings when
scheduling permits.
Based on this analysis of roles the group laid out some parameters for moving forward with
livelihoods. These parameters included:
The Total 2 year budget for livelihoods is Au$400,000;
A TOR/plan should be developed for the first year, after which the results and role of the
livelihoods program will be reviewed in regard to KFCP’s goals and objectives;
After one year of implementation, it may be appropriate to spin of the livelihoods to a
Norwegian project currently in development;
5 FFS trainers will be able to cover two villages simultaneously – they can report to the
CE Team Livelihoods TPO;
If a consulting firm is paying for implementation activities, they will need an
admin/finance person in Palangka Raya or Kapuas (added from later discussion with
Pak Suhada);
The initial FFS will be in rubber, but the FFS team will be flexible regarding topic and
location. For example, if one FFS is enough for a small settlement, after that is
completed the trainer may shift to another settlement where more FFS are needed; and
Savings/Loans Associations are still under consideration. The proposed system is a 12
step-training program that starts out with focusing on personal and group financial
management then develops a savings/loans system with participant money. Once the
group has demonstrated they can manage the system with their own money, outside
capital may be injected into the system. This is usually after 8 months of training and
practice.
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Activity 3: Village Institution
3.1 Internal Village Institution Workshop
On the 16th-17th June 2010, at the Aquarius Hotel in Palangka Raya, Central Kalimantan, GRM
and KFCP held a workshop to develop recommendations for the types of village institutions that
will be adopted by KFCP for the REDD pilot. In attendance were staff of KFCP, representatives
from the CE Team, representatives from the re-vegetation technical team, and the IAFCP
Advisors.
The goal of the Village Institution Workshop was to:
Identify a suitable model or models for village-based institutions in the KFCP area that
can form the basis for the REDD payment mechanisms.
In this workshop, the participants:
Set criteria for the Village REDD Institution;
Compared potential institutions against the criteria;
Developed suggestions for institutions to adopt;
Chose to apply one system of institutions in all villages;
Developed the basic steps for developing those institutions; and
Identified key critical actions that need to be done as soon as possible in order to be able
to develop these institutions in two key villages without delaying seasonally sensitive
KFCP interventions.
To begin the workshop, the participants reviewed the work of the Governance and Finance
Specialist (GAFS) on the development of the village institution. Based on this work, the group
developed basic criteria (functions, organizational requirements, and key organizational
criteria) that need to be met by any village institution involved in managing REDD payments
and activities.
The criteria were:
Function of village institution
1. Coordinate the implementation of activities to reduce emissions at the village level;
2. Manage the payments for the emission reduction activities at the village level;
3. Manage administration and reporting activities;
4. Manage the monitoring & evaluation of field activities;
5. Represent the village in implementing activities connected with or in collaboration with
3rd parties; and
6. Communicating the role of the institution itself rights and responsibilities of the village
stake holders, REDD awareness, and the activities of the institution (added by group).
General Organizational Requirements for the Village Institution
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The village institution needs to:
1. Be an economic development and natural resource management organization;
2. Be a legally acknowledged institution under Indonesian law (have AD & ART);
3. Have a membership system which is open and democratic at the village level;
4. Have an organizational structure which is solid, active, and effective;
5. Have a monitoring and evaluation systems in place; and
6. Have an auditing and accountability systems that are clear and transparent.
Key Characteristics of the Village Institution
1. The institution must be based on the village or group and not on the individual;
2. The institution must reflect representation of the interests of all village stakeholders;
3. The basis for the institutions activities are economic and community empowerment;
4. The institution must follow and be acknowledged by the national, regional, and adat
(traditional) legal systems.
Using these criteria, the group assessed 12 potential institutions. The institutions assessed
were:
Economic Institutions for Managing Natural Resources:
o

HKM (Production Forests)

o

Hutan Desa (Village Forests)

o

Hutan Tanaman Rehabilitasi (Community Rehabilitation Forest Plantation)

o

Hutan rakyat (Community Forest)

o

Hutan Adat (Traditional Forest)

o

Hutan Tanaman Rakyat (Community Forest Plantation)

Multi-enterprise Economic Institution
o

Koperasi Desa (Village Cooperative)

o

Badan Usaha Milik Desa (BUMDes – Village Business Unit)

o

PT/ CV (Private Company)

o
o
o

Credit Union
Kelompok Usaha Bersama Ekonomi, KUBE (Economic Self-help Groups)*;
Gapoktan (Farmer Production Groups)

o

Pokduk (Community Group)

Although the original design was to compare all of these groups against each other to develop
rankings and suggestions, it turned out that there was a complementary relation between the
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Economic Institutions for Managing Natural Resources (such as Hutan Desa, HKM, etc.) and the
Multi-enterprise Economic Institution (cooperatives, village groups, etc). A Multi-enterprise
economic Institution needs to be created as the management unit for the Economic Institution
for Managing Natural Resources. As a result, the group evaluated both types of institutions and
made recommendations for each.
The result of the analysis sessions was that the group recommends the following institutions:
Hutan Desa; and
BUMDes
The Hutan Desa is a flexible natural resource management institution that allows for a variety of
land uses. The governing regulations that establish a Hutan Desa are compatible with the needs
of KFCP/REDD and consistent with the desired functions, organizational requirements, and key
characteristics of the village institution. Finally, the Hutan Desa model is a long-term institution
that promotes village ownership of the institution and village lead management of the covered
forests.
The design of the BUMDes also best meets the criteria developed in the workshop. Its core
business allows for the functions necessary for the village institution, and its ownership by both
village government and village residents provides it with the potential to adapt to community
priorities and represent the village.
Neither of these institutions currently exists in the villages in the KFCP area, and will require
time to develop. All the participants acknowledged the low institutional management capacity
currently in the villages and recognized that time will be needed to develop village capacity to
manage these institutions. However, the group felt that the potential advantages of these
institutions made them worth developing over the medium term.
The group then assessed the positive and negative aspects of either giving the villages a choice
of more than one village institutions or offering one set model of village institution to all
villages.
After assessing both options the group recommended that the KFCP offer only one uniform
model for the village institution. Although the option of offering a choice of village institutions
to the villages had the positives of being more democratic, potentially providing better fits of
institutions in each village, and providing more lessons learned, the group felt that, given the
limited time and resources of the project, it would be better to offer one uniform choice. The
offer of one choice would not only reduce the complexity of the intervention, but would also
allow the project to focus its resources, efforts, and expertise to developing and supporting the
chosen model.
The participants then drafted an outline of action activities for developing village groups into a
BUMDes and for developing a Hutan Desa. Three concurrent activities were also mentioned.
The key activities for developing existing groups into a BUMDes include:
o

Assessing the capacity of current groups and cooperatives;

o

Socializing the plans with district and sub-district government;

o

Holding village meetings to socialize the village institution and establish a group that may
grow into a BUMDes;
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o

Advocating for and working with District Government for a PERDA regulating BUMDes in
the KFCP work area; and

o

Building the organizational and management capacity of the selected group.

The key activities for developing the Hutan Desa include:
o

Compile the information for recommending Hutan Desa to the Department of Forestry

o

Socialize the plan and gain support from the District;

o

Hold public hearings and consultation on Hutan Desa;

o

Facilitate the proposal for establishing Hutan Desa;

o

Support the creation of Hutan Desa and provide capacity building support for Hutan Desa
staff.

The three concurrent activities are:
o

Develop payment systems and schedules as an input to the socialization and development of
village institution. The village will not be able to understand the role of the village institution
until it understands the payment system. And the village institution will not be able to play its
role until the KFCP payment mechanisms are in place;

o

Complete the thematic mapping to provide the village and village institution with the context
and plans for KFCP and later REDD activities; and

o

Develop the KHP as the overriding umbrella for forest planning in the region.

The workshop sessions and outputs met the design goals of the workshop. In addition, the
workshop also succeeded in further bringing together the sections of KFCP (the CE Team, GAFS,
and Technical Teams) to further refine and operationalize the overall KFCP design. The work
done on village institutions by Pak Alue Dohong as the Governance and Financial Specialist is
now being shared and integrated into the work plans of the CE Team, with the input of revegetation technical team. This sharing of information and collaborative development of
approaches and action steps is an important aspect of developing KFCP as a unified, integrated
team.
3.2 Village Institution Strategy Development
The approach the CE Team will take is the tested approach to developing village institutions
that CARE has been using in its previous projects in the area. In summary, the process begins
with socialization and a group capacity needs assessment, which is then followed by training
and learning by doing. In this case, the next step of the development process is a participatory
thematic mapping activity. This will be conducted as a learning process that provides
awareness and data for inputs into the village planning process and further helps the village
define its vision, mission, and roles within the community. Following the
development/refinement of the village vision and mission, community members will receive
training and support in implementing their roles in village and REDD development. This process
will ensure that the role of the village management unit is developed as part of the overall
village planning process and the REDD activities are integrated into village plans. This is to
ensure that the overall effect of the REDD demonstration project will be to strengthen existing
institutions and processes and not develop new institutions that disappear once the program is
gone.
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The strategy for building the village institution will start from existing village and government
plans. The activities to establish REDD within the village context will be integrated into the
overall official bottom up village planning process. What is essential in this process to ensure
success is training and support to build up the capacity and human resources within the village.
This will enable the community to understand how to manage REDD and the benefits this can
bring to them. In parallel it is important to develop stronger linkages between the village and
sub district and district governments and clear understanding of each others’ roles in REDD.
The steps key six steps for implementing the Village Institution Startup strategy are:
1. Village Governance Capacity Building;
2. Assessment of community groups and elect village interim management group;
3. Form village mapping team;
4. Village Institution workshop;
5. Village Institution on the job training, work-plans and budgets; and
6. Village Institution and Group Management Training.
These steps will combine to create an interim village institution and build its capacity in order
to prepare it to become an official BUMDes.
The table below illustrates the activities for the first six steps scheduled to be carried out from
July to October 2010.
Step

Description

Step 1:
Village Governance
Capacity Building

Review/develop roles and responsibility of Village Government and
BPD in village planning and development and how this relates to
REDD demonstration activities
Co workshop Design with BPMD - July 16-17
Hold workshop in village - July 22 -24

Step 2:
Assesment of
community groups and
elect village interim
management group

During Buka Puasa Bersama –Hold village meeting to discuss results
of the community group assessment and the importance of the need
for strong village institutions with clear roles and responsibilities to
assist with REDD and village planning. Emphasize the need to work
with strong village groups. Choose interim Village Management
Group. (Could be from LK)
August4 -5

Step 3:
Form village mapping
team

Form a village mapping team and workshop the approach with the
members, explaining how it fits with the REDD activities and village
planning
August 11

Step 4:
Village Institution

Examine with the village the different options available to them and
develop the appropriate model according to the villages informed
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Step
workshop

Description
choice Sept 27

Step 5:
Village Institution on
the job training, workplans and budgets

Training for the development of chosen village Institution.
Bookkeeping, facilitation skills, management skills etc.

Step 6:

Training on strengthening village farmer groups who are the land
users and will form the basis of the working groups for REDD
activities.

Village Institution and
Group Management
Training

Early October

October

Follow up trainings will be take place over regular intervals to provide all the necessary
organizational skills needed to run a BUMDES, such as creating a Business Plan and recruiting
the people with the skills to run the different identified business departments. However, the six
steps elaborated above will lay the foundation for the more advanced trainings the members of
the village government and village institution will need later in the program.
This strategy together will address the urgent need for a start up village institution that can be
developed into a fully- fledged BUMDES if this is the direction that the village chooses to take.

Conclusions and Recommendations
The work done under the GRM Livelihoods contract has made clear first step progress in
developing the Value Chain for Rubber and facilitating KFCP to develop its strategy for
developing the village institution.
The two workshops/meetings held under the Activity 3 - Village Institution helped bring the
different teams working within KFCP together to develop detail strategies and plans to develop
the KFCP/REDD village institutions. These activities have helped operationalize the concepts
developed the KFCP design document and provided the CE Team and technical teams with the
steps necessary to do their work collaboratively in the field.
Key progress on developing the rubber value chain include:
Bringing value chain players and stakeholders together to develop:
o

Shared problems and issues;

o

A common vision for the value chain;

o

A deeper and shared understanding of pricing factors;

o

A deeper and shared understanding of quality and its importance;

o

A shared understanding of government regulations;
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o

Shared approaches to improving the value chain; and

o

A willingness to work together to achieve common goals.

Bringing farmers together in the Farmer Field Schools to
o

Study and learn about the rubber market chain

o

Learn and practice ways to improve their tapping methods and improve the
quality of their rubber; and

o

Make and implement plans to test out selling rubber directly to the factories in
order to obtain better prices.

Feedback from the participants of the various workshops and training shows that there has
been considerable improvement of communication among factories, collectors, and farmers.
This improvement in communication is leading to the different players being ready to work
together to improve the value chain. Factories are requesting farmers to sell directly to the
factory gate; Farmers are committing to improving harvest and post harvest practices to
improve quality and experimenting with selling directly to factories; and village collectors are
open to pooling their collections and working with farmer groups to sell directly to factories.
All these steps are coming together in experiments by farmers to sell directly to factories to
compare incomes against their current practices and determine which market channels are best
for them. The outcome of these experiments will determine the next steps in developing the
rubber value chain.
If producing quality rubber and selling directly to factories proves more profitable than the
current system, the experience and knowledge gained during the pilot phase will be easily
reproducible. If the benefits of producing quality rubber and selling directly to factories is
marginal at best, then another round of negotiations between the value chain players will be
necessary to understand the issues and find solutions that benefit all the players. What must be
avoided, and apparently this has happened in the past, is a breakdown of communication and
collaborative problem solving and reversion to the old practices in production and marketing.
If, at first, the price signals from the sale of quality rubber are not strong enough to influence
farmers to change their practices, then collaborative problem solving activities and good faith
negotiations need to continue until a mutually beneficial solution is found.
If selling quality rubber provides reasonable price increases at the time of sale for farmers, the
Farmer Field Schools will be a good instrument for spreading the knowledge and skills required
to produce and benefit from better quality rubber to the rubber farmers in the KFCP work area.
If further negotiations are required, the Farmer Field Schools can bring more farmers and
village collectors into the discussion and provide facilitation in solving identified problems and
issues.
A key advantage of the approach taken during the pilot phase was its focus on market
development in order to motivate changes in farmer practice. This approach works to establish
the benefits for adopting new methods and practices before or at the same time as introducing
new technical skills. This approach can be used for any commodity or business that has
potential to be developed in the KFCP work area.
However, a key lesson learned during this process is that the CE Team does not have the
resources to implement Farmer Field Schools and also its other responsibilities of developing
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village institutions and coordinating KFCP interventions. Continued work with farmer field
schools by KFCP will, as noted by the assessment meeting described above, will require a
dedicated team specializing in developing non-REDD alternative incomes and running Farmer
Field Schools and other trainings.
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