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The report was produced by Emily Fripp, 
an economist at Efeca, in collaboration with 
CoLUPSIA project partners (CIFOR and University 
of Pattimura). 

The overall objective of the CoLUPSIA project is to 
avert deforestation and environmental degradation. 
The project purpose is to establish collaborative and 
equitable land-use planning and natural resource 
management through the design and testing of 
new institutional arrangements, environmental 
policies and pro-poor financing instruments with 

Preface

the aim of achieving more secure land tenure and 
commodity rights.

This assessment of PES Potential in Seram Island was 
developed as part of specific pilot activities supporting 
pro-poor financing mechanisms for forest conservation 
and sustainable management. The study aimed to 
determine the feasibility of PES projects in Seram using 
the PES guide developed by the project (Fripp 2014), and 
focused on practical assessments of the potential for PES, 
identifying the feasibility and the next steps necessary for 
the effective development of such financial mechanisms. 





1.  Introduction

1.1 Aim of assessing the potential for 
PES in Seram
One component of the CoLUPSIA project is to 
explore the potential for establishing payment for 
ecosystem services (PES) projects in the pilot sites 
in each of the districts where the CoLUPSIA project 
is working, namely Seram (Maluku Province) and 
Kapuas Hulu (West Kalimantan Province).  

The aim of this assessment was to determine the 
feasibility of PES projects in Seram, particularly in 
Waraka village and Masihulan, a hamlet in Sawai 
village. Interviews were also conducted with the 
national park agency, district forestry agency, a 
cocoa plantation company and water company, to 
explore the wider potential for PES projects 
in Seram.

As no PES projects are under development as 
part of CoLUPSIA, this assessment focused on 
the opportunities for PES, but did not assess the 
feasibility of any specific PES project(s). If a PES 
project is to be developed, then a full feasibility 
assessment should be conducted during the project 
design phase.

The framework for this assessment followed the 
Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES): A Practical 
Guide to Assessing the Feasibility of PES (Fripp 
2014) which has been revised based on the results 
of this assessment. The guide outlines the basic 
steps required to develop a PES project, with 
additional information and case studies about PES 
projects. Readers are advised to refer to the guide in 
conjunction with this report.   

In summary, the objectives of this assessment were 
as follows:
 • To assess whether there is potential for 

PES in Seram Island and, if so, identify the 
opportunities, constraints, risks, risk mitigation 
and next steps.

 • To review the practical applicability of the PES 
guide. 

1.2 Approach used

Following the format of the PES guide projects, the 
assessment considered each of the steps in practice; 
for example, the governance and administrative 
structures and benefit-sharing mechanisms in the 

area proposed for a PES project were assessed. 
The assessment focused predominantly on 
the socioeconomic conditions, processes and 
governance procedures of the relevant villages and 
hamlets, with the aim of better understanding 
how to sustainably manage a PES project and, 
ultimately, whether it would be feasible to establish 
a PES project in the area.

Drawing on the outcomes of a brainstorming 
session to discuss the practicalities of establishing 
a PES project using the PES guide as a framework, 
the CoLUPSIA team developed a series of 
questions that were then collated specifically 
for each target stakeholder group, namely 
communities, private companies (cocoa plantation 
company, water company), national park office 
and district forestry office. The questions and 
a summary of the results of each interview are 
included in Annex A.

We chose to use key informant interviews, 
rather than focus group discussions, in order to 
understand the administrative and governance 
approaches within the village, given the limited 
time available for field work. Information gained 
from detailed socioeconomic surveys at household 
and village level during 2011 provided a baseline 
to reinforce any information gained through 
individual interviews. However, when conducting 
a full feasibility study and/or developing a PES 
project, full consultation with and engagement of 
the local community is essential.  

The concept of payments for ecosystem services 
such as carbon sequestration remains abstract in 
the absence of a defined project. To avoid raising 
expectations and creating confusion among 
communities, the interviews and discussions 
focused on existing administrative and governance 
systems, experience managing resources, 
conflicts and experience working with external 
organizations such as private companies, NGOs 
and donor organizations. This approach revealed 
the fundamental mechanisms of how villages 
function and the implications for managing a 
PES project.

Technical requirements, such as biophysical 
aspects, measurement, monitoring, reporting 
and verification, cannot be assessed until a PES 
project, and in some cases a buyer (and stipulated 
buying requirements), has been identified. Once 
a project has been determined, the full project 
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design phase begins. The local community must be 
fully consulted during the design phase to ensure that 
the people fully support the project (a requirement 
for sustainability) and that the project complies with 
Free, Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) requirements, 
as set out by most verification standards (e.g. The 
Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance — 
CCBA).  

The PES guide serves as a starting point for designing 
a PES project. Other guides and technical support are 
available and should be chosen depending on the type 
of PES project under consideration; for example, for 
a project focused on the ecosystem service of carbon 
sequestration, project developers can use Forest Trends’ 
Building Forest Carbon Projects – Step by Step 
Overview and Guide (Olander and Ebeling 2011).

2.  The 10-step approach
A practical guide to assessing the feasibility of PES 
project (Fripp 2014) is designed to lead the user 
through the process of identifying the ecosystem 
service, the buyer, the seller and the market. This 
assessment of the potential for PES in Seram uses the 
10 steps as its framework.

Before presenting the feasibility results, it is worth 
reiterating a widely recognized definition of PES. 
Wunder (2005, 2008) defines PES as:
(a) a voluntary transaction where 
(b) a well-defined ecosystem service or corresponding 

land use is 
(c) bought by an ecosystem service buyer from 
(d) an ecosystem service provider, but only if 
(e) the service provision is secured (conditionality).

For all PES projects, the buyer must be identified, 
the market conditions understood (including any 
conditionalities) and the service provider legally and 
institutionally recognized.

Wunder (2007) also identifies three main steps in 
designing PES schemes: 
1. developing a baseline to assess additionality 
2. estimating the provider’s opportunity cost of 

conservation (or restoration) 
3. establishing the necessary institutions to monitor 

and enforce the terms of contracts and distribute 
the benefits generated by the scheme.

In brief, PES will only be successful if all three 
components exist or are in place. Many PES projects 
are designed without having, for example, a market in 

which to sell the services. In all cases, a robust scientific 
baseline, supporting information and project scenario 
(how the baseline will change as a result of the PES 
project) are required. In practice, this breaks down 
into a series of steps, all of which must be followed to 
design, establish and implement a fully functioning 
and sustainable PES project.  

2.1 Practical steps to PES development 
and implementation
The 10-step approach or decision process (Figure 1) 
was developed to support the practical process of 
identifying, developing and establishing a PES project. 
The feasibility assessment undertaken follows this 
approach; the results of the assessment are presented in 
the remainder of this report.

3.  Assessment of PES potential 
in Seram: Generic findings
The assessment of the potential for PES in Seram 
followed the PES guide (Fripp 2014) as a “feasibility” 
template. For each step in the guide, the feasibility 
assessment considered the opportunities, constraints, 
risks and means of mitigating risks, assumptions and 
next steps.

Assessments were completed for a potential carbon 
project in Masihulan, a hamlet of Sawai, and Waraka 
village. The assessment focused predominantly on 
the socioeconomic, institutional and governance 
aspects, and so the findings of the assessment can 
be applied to any PES project, beyond carbon 
sequestration alone.

3.1 Baseline scenario and project 
scenario
For all PES projects (and REDD+ projects), a 
baseline or business-as-usual scenario must be 
defined. The baseline scenario provides the basis 
against which the performance of the PES or 
REDD+ project will be assessed (measured, reported 
and verified). Payments for an ecosystem service 
will be conditional upon performance, where the 
implementation of the PES project results in a desired 
change in the ecosystem service that would not have 
happened in the absence of the project. This change 
could be positive, such as an improvement in the 
quality or provision of the ecosystem service, or it 
could be the prevention of a negative change to the 
ecosystem service. 
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The baseline scenario does not always have to be 
a complex concept that can be difficult to grasp. 
In the case of potential carbon projects in Seram, 
for example, the baseline scenario could be that 
population growth and demand for land for 
agriculture will ultimately result in forested land 
being cleared. If this is the case, then the current 
and predicted future land uses and drivers of land-
use change must be clearly defined and thoroughly 
understood, including the impact that this land use 
would have on carbon stocks (or another ecosystem 
service) in the defined project area. This could be 
construed as the baseline scenario. In this case, it 
is important to clearly understand the impacts of 
current land uses on forest carbon stocks and the 
impacts of a change in behavior on carbon stocks 
(Olander and Ebeling 2011). 

The introduction of a PES project, such as one 
that makes payments for carbon sequestration, 
protects the forest and turns the forest area into a 

source of income for communities by providing 
some compensation for the loss of agricultural land; 
communities may also benefit from the prevention 
of landslides, soil erosion and water pollution, 
among others. Some buyers of carbon credits may 
require increases in carbon stocks, whereas others 
may ask only that the baseline of carbon stock be 
maintained. Requirements such as this must be 
ascertained when a potential buyer for the carbon 
sequestration service is identified.

In summary:
 • A baseline scenario must be defined, including 

the potential impact of the proposed project 
on carbon stocks or other ecosystem services as 
appropriate.

 • A “with project” scenario should be developed, 
to describe the expected impacts of the project 
on the ecosystem service and the expected 
additionality to the ecosystem service. An 
expected impact could be an increase or 

Figure 1. The 10 steps in assessing the feasibility of PES.
Source: Fripp 2014
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improvement in the service (e.g. enhanced 
carbon stocks) or a reduction in the deterioration 
of the service.

 • Payment is made for the change in service, that 
is, the payment is performance based. The means 
of measuring, reporting and verifying the change 
must be defined and agreed upon with the buyer.

No PES projects have been designed or established 
in Seram, and so the potential baseline and project 
scenarios have not yet been developed. 

3.2 Access to buyers, requirements for 
measuring, reporting and verification 
(MRV) and associated costs
It is not always straightforward to identify and gain 
access to a buyer for an ecosystem service. In some 
cases, such as where the ecosystem service provided 
is improved water quality, the buyer (e.g. a water 
utility company) may identify the need to improve 
the ecosystem service and lead the development of 
a project, thus identifying which service providers 
to engage with. However, in the case of carbon 
sequestration and other ecosystem services in 
Seram, the buyer is not always evident. Even if the 
service provider (e.g. the community of Masihulan) 
identifies an opportunity, such as the sale of carbon 
credits, they must find a suitable buyer, which can be 
very difficult and will likely require support from a 
partner such as government, an NGO or a research 
institution.

If PES pilot projects are to be established in Seram, 
then potential buyers must be identified and their 
requirements clarified as soon as possible, preferably 
at the beginning or during the early phases of PES 
project design.

Ecosystem service buyers will differ in their 
requirements for measurement, reporting and 
verification (MRV) of the improvement or change 
in the ecosystem services. For carbon sequestration, 
buyers are likely to request verification under an 
internationally recognized standard such as the Clear 
Development Mechanism (CDM), Verified Carbon 
Standard (VCS) or Plan Vivo (for more information, 
refer to the Fripp 2014).Until a buyer for the 
ecosystem service is identified, MRV requirements 
cannot be determined, which will delay baseline data 
collation.

MRV requirements will also have implications 
for the costs of service provision. For example, 

independent verification of carbon stocks can be 
very expensive, and these costs must be taken into 
account in the project design for the ecosystem 
service delivery. Other costs to be considered are 
start-up costs, costs of administration and technical 
skills, and support that a third party such as an NGO 
may provide. Start-up costs can be substantial, not 
only for designing the project and gathering the 
baseline scientific data but also for providing capacity 
building and training to institutions, identifying the 
buyer and accessing the market, among others.

Bundling ecosystem services
One way to diversify risk and increase the potential 
income from or financial returns on the project is 
to identify a group of ecosystem services that could 
be sold or marketed from the same project. This is 
known as bundling PES. For example, in addition 
to carbon, payments for biodiversity offsets and 
ecotourism could also be provided. During the 
design phase, project developers should give careful 
consideration to bundling services, as it could boost 
the potential income considerably and help to 
mitigate the risks associated with dependency on 
payments for a single service, such as fluctuations in 
international carbon prices.

4.  Potential for PES in Seram
This section summarizes findings from the assessment 
of the potential for PES projects in Seram, with a 
focus on carbon projects in Masihulan hamlet and 
Waraka village. Further details are in the interview 
notes included in Annex A.

4.1 Carbon in Masihulan

Masihulan is a hamlet of Sawai village, Seram. The 
CoLUPSIA project has conducted socioeconomic 
surveys in Masihulan, Sawai and the surrounding area 
and, in 2011, research on the potential carbon storage 
of primary and secondary forests (data on the potential 
carbon stocks in each type of forest were collected).  

In the Sawai area, population growth and lack of 
available land for agricultural expansion have led to 
pressure on neighboring forest land, in particular 
Manusela National Park. Some community land 
is said to be inside the national park boundaries. 
However, in Masihulan itself, pressure on forest 
resources is less intense, as the amount of available 
land is seen as adequate for current needs, although 
this situation is likely to change over time.  
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Both Masihulan and Sawai village have clear 
governance and administrative procedures. 
Masihulan, a traditional village, was required to 
join Sawai as a sub-village because it had less than 
the 70 households required to qualify as a village. 
It has since grown (83 households in 2012) to the 
required size and is seeking independence. Both 
Masihulan and Sawai have village administration 
structures and saniri negeri (the body responsible for 
land and natural resource issues, including forestry). 
As a sub-village, Masihulan is required to report to 
Sawai any new projects or financial opportunities if 
they arise. Financial disbursement of project-related 
funds could be a potential source of conflict as both 
Sawai and Masihulan claim that income should go 
directly to each village. However, if payments go 
directly to Sawai, then Masihulan may not receive 
full compensation from the project. This issue is 
discussed further below.

In the absence of a defined PES pilot project, and 
for the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed 
that a PES project is likely to be a carbon project, 
established on both clan and community land, in 
Masihulan (potentially in the area where CoLUPSIA 
has already completed carbon stock research). 
Property boundaries and ownership are clear, and 
the proposed land is outside the national park 
boundaries. Agricultural gardens in the area lie 
outside of the proposed carbon project site.

However, the baseline (drivers of land-use change and 
likely impacts) and project (how the baseline scenario 
can be averted) scenarios still need to be developed 
if a carbon project is to be established. The potential 
buyer of carbon (private buyer or international 
market ) also remains unknown, and thus the 
required information for MRV, including baseline 
data, are unknown.

4.1.1 Opportunities
In summary, there is potential to develop a carbon 
project in this area. Increasing pressure on forests 
for agricultural expansion to support a growing 
population and the need for increased incomes 
could provide a baseline scenario to support the 
justification for a carbon project. Increased income 
from the potential carbon project will also provide 
a means of alleviating poverty, without expanding 
agricultural gardens. The community has long 
worked with the national park authorities, such as 
when harvesting damar, which demonstrates the 
community’s ability to control access to forest areas, 
work with partners, and receive increased income 
while sustaining forest resources. The targeted area is 

accessible through Masihulan via a single road, which 
means that neighboring villagers and others have 
minimal access to the forest area.

4.1.2 Risks
The risks associated with developing a project in this 
area are as follows:

Potential conflicts could arise between Masihulan 
and Sawai over the distribution of benefits. The 
villages of Masihulan and Sawai differ over the 
administrative and reporting requirements of 
establishing a project and receiving the financial 
returns. Masihulan village representatives are of the 
opinion that a project can be directly developed and 
managed by Masihulan, with all financial returns 
going directly to them; they hold that they are only 
required to inform Sawai about the project. However, 
Sawai village representatives argue that they should be 
the point of contact for the project and all financing, 
and that they will then disburse the financial benefits. 
This difference of opinion is a potential source of 
conflict that needs to be managed from the project 
outset. Clear governance and administrative roles and 
responsibilities are required to reduce risk of conflict, 
as are appropriate means of sharing benefits.  

Land rights are unclear. Although land boundaries 
are clear at the community level, these land 
boundaries are not recognized in district, province or 
national land-use plans, and traditional recognition 
alone is not sufficient for most buyers. This is a 
significant problem and a major risk for any potential 
project.  

Encroachment by neighboring communities or 
“leakage” is a possibility. This risk is seen as minimal, 
as the potential carbon project area can be reached 
only through Masihulan. However, as population 
growth pushes up demand for land (particularly from 
neighboring villages), the risk of encroachment on 
to the land set aside for carbon sequestration could 
increase. 

A buyer needs to be identified. The buyer is not 
immediately obvious. If the buyer is the international 
market, then the scheme will require an appropriate 
intermediary between the village and the buyer. 
Another risk is that the proposed project area and 
volume of carbon may not be sufficient to meet 
buyer needs (at least 20,000–30,000 tons per year 
may be required, according to the Forest Trends 
report). Even if a buyer is found, the income received 
may be insufficient to cover all costs, including 
start-up and operating costs and MRV, which can be 
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disproportionately high for small-scale producers. 
Identifying an appropriate buyer is a priority for the 
project design phase.

Technical and administrative capacity is limited, 
but can be improved over time. If Masihulan attains 
the status of an independent village, then the local 
government will provide some administrative 
support for running village activities. However, 
further support in meeting the technical and 
administrative requirements of running a carbon 
project will be required. This could be provided in 
the short term through the engagement of a third 
party, such as an NGO.

4.1.3 Risk mitigation
Assuming that a PES project can be identified and 
agreed upon, in full consultation with the village(s), 
then as part of the project design, the following 
activities will support the mitigation of risks 
identified above:
 • Develop a clear, legally recognized 

Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) to 
outline roles, responsibilities and benefit-sharing 
mechanisms between Sawai and Masihulan. 
The MoU should also include penalties. It is 
essential to ensure that all communities are 
engaged in the project design from the outset, 
including in drafting the MoU.

 • Raise awareness among local communities 
and ensure a clear means of enforcement. 
This should include examining all options 
of working with neighboring communities 
and engaging them in similar projects. If 
similar projects are established in neighboring 
communities, group verification of carbon 
could become feasible, which would help reduce 
costs and increase benefits for all those involved.

 • Identify a buyer as quickly as possible to 
ensure the carbon project design meets buyer 
requirements. Some buyers may be investors 
and thus help cover the start-up costs.

 • Work with the district government or national 
park to clarify boundaries and gain legal 
recognition of them. As funding is limited, 
it may be worth exploring alternatives to 
overcome the problem of unclear land tenure 
and hence meet buyer requirements.  

 • Provide training and technical support directly 
or through a third party, such as an NGO, in 
the short to medium term. As local capacity 
improves, the role of the third party can be 
reduced.

4.1.4 Conclusions of the assessment
Assuming that a buyer can be identified, then the 
main issue affecting the establishment of a carbon 
or PES project in Masihulan is the uncertainty 
surrounding the land status and need for the 
central government to clearly allocate land to the 
community. If this issue can be solved, then a carbon 
project is feasible. Alternatively, if the buyer is willing 
to the take the risk or the buyer approaches the 
government (national, provincial and local) to get 
the land status changed, then the project may also 
proceed. 

From an institutional and local governance point 
of view, a carbon project in Masihulan is feasible. 
Challenges to be overcome include the need for 
training, capacity building, information sharing and 
constructive dialogue between all parties involved, 
including clans, communities, hamlets, households 
and village. The project design should include a 
carefully considered business plan, details of market 
and price, costs of providing the service of carbon 
sequestration and compensating households/clans 
for lack of access to resource; the project should 
be developed in full consultation with all relevant 
parties. The MoU between the hamlet, buyer and 
possibly village, should be very clear, transparent and 
detailed, and set out penalties, compensation (benefit 
sharing), and roles and responsibilities of all those 
involved. There are two points here. Firstly, the MoU 
needs to be developed. Secondly, it should probably 
be done using a third party, independent NGO or 
other body. 

4.2 Carbon in Waraka

Waraka is a traditional village with six main clans 
and four new clans, and clan land spanning at least 
45,000 ha (this is the area that has been measured; 
other areas have not yet been measured), located near 
Masohi. Overall, the available land is sufficient for 
village needs, and clan boundaries and ownership rules 
are clear and recognized within traditional law. Most 
village land is located close to the village.

Administratively, the village is led by the village king, 
who comes from one of the two traditional ethnic 
groups in Seram. The king is highly respected and well 
connected, with family members holding government 
positions. Waraka has a village administration system, 
led by the king, and a saniri negeri, which works 
alongside the village administration. As in other 
villages, all clans are represented in the saniri; the 
saniri makes decisions, with the king making the final 
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decision if required. The village institutional structures 
are shown in Figures 2 and 3. 

The national government allocated large areas of the 
village land to a cocoa plantation, whose 30-year 
lease expired in 2012. Negotiations on the future 
contract are underway with the village, to ensure that 
the villagers feel they receive adequate compensation. 
Original compensation was for the plants on the 
land, not the actual land (personal communication 
with PT. Perkebunan Nusantara XIV (PTPN XIV) 
the cocoa producer; see Annex A). More village land 
may be allocated to cassava and coconut plantations 
in the near future, which would threaten both village 
activities and the potential for alternative land uses, 
such as PES projects.

It is likely that forest areas suitable for a carbon 
project or other PES project will be located further 
from the village, possibly in areas of hutan lindung 
(watershed protection forest). This could create 
problems with enforcement/protection of the 
area/PES project from other villages (including 
neighboring non-traditional villages) entering and 

using the forest resources or clearing the land for 
agriculture. Some land in the watershed protection 
forest has already been cleared for gardens.

As with Masihulan, a well-defined baseline scenario is 
needed if a PES project is to be developed. 

4.2.1 Opportunities
Overall, there is potential to develop a carbon project 
in this area. Ownership and administration of land 
and forest resources are relatively clear, and strong 
traditional administrative and village governance 
systems are in place. The community has experience 
in negotiating with a private company and in the 
equitable distribution of benefits throughout the 
village (for example, financial compensation from 
PKPN XIV). Conflict over the distribution of 
benefits or financial returns is not seen as a risk in 
Waraka. The main risk facing a carbon project is its 
proposed location, which may be some distance from 
the village and thus susceptible to encroachment by 
other villages in the area.

4.2.2 Risks
The following risks were identified during the 
feasibility assessment:

District, province and national government do not 
recognize traditional boundaries, although other 
traditional villages do. Traditional recognition is not 
sufficient for most buyers and, as with Masihulan, 
this could present a major problem, especially given 
the lack of funding to formally mark and recognize 
the boundaries. The allocation of land to the cocoa 
plantation is evidence of the insecurity of tenure over 
village land in the absence of legal recognition by the 
national government.  

Risk of encroachment by neighboring communities 
because of the distance between the proposed 
project site and village. Although within the village 
of Waraka the boundaries, ownership rules and 
governance of village and clan land are clear, there is 
a risk that neighboring communities could encroach 
on the proposed project area, especially if the project 
is located some distance from Waraka. This, along 
with property rights, is the most critical issue or risk 
that will need to be mitigated if a successful carbon 
project is to be established and sustained.

A buyer needs to be identified. The buyer is not 
immediately obvious. If the buyer is the international 
market, then the scheme will require an appropriate 
intermediary between the village and the buyer. 

King (Head of village)

Secretary Treasurer

Head of 
development

Head of 
governance

Head of 
public relations 

(general)

Figure 2. The traditional governance structure of Waraka.

Figure 3. The village governance structure of Waraka.

King (Village Head)

Soa Latu Soa Susu Soa Hatetepu Soa Hahu Soa Masing

Saniri members

Vice King

Head of Soa (group of clans)
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Another risk is that the proposed project area and 
volume of carbon may not be sufficient to meet 
buyer needs (at least 20,000–30,000 tons per year 
may be required, according to the Forest Trends 
report). Even if a buyer is found, the income received 
may be insufficient to cover all costs, including 
start-up and operating costs and MRV, which can 
be disproportionately high for small-scale producers. 
Identifying an appropriate buyer is a priority for the 
project design phase.

Technical and administrative capacity are 
limited, but over time can be improved. Waraka, 
as an established traditional village, has some 
technical competencies in managing projects and 
in negotiating contracts with private companies. 
However, further technical and administrative 
support for running a carbon or other PES project 
will be required. This could be provided in the short 
term by engaging a third party, such as an NGO.

4.2.3 Risk mitigation
Some of these risks can be managed or mitigated, 
whereas others, such as the issue of land demarcation 
and rights, may be beyond the scope of the 
CoLUPSIA project. Following are some suggestions 
to mitigate these risks:
 • Work with the district government or national 

park to clarify boundaries and legally recognize 
them (as further discussed in Section 5). As 
funding is limited, it may be worth exploring 
alternatives to overcome the problem of unclear 
land tenure and hence meet buyer requirements.

 • Develop a clear, legally binding MoU to outline 
roles, responsibilities and benefit-sharing 
mechanisms between all relevant parties. It is 
essential to ensure that all communities are 
engaged in the project design from the outset, 
including in drafting the MoU.

 • Raise awareness among local communities and 
ensure a clear means of enforcement. This should 
include examining all options of working with 
neighboring communities and engaging them in 
similar projects. If similar projects are established 
in neighboring communities, group verification 
of carbon could become feasible, which would 
help reduce costs and increase benefits for all 
those involved.

 • Identify a buyer as quickly as possible to 
ensure the carbon project design meets buyer 
requirements. Some buyers may be investors and 
thus help cover the start-up costs.

 • Provide training and technical support directly 
or through a third party, such as an NGO, in the 

short to medium term. As local capacity improves, 
the role of the third party can be reduced.

4.2.4 Conclusion
In Waraka, land status, management and governance 
systems are relatively clear. Villages have clear, well-
defined traditional administrative and governance 
institutions and experience of negotiating with private 
companies. From the outset, any decisions concerning 
a carbon project, including its proposed location, 
should be made in full consultation with the village.

The two greatest challenges are the need for clear 
boundaries and recognition of land ownership and 
the risk of encroachment by neighboring villages, 
many of which are non-traditional and have little 
relationship with Waraka.  

4.3 Alternatives for PES in Seram 

Representatives from the national park, district 
forestry office, a water company and cocoa plantation 
agreed to meet and engaged in relaxed discussions 
to explore the potential of other PES projects. 
Discussions with the forestry office and national park 
focused on options for supporting communities, 
particularly through clarification of land boundaries 
(see Section 5), potential for REDD+, and ways 
to engage with communities on potential PES and 
REDD+ related projects.  

PES project designers should also consider the 
potential to bundle ecosystem services, that is, to 
package along with carbon sequestration other 
services such as watershed protection, water quality, 
certification, ecotourism and biodiversity offsets 
or protection. This could boost income and reduce 
risks associated with being dependent on only 
one buyer. It is also a good way to raise awareness 
among communities about the wider benefits of 
forest protection.

4.3.1 Potential for ecotourism and 
biodiversity credits
Ecotourism has potential in Seram. The national 
park has recognized this and is working closely 
with communities to support the development of 
ecotourism activities and other income-generating 
activities, to manage potential conflicts and to 
enforce national park boundaries. 

Ecotourism and, more recently, the sale of 
biodiversity credits are recognized PES projects. 
There may be potential for communities bordering 
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the national park, in close collaboration with 
the national park authorities, to further develop 
ecotourism activities within the communities 
bordering the national park. CoLUPSIA could 
explore ways to support the national park authority 
and community in this.

CoLUPSIA could also conduct an economic 
valuation of the national park. This valuation could 
explore the potential value of wider ecosystem 
services provided by the national park such as flood 
prevention, water quality, biodiversity protection, 
and cultural and spiritual values. The recent heavy 
rains in Seram and the damage this caused to water 
courses, roads and bridges highlight the importance 
of the national park in protecting the local 
environment.

Preliminary data on ecotourism were collected 
during the CoLUPSIA socioeconomic survey and 
directly from the Manusela National Park office. 
These data are still to be analyzed.

4.3.2 Certification of cocoa production
Indonesia is the world’s third largest producer of 
cocoa, after Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana, contributing 
annual export earnings in excess of US $1.4 
billion.1 Sulawesi is the center of production, with 
smallholder and community production accounting 
for more than 85% of total production.2 In 2008, the 
government announced a nationwide program, called 
Gernas Pro Kakao, to revitalize the cocoa industry, 
encouraging further processing of cocoa beans and 
less export of unprocessed beans.

Indonesia remains one of the only exporters of 
unfermented cocoa beans. In most places, cocoa 
beans are fermented before drying to enhance the 
chocolate flavour, a key factor affecting the quality 
and hence price for beans exported. Available 
information on the uses and main markets for 
unfermented cocoa beans remains limited.

Recently, in Seram and in other parts of Indonesia, 
production has declined because of weather 
conditions, aging trees and disease outbreaks. This 
is true for PTP Nusantara XIV. As a result, the 
company is moving production away from cocoa to 
rubber. However, it has established a sample cocoa 

1 http://portal.antaranews.com/en/news/67662/indonesia-to-
become-worlds-largest-cocoa-producer
2 http://www.roundtablecocoa.org/documents/8%20Mr.%20
I.%20Wayan%20Yasa%20-%20Indonesia.pdf

plot using improved seedlings. Representatives from 
the company explained that, if this experiment 
succeeds, then the company will explore the 
potential of certification. The company does not buy 
beans from outside the plantation, including from 
communities, because of concerns over the quality of 
beans produced.

Further research is required to understand the 
potential for certification of cocoa and its benefits for 
ecosystems and local communities, as follows:
 • To understand the supply chain, in particular 

the end uses of unfermented cocoa beans, it 
would be useful to explore the market and the 
products made using unfermented beans, and 
to determine market demand for certification of 
unfermented beans.

 • In most cases, certification of cocoa production is 
obtained to ensure that social conditions of those 
involved in the production meet international 
requirements; for example, a requirement is that 
cocoa production does not involve child labor.

4.3.3 Protection of water quality for a water 
company 
Drinking water is predominantly supplied as bottled 
water from outside of Seram. The only supplier is a 
relatively new company, ASELO, based in Masohi. 
Company production is relatively limited but may 
develop over time. The company has engaged the 
community near the water source to plant trees and 
help protect the water catchment area.

Opportunities for working with the company to 
expand its work with communities are limited, 
as production remains relatively low. However, as 
the company develops, opportunities for PES may 
emerge, for example to engage with communities 
to protect the watershed and underground water 
sources. Contact should be maintained with this 
company and potential PES projects explored at a 
later date, if applicable.

The value of protecting the watershed for water quality 
could be assessed as part of the economic valuation of 
the national park.

5.  Moving forward
To make progress in developing PES projects 
in Seram, the issue of insecure land tenure (and 
access to forest resources and ecosystem services) 
must be resolved. Potential PES projects can 
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then be developed in full consultation with local 
communities. An initial step in the project design 
is identification of the baseline or “without project” 
scenario. Once the project is under development, 
a full feasibility study should be undertaken to 
ensure the financial feasibility of the project, among 
other things.  

5.1 Dealing with insecure land tenure

The biggest threat to PES in Seram, as elsewhere in 
Indonesia, is the lack of clear and secure land tenure. 
Although traditional governance and administrative 
systems in both Waraka and Masihulan recognize 
traditional land ownership, district, provincial 
and national governments do not. In the absence 
of clear ownership of the land (access to the land 
and use of forest resources), potential buyers of an 
ecosystem service such as carbon sequestration are 
unlikely to be willing to engage in the project. A very 
pertinent risk is that the national government could 
reallocate the land to an alternative use, without 
consultation with the community. Although the 
community can dispute the allocation under regional 
autonomy regulations, in practice the community 
rarely succeeds in overturning the government’s land 
allocation decisions.

The national park authority and district forestry 
agency have suggested the following three approaches 
to resolving this issue:

1. The Forestry Agency in Masohi district could 
propose the establishment of a community forest 
within the production forest. The Ministry of 
Forestry will consider this proposal as long as the 
forest area has not been allocated for concession 
use. The proposal should include an explanation 
that the forest area will be used for a carbon 
project and be managed by the community. If 
approved, the Ministry of Forestry will give a 
license to the community to use the forest land 
(HGU/Hak Guna Usaha). 

2. If the carbon project is to be implemented on 
community land, the Forestry Agency can issue 
a technical recommendation and forward this 
proposal to the Ministry of Forestry in Jakarta 
for acceptance. Ideally, the proposal would be 
made by the carbon buyer(s) or the community’s 
partners (NGOs or other institutions), and the 
land will need to be demarcated by the BPN 
(Badan Pertanahan Nasional — National Land 
Agency). It is also necessary to have clear land 
boundaries within or between the communities 

(whether the land is owned by clans or by 
negeri/petuanan). The District Forestry Agency, 
however, does not have the necessary funds to 
pay for BPN to demarcate the land nor does the 
community have the funds to have their petuanan 
(customary) land demarcated — an essential 
part of the process. Therefore, this will require 
funding from external sources or a third party.

3. The Manusela National Park authority suggested 
that the process take place only at the district 
level. In this case, the petuanan land is already 
recognized under district autonomy regulations. 
The national park can help the community by 
submitting a proposal to the district government 
(the Regent) to use the land for a specific purpose 
(e.g. carbon project). The park authorities 
can facilitate meetings between the district 
government, community and BPN to explain the 
proposal. If the regent approves the proposal, then 
the BPN will proceed with land demarcation, 
together with the community. The District Land 
Agency will check and confirm the boundaries 
and issue a land certificate for an area less than 
5000 ha, and the Provincial Land Agency will 
do it if the area is more than 5000 ha. As part of 
this option, the regent must be involved in the 
planning and implementation, including any 
distribution of the benefits from the project (or tax 
on the payments received). In addition, authority 
for such land allocation at the district level applies 
only to areas designated as APL (Areal Penggunaan 
Lain; Areas with Other Uses). The facilitation of 
meetings and land demarcation by BPN incur 
costs, but as neither the national park authority 
nor the community has sufficient funds, other 
agencies such as Cirad/CIFOR (CoLUPSIA) or 
NGOs may need to assist.

5.2 Next steps

Although no PES projects are yet under development 
in Seram, apart from some ecotourism in and around 
Manusela National Park, Masihulan and Waraka do 
have potential to develop PES projects such as carbon 
projects and to expand ecotourism opportunities.

Other ecosystem services such as watershed protection, 
biodiversity protection and ecotourism may also 
function within a carbon project area, which provides 
an opportunity to sell “bundles” of ecosystem services 
to potential buyers and hence increase revenue streams 
and diversify risk. The potential for broader PES 
projects could be explored through an economic 
valuation of the national park.



 Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES)   11

In accordance with the PES guide, the next steps for 
developing a PES pilot project in Seram include the 
following:
 • Clearly define the ecosystem service. Develop 

the baseline and project scenarios, including 
understanding of drivers of land-use change and 
how the carbon project will change practices and 
improve the baseline scenario. The project should 
be developed with the full involvement of local 
communities and other relevant parties from the 
start. FPIC is a condition of most buyers and a 
key factor in ensuring sustainability of service 
provision.

 • Ensure that geographic boundaries for the 
ecosystem service are clear and legally demarcated. 
Work with local government departments and 
national park authorities to obtain legal land 
certificates and recognition of ownership over the 
land from which the ecosystem service is provided.

 • Ensure that clear governance structures and 
systems are in place that will enable robust 
and transparent governance of the ecosystem 
service(s) to be sold. 

 • Assess the institutional capacity (needs 
assessment) and provide training (administrative, 
management and technical) to support the 
implementation of a carbon or PES project. An 
NGO may be required to contribute in this step.

 • Identify a potential buyer of the carbon or 
other ecosystem service. Knowing the buyer is 
necessary to know the MRV and hence baseline 
data requirements. Consider bundling ecosystem 
services, to attract more than one buyer to the 
project and hence increase income, reduce risk, 
and improve the financial feasibility of the project.

 • Ensure all parties engaged in the project are 
aware of the target market for the ecosystem 
service and of any associated requirements.

 • Determine the MRV requirements of the 
market and buyer. For example, if the buyer 
requires independent, third-party verification 
to meet Plan Vivo, CDM or VCS standards, 
then understanding the standards and means 
of compliance is essential. Standards will also 
influence the baseline data required and the 
mechanisms for measuring, reporting and 
verifying the changes associated with the 
PES project.

 • Ensure credibility of the service to be supplied 
and the means of verification, through 
consultation with key parties and appropriate 
verification bodies.

 • Develop, through robust, transparent 
consultation, appropriate benefit-sharing 
mechanisms for disbursement of any rewards from 
the sale of the ecosystem service, whether cash or 
in-kind payments. Develop a legally recognized 
MoU that outlines the roles and responsibilities of 
all parties, benefit-sharing procedures, reporting 
requirements, and penalties for encroachment and 
failure to deliver on MoU components.

 • Engage with all parties from the outset of the 
project design and throughout PES project 
implementation, to secure the sustainability of 
the project.

In addition, the following actions, to be undertaken 
immediately, will assist the development of PES 
in Seram:
 • Research international carbon markets to 

determine their requirements for buying carbon 
(e.g. stock or annual growth).

 • Meet with Plan Vivo and other verification bodies 
to clarify the requirements for a carbon project.

 • Incorporate PES potential into the Participatory 
Prospective Analysis (PPA) workshop.

 • Research in more detail cocoa supply chains and 
the potential for certification, if feasible.

 • Undertake economic valuation of the national 
park to explore its role in protecting ecosystem 
services and identify any financial mechanisms 
that can support this service provision.

 • Explore, in collaboration with other institutions 
such as District Public Works Agency, the 
potential for sale of other ecosystem services, 
including watershed protection.

Several useful references are available to guide the 
development of a PES project, including Olander and 
Ebeling (2011) Building Carbon Projects: Step-by-
Step Overview and Guide.

Box 1 presents lessons learned from PES projects in 
Costa Rica, Mexico and Ecuador. These lessons are 
useful points for consideration when developing PES 
projects in Seram, Indonesia.
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Box 1. Summary of lessons learned for REDD+ from PES and conservation incentive programs 

Participation agreements
 • Provide a clear institutional framework that facilitates inter-sectoral cooperation.
 • Use simple contracts, backed up by clear, easy-to-reference program guidelines.
 • Invest in legal capacity building and technical support.
 • Explore options for overcoming tenure barriers to participation.
 • Set contract duration based on the relative need for certainty in ecosystem service delivery versus flexibility in 

enrolled properties.
 • Make payments directly or indirectly conditional on ecosystem service delivery.
 • Design program activities to minimize the costs of participation while allowing for productive activities to occur 

alongside REDD+.
 • Incorporate robust and transparent guidelines for monitoring and verification.
 • Provide clear, transparent, and enforceable sanctions for noncompliance, in combination with risk management 

mechanisms.

“Equity” or social objectives
 • Strengthen the enabling legal, policy and governance framework.
 • Support implementation with good governance and appropriate institutions at multiple levels.
 • Adopt a rights-based approach that respects internationally agreed safeguards.
 • Use targeted outreach and capacity building and control transaction costs to overcome obstacles to 

participation, particularly for poor or marginalized people.
 • Incorporate credible monitoring of social outcomes and impacts.

Trade-offs and synergies between multiple benefits
 • Account for multiple benefits in targeting payments or incentives.
 • Use multiple criteria to minimize trade-offs and enhance synergies when selecting eligible participants and 

activities.
 • Explicitly consider multiple or co-benefits in evaluating outcomes.
 • Evaluate synergies and trade-offs with other environmental and economic development policies and programs.
 • Use differentiated payments to recognize and reward actions that enhance synergies among multiple 

environmental services.

Measuring, reporting, and verification (MRV)
 • Understand the advantages and disadvantages of PES MRV systems, taking into consideration the key 

differences in scale, scope and objectives that distinguish the requirements for REDD+ MRV.
 • Use effective MRV design to achieve and attribute additional emissions reductions.
 • Design MRV systems to track leakage in order to improve efficiency of program performance against REDD+ 

objectives.
 • In order to assess — and adaptively manage — performance on social and environmental safeguards, set clear 

targets and baselines, and regularly measure and evaluate relevant indicators.
 • Identify opportunities for cost-efficiency in MRV while recognizing trade-offs between cost and accuracy or 

precision.
 • Invest in human capital and capacity building at both “ends” of the payment.

Sustainable finance in PES and REDD+
 • Diversify funding sources and duration to reduce risks and contribute to sustainability.
 • Engage the private sector with public programs via an enabling legislative framework.
 • Improve targeting by clearly defining objectives and baselines and using adaptive management techniques.
 • Explore options to control administrative costs.

Source: FONAFIFO, CONAFOR and Ministry of Environment 2012
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No regular meetings of village institutions are held. 
Only if there are problems is a meeting held for 
coordination. However, the saniri negeri meets every 
3 months or at any time depending on the need. 

The sub-village consists of the head of the sub-village, 
secretary and the head of saniri; the latter has 11 
members, each of whom represents a clan in the sub-
village. At sub-village level, there is actually no need for 
a saniri structure; however, before being designated as a 
sub-village, Masihulan was a customary village (negeri) 
with a customary governance structure (king). In 
1979, the government changed the regulation related 
to the village government system under Law No. 5 
of 1979, to stipulate a settlement must have more 
than 70 households to qualify as a village. Therefore 
Masihulan was combined with Sawai and became a 
sub-village. The community claims that it has vast area 
of forest belonging to the clan (petuanan) so, although 
they do not want their village to become a sub-village 
they obey the regulation. 

Petuanan is an area of forest that belongs to the 
village or clans, based on customary law. Petuanan is 
recognized in the national forestry regulation (UU No. 
41/1999), and has been accommodated under regional 
autonomy at the district level. It is a challenge for the 
district to develop regional regulations (Perda) that 
could help the community to manage their petuanan 
as long as their activities are not inside the park. 
However, this recognition is not explicitly included in 
official forest classifications, where the forest areas are 
divided for production forest (HP/Hutan Produksi), 
limited production forest (HPT/Hutan Produksi 
Terbatas), national park (TN/Taman Nasional), 
watershed protection forest (HL/Hutan Lindung), 
and other use of land (APL/Areal Penggunaan Lain). 
Hence, recognition of traditional right in practice 
remains weak.

2. What is the process for a sub-village to become 
administrative or definitive village?

In 2011, Masihulan proposed to the district 
government of Central Maluku that its sub-village 
should become an administrative village, although 
they would like to become the definitive village/
negeri. This is because the Sawai village has only 
allowed Masihulan to become administrative village, 
which means that the management of the land and 
forest still has to involve Sawai, including receiving 
funds from the national government. Their proposal 
is being discussed by Central Maluku district 

Annex A.  Interview results 

Key findings from the following interviews are 
presented in this Annex:

Masihulan Hamlet
Sawai Village
Waraka Village
District Forestry Agency
Manusela National Park Agency
PTPN XIV (Cocoa Plantation Company)
Water company, Masohi

A.1 Interview results with community: 
Masihulan hamlet or sub-village, 
19 July 2012

1. What is the relationship between the sub-village 
government and the saniri sub-village (customary 
institution) at village (negeri) level? What are the 
tasks and functions of the saniri in the sub-village 
and what relationship does it have with Sawai 
Village? How are the saniri representatives elected 
at village level? How often does the saniri hold a 
meeting at village and sub-village level?

The saniri negeri of Sawai consists of 15 members, 
one of whom comes from Masihulan, i.e. the head of 
saniri. The head of the sub-village is under the village 
structure (under kaur – head of a department). The 
functions of the saniri negeri at sub-village [level] are to 
control and to coordinate with the negeri government. 

Each sub-village has its own saniri, whose tasks are to: 
1. Handle sub-village affairs, including matters 

related to land, land boundaries and marriage; 
2. Oversee the sub-village governance, for example, 

controlling the use of village subsidies for sub-
villages; and 

3. Coordinate with the saniri negeri at village 
level concerning matters related to funds, land 
boundaries, investors, etc. 

The saniri, which is the sub-village representation in 
the saniri negeri, is elected based on certain criteria 
(related to the knowledge of the sub-village and 
education level). Candidates are endorsed by the 
king upon recommendations by the head of the sub-
village where the candidate is from. The candidates are 
generally the head of the saniri at sub-village. 
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legislature (DPRD); the final decision is due by the 
end of 2012. 

When deciding whether a sub-village is eligible to 
become a definitive or administrative village, the 
district legislature assesses and evaluates whether the 
proposed sub-village has met the criteria (having 
more than 70 households) and also reviews the village 
history. If it was once a customary administrative 
unit (negeri adat), the legislature has the authority 
to endorse the change in status from sub-village 
to definitive — not administrative — negeri in 
accordance with the regulation and the law.

3. What is the status of the forest in Masihulan 
sub-village? Does it belong to the clans, the sub-
village or both? Are the boundaries clear or are 
there still disputes over them?

The forestland in Masihulan belongs to the clans and 
the sub-village. Sometimes, disagreements over land 
boundaries have resulted in disputes between clans but 
all disputes have been settled amicably. Disputes tend 
to arise where there is a lack of clear understanding 
of boundaries, resulting in one clan accessing another 

King (Head of village)

Secretary Treasurer

Head of 
development

Head of 
governance

Head of 
public relation 

(general)

Head of sub-village (hamlets)

Head of saniri from sub-village

Saniri Negeri (Village)

Head of sub-village

Secretary

Head of saniri

Clans

Figure A.1 The village institutions in Sawai.

Figure A.2 The sub-village institutions in Masihulan.

clan’s land by mistake. This happens more commonly 
with the younger generation. The clan’s land is the 
land belonging to a particular clan in the village, which 
all clan members including relatives and their children 
have the right to own. The clan land is usually handed 
down from one generation to the next generation.

The clan’s land is mostly primary forest, but some areas 
are secondary forest, i.e. abandoned gardens. Territory 
is demarcated by natural features (e.g. rivers) or by a 
certain plant species (sago trees, durian trees, etc.). The 
areas around the markers are claimed by the clan and 
those outside belong to the sub-village. All members of 
the community of Masihulan sub-village own a piece 
of land. Migrants are given some clan or sub-village 
land to cultivate.

4.  What is the condition of the forests in 
Masihulan? Are they still primary forest? Or have 
they become secondary ones and scrubland?

Most of the forests are still primary forests. Those 
used for gardens are located near the settlements. The 
primary forests in Masihulan mostly belong to the sub-
village and are estimated to cover about 2000 ha. This 
does not include the forest area within the national 
park, which is estimated to exceed 10,000 ha. 

5. On whose land is the carbon study by 
CoLUPSIA located?

The carbon plots (done by Susanne) are located 
outside the park. They lie in the primary and 
secondary forests (forests burned as a result of a 
long drought in 1982 and of land clearing by the 
community) and on some of the clans’ land.

6. What kind of support has been received 
by Masihulan sub-village with regard to the 
community’s income? What is the procedure for 
disbursement according to the administrative 
system at village level? 

The national park contributed nutmeg seeds to 
the community in 2009; all have been successfully 
grown. The seedlings were distributed evenly, with 
each household receiving 10 seedlings.

In late 2011, The United Nations Industrial 
Development Organization (UNIDO) gave cocoa 
clones to certain groups. There are 12 groups across 
Sawai; Masihulan sub-village has only one group, 
which comprises 15 members.
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In 2012, Japan International Cooperation Agency 
(JICA) and Manusela National Park signed an MoU to 
allow the community to collect damar resin from inside 
the park. JICA funded the project, including covering 
the costs of a uniform and a badge that is compulsory 
for members of the damar-collecting community. This 
arrangement applied only to the collection of damar and 
the community is free to find markets to sell the resin.

In 2012, four community members attended training 
on damar collection and national park management in 
Bogor, facilitated by JICA and Manusela National Park.

Yayasan Wallacea once gave cash to the community to 
help them establish home-based economic activities 
(trade or husbandry) and buy basic needs. Each 
household was given Rp 2.5 million – 3 million 
rupiahs when they moved from the old settlements to 
the present location. Aid went to 30–40 households. 
Households that already received a monthly income 
were not eligible for the aid. In addition to the cash 
aid, the foundation also built a community health 
center (puskesmas); although it supplied some facilities, 
including a drinking water filter, the facilities are no 
longer functioning. The foundation also built the 
Wildlife Rehabilitation Centre (PRS/Pusat Rehabilitasi 
Satwa), which is now managed by Balai Konservasi 
Sumber Daya Alam (BKSDA).

If donors give aid to the sub-village, the procedure is that 
the sub-village must report it to Sawai, to inform them 
that the aid is to be used exclusively for the sub-village. If 
aid is given via village/Sawai (negeri), the community is 
worried that the negeri will take part of it. If donors give 
cash to the sub-village head, then it will be distributed 
among the sub-village community.

Anyway, when asked whether they would like the cash 
to be given to the head of sub-village or directly to them, 
community members (individual households) say that 
if the aid is for the community, they would like it to be 
given directly to them; if it is for public goods, it can be 
distributed via the sub-village head.

7. What kind of compensation does the community 
expect from Manusela National Park for prohibitions 
on collecting timber and other forest products? 
Do they want cash or non-cash (such as seedling)? 
What kind of forest products are the community still 
allowed to collect?

The community expects non-cash compensation; for 
example, the park gave 10 nutmeg seedlings to each 
household. The seedlings have grown well. Failure in 

cultivating cocoa seeds (also given by the national 
park) was because of bad seedlings and absence of 
extension services (advice) on cocoa cultivation. 

About 30 of the 83 households in Masihulan collect 
resin (damar) from the park. Resin is the only forest 
product that community members may still harvest. 
Buyers come to Masihulan to buy the resin at a 
price of Rp 5000 per kg. Each person can collect up 
to 100 kg of resin weekly or 300–400 kg monthly. 
Harvesters use a rotation system. Collection is 
irregular because of the long distance to the harvest 
site (20 km from the settlements) and the weather. 
The intensity of selling resin is uncertain and 
depends on buyer demand. Therefore, resin is not 
collected daily, but at least once or twice a month. 
Resin collectors stay in the forest for a week during 
harvest.

Community members can collect other forest 
products such as nutmeg, cloves, sago and rattan for 
additional income, as long as they take them from 
outside the national park borders. However, they 
harvest some products, such as rattan, upon the 
buyer’s order only. 

8. How is the condition of the spring (water 
resource) used by the community? Are there 
problems with sedimentation or pollution? Is it 
still in good condition? How does the community 
maintain it? 

The spring from which the community gets fresh 
water is in good condition and the water is abundant; 
however, the water contains some limestone and 
tastes of the limestone in the dry season when the 
discharge is low. The water is channeled through 
pipes to the houses; however, the pipes are not long 
enough to reach all the houses. As the spring is 
located not far from the settlements (about 50 m), the 
community can get the spring water, which is stored 
in a tank. The community maintains the spring by 
not felling the trees around it. There are many more 
springs that the community could use, if they had the 
funds to do so.

9. Who in the sub-village government has the 
authority to make decisions on local affairs? 

Decisions are made by consensus through the 
meeting of the saniri and the sub-village head. 
Generally, the saniri voices aspirations from each 
household it leads, so the decision made is basically 
the decision of the community.
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10. How does the Masihulan community 
maintain forest fertility? 

The community has good awareness of how to 
maintain forest fertility. They replant or maintain 
timber tree species that have been logged such as 
iron wood, matoa, lengua and hazelnut. They do this 
out of the fear that future generations will no longer 
know and have access to these species. These activities 
have taken place since 2000. Timber species located 
outside the park are still harvested in small quantities 
for personal consumption only.

Timber, such as iron wood and matoa, is 
predominantly collected for sale (also in small 
quantities of no more than 3 m3) for use in 
construction. People from Masohi and Ambon visit 
Masihulan to buy the timber. 

11. Are there still problems related to land use 
in the sub-village? If there are, how are they 
addressed?

Masihulan still has enough forestland (traditionally) 
for local needs so there are no disputes over land 
use. Each household has land for gardens (3 ha/
household), where they plant food crops (50 × 
50 m); the remaining land is used for growing annual 
crops (cocoa, clove, etc.).

12. Can the community guarantee that they 
will not collect timber or NTFPs from the forest if 
there is a donor willing to provide cash for forest 
protection?

Yes, they can guarantee this, as so far they have 
already obeyed national park regulations (not 
collecting timber or other forest products except 
resin). They have received seedlings from the national 
park for future income. The main sources of income 
are from agriculture and employment services (e.g. 
guides, porters, etc.). The community is aware of the 
need to protect the forest and so helps to protect the 
national park from outsiders coming to collect timber 
or to hunt.

13. How is the village fund allocation (ADD) 
at village (negeri) level distributed to the sub-
village? What is it used for? 

ADD is village cash subsidy from the national 
government that is given to all villages. The fund is 
used for village (including hamlets) development 
such as building a village hall or repairing houses 

or the mosque. How the funds are used is decided 
by the village governance body and saniri. 
Unfortunately, to date, Masihulan has not received 
any benefit. In some cases, the key informant in 
Masihulan mentioned, the Sawai government has 
given the ADD funds to individuals that needed to 
develop their business as a loan with interest rates. 
This is not the original purpose of the ADD fund.

A.2 Interview results with community:
Sawai Village, 19 July 2012
Informants: Mr. Abubakar (saniri negeri), Mr. Taslim 
(king), Mr. Amin Tuasikal (saniri negeri)

What is the status of the forest in Sawai: a. 
belonging to clans; b. belonging to the village; 
c. belonging to clans and the village? (Also 
asked: What is the current population? How 
many households have no land?). Are the land 
boundaries clear? Is the land still forested 
(primary forests, secondary forests or garden)?  

The Sawai community has traditionally owned the 
forests but the forests officially belong to the state. 
Part of the Sawai area has been designated as national 
park, and at present, the provincial government 
is planning to allocate the remaining traditional 
land of Sawai village for production forests, limited 
production forests, and land for other uses (APL). 
The final decision has not been made yet, but once 
the Ministry of Forestry has approved the land 
allocation, the community will not have enough land 
for farming or for future generations.

In Sawai, the entire land traditionally belongs to the 
village (negeri) and no land belongs to clans. The 
village is responsible for the management and control 
of the forests in Sawai. If any community members 
need land for a garden, they must request a letter 
of permit from the village head and they can then 
individually own the land. However, some households 
have ignored the rules and have cleared land for a 
garden without requesting permission from the village. 
The village head explained that community members 
require the letter of permit for certification (only land 
used for garden or settlement can be certified). 

What is the area of land that belongs to the negeri? 

Most of the forestland owned by the village is still 
primary forest and located near Nitsui’s shrimp 
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pond company. Officially, the national government 
allocated the forest itself to a shrimp company, PT 
Djayanti Group (2000 ha), so now the village land is 
very limited (only 500–700 ha). This land is for the 
use of not only Sawai village, but also sub-villages.

The village provides each household with up to 
2 ha of land for household gardens. However, not 
all households have land for their gardens; only 
those who work as farmers do. A high number of 
households need land because the population in 
Sawai has reached 420 households (in total, there are 
820 households, but this includes four sub-villages 
in Sawai). 

The boundaries of Sawai village are clear. In the west, 
it administratively borders Saleman, and customarily 
borders Horale. In the east, it borders Wahai. All 
the boundaries are natural features (e.g. rivers, 
mountains).

On the other hand, the boundaries of Sawai’s forest 
and the state’s forests (HP, HPT and APL) are still 
unclear. Although the national park boundaries are 
clear, those of Sawai’s forest inside the national park 
are unclear. Boundary markers were placed inside the 
national park but most have been damaged or lost. 
This is because community members did not know 
that the Balai Pemantapan Kawasan Hutan (BPKH) 
agency from Ambon had place boundary markers in 
the field.

The community has very limited activities in 
the forest because of the unclear land allocation 
boundaries. The government has yet to openly 
communicate the boundaries of HP, HPT, APL and 
the national park, which could potentially cause 
conflict over land boundaries. 

If Sawai’s forest is still in a good condition 
(primary), would you be interested, or not, in 
a forest protection program conducted in the 
village? 

Yes, I would be interested in the program to protect 
the forests. In Sawai, the main income comes from 
two sources: forest- and sea-based activities. So, as 
long as the program can fulfil the community’s needs, 
they can participate in the program. But the question 
is how the forest user can find alternative income 
from non-forest sources, such as from the sea. What 
kind of empowerment is the most suitable for the 
community? This must be taken into consideration. 

If there is a donor willing to provide some funds 
for forest protection projects, e.g. not to cut 
timber and to maintain trees for optimum growth. 
Would you be interested? If yes, would you like 
the program to be managed by the village itself or 
through cooperation with other parties (as it will 
need to do measurement related to forest value 
(e.g. carbon stock)? 

We are interested in such a program, but in the early 
stages the community would prefer to have a partner 
such as an NGO or local government as they do 
not have the required skills. Training and capacity 
building are greatly needed. After a few years, the 
village would be able to implement the program and 
run the activities to improve the forest quality. 

The king can give his personal guarantee that the 
community will no longer fell trees as long as the 
program/project provides clear benefits to the 
community. Most importantly, the community 
should be told about the program in advance. For 
example, a current program from the national park 
required the park officer to control the forest areas, 
but under the zonation system, the park still allows 
the community to manage their garden in the forest 
and collect certain forest products such as damar. 
But the new garden should be allocated outside 
the park. Therefore, dissemination is critical. If the 
community gains benefits from protecting the forest, 
then regulations could be developed to bind the 
community so they no longer disobey the regulation. 

The only problem will be changing the community’s 
behavior from a focus on forest-based activities to 
a focus on fishing and other sources of income. 
Attempts have been made in the past, under the 
community empowerment program in 2010. The 
Fishery Office provided seaweed cultivation for 
households who depend on the forest, but the 
program did not provide help with marketing and 
access to the market and, as a result the activities 
stagnated and the community returned to collecting 
forest products.

If the village receives cash aid, who will receive 
and manage the money? Who will prepare the 
financial report? Who will be the account holder if 
a bank account is needed?. 

Cash aid is given based on a proposal and the money 
allocation should be cleared (e.g. ADD fund). At the 
village level, the saniri negeri controls whether the 
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money is correctly used or not. But if they receive 
cash, the money can be distributed directly to the 
community with the involvement of the village 
officer. But the king does not mind if the money is 
distributed directly to the community.

The financial report is prepared by a community 
member whom the king appoints based on certain 
criteria, e.g. having the required skills, adequate 
education level, and general suitability for the task. 
Guidelines on how to prepare financial reports 
are usually prepared by the program/project, for 
example, the Empowerment Institution. 

The bank account is usually opened in the village’s 
name with signatures of the king (village head) and 
the negeri treasurer. 

To implement a forest protection program, if the 
village needs cooperation with other parties, who 
will be the best partners: NGOs, government or 
the private sector? 

The community prefers collaboration with NGOs. 
This is because, because of past experience, they have 
less trust in the district government or companies, 
for example, where there were problems with 
funding from the government project and promises 
from companies were never realized because of 
bureaucratic processes. Some companies have 
promised to give the village cash and non-cash aid 
(e.g. a bridge construction project) but they did not 
keep their promises. 

To whom will the cash be distributed? To all 
households, to those who need it, or to be stored 
in the village treasury for community’s needs?

In Sawai, the cash will be distributed to all the 
households if they receive cash aid. It is a common 
practice of togetherness and also for controlling 
purposes. If the cash is distributed to certain groups 
(i.e. forest product collector), other groups that are 
not collectors of forest product will be opposed to 
it. 

So far, all aid money or in-kind payment has been 
distributed to all households equally (e.g. rice aid) 
to avoid social jealousy and to maintain a good 
relationship with the village officer. If the village head 
did not distribute the aid equally, those who did 
not receive the aid will not take part in any village 
activities. 

Is there any guarantee that the community will 
not fell trees for timber if they receive funding? 
Will the community change their behavior 
(i.e. to fell trees)? If not, what can be done to 
prevent this? 

The village head explained that, in principle, he can 
guarantee that the community will not go to the 
forest only if they can gain the benefits from the 
project. In addition, the village can make a regulation 
and this must be obeyed by the community. But the 
important thing is that the community must always 
be regularly informed.

What does the village do to improve forest 
fertility? Have there been any activities related to 
forest fertility? 

Plant regeneration or rehabilitation has been done to 
improve forest fertility, such as the planting of durian 
trees to replace the old trees, and certain species 
commonly used for construction purposes such as 
iron wood, lengua and gufasa are also maintained.

Can the community fulfil their daily needs from 
the activity such as forest protection, for which 
they receive cash aid? Is such an aid regarded as a 
mere additional income? What is the main source 
of income? 

Cash aid is not enough to meet daily needs; each 
household must have regular income to meet their 
daily needs. For example, from the rice aid program, 
the village distributed the rice to all the households. 
Instead of distributing the rice on a monthly basis 
to all households (7 kg per household), the rice was 
distributed alternately, for example to Sawai and 
Olong in the first phase (every 3 months), to other 
sub-villages in the second phase, and so on so that each 
household could receive up to 30 kg of rice at a time.

Can the income generated from forest protection 
activities be used to address the problems of 
insufficient land or income? If not, how will the 
village address land-related problems in Sawai?

The community’s land is still vast but it has been 
allocated for HP, HPK and APL. So, the informants 
hoped that the local government would reconsider 
the land allocation in their village. However, the 
revision of land use allocation might take more 
than a year. The Forestry Office will consider all 
suggestions from the community at the district level, 
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and then they will develop a revised version of land 
allocation to be submitted to the forestry agency at 
the provincial level. The proposal will be collected by 
the governor’s office and the governor will wait for 
other districts that have similar problems before he 
presents the proposal at the national level (Ministry 
of Forestry). Hence, the revision process of land 
allocation will be underway for a few years before the 
Ministry makes the final decision. 

Another way is to seek alternative sources of income 
from the sea resources or finding activities other than 
harvesting forest products. An example is collecting 
fish by using cages (rumpong). The rumpong are placed 
on the surface of the sea, and the fish will come and 
rest under the rumpong: the fish use the rumpong 
like an umbrella. The fishery agency contributed six 
rumpong, and one rumpong can be used for 30 people. 
In another village (Saleman), this rumpong system 
helped the local people to increase their livelihood, 
as they can earn Rp 12 million per month. But in 
Sawai, the rumpong system is not very successful. The 
problem was that the community wants additional 
support from the government such as nets and boats to 
collect the fish. The government has not supplied these 
so the rumpong have yet to be productive.

Are the village institutions functioning well in 
governing the village? 

Yes, they are functioning well. Coordination 
meetings are always held among the village officer, 
the saniri negeri and customary leaders to address 
village affairs that are related to village interests. 

What kinds of procedures have been adopted 
by the village to address land conflicts? Is the 
village institution able to handle the problem? 
How does it work? Does the village involve a 
third party (government or NGOs) to solve any 
conflicts of land? 

There is no conflict among the clans in Sawai. 
However, land conflicts have occurred among sub-
villages and between a sub-village and the village. 
The land in Sawai is inherited, so there was no clan’s 
land. Claims on land have started since companies 
began working in Sawai territory. In Sawai, disputes 
over land have always been settled at village level with 
the help of the saniri negeri. If the dispute is between 
villages, the problem will be settled at subdistrict 
level or by involving the police and the court. Some 
inter-subvillage disputes need the involvement of law 
enforcers if the village head is unable to resolve them.

A.3 Interview results with community:
Waraka Village, 22 July 2012

Informant: The king of Waraka (R.Y.B. Lailossa, SH)

What is the status of the forest in Waraka: a. 
belonging to clans; b. belonging to the village; 
c. belonging to clans and the village? (Also 
asked: What is the current population and how 
many households do not have land?) Are the 
land boundaries clear? Is the land still forested 
(primary forests, secondary forests or garden)?

The land in Waraka is owned by clans and the village 
(negeri). There are six indigenous clans in Waraka, 
namely Lailosa, Matoke, Mahali, Maseke, Wasalaine 
and Kasale, and four non-indigenous (migrant) clans, 
namely Titasinai, Maalalu, Walakuty and Tahayasu. 
All clans are grouped under five soa (main clan 
groups), namely Soa Latu, Soa Susu, Soa Hatalepu, 
Soa Hahu and Soa Masing. 

The negeri’s land is managed for the benefit of the 
community. All clans, both indigenous and migrant, 
have their own land for farming (farms and gardens) 
to meet their needs. According to the history, Lailosa 
clan (the kings from direct descendant) owned the 
largest area of clan land in Waraka. The king then 
commanded the Lailosa clan to distribute the land to 
other clans for farming. 

Officially, Waraka’s customary land lies on the areas 
allocated for PTPN 14. In 2012, PTPN 14 facilitated 
demarcation of Waraka’s petuanan land, which 
encompasses three river basins (Pia, Nari and Rusi). 
So far, only two river basins (Pia and Nari) have been 
demarcated, covering a total area of 45,000 ha. The 
other river basin (Rusi) has yet to be demarcated.

The customary boundaries of clans’ land and 
petuanan land are recognized by both the 
community and the bordering villages. The 
boundaries are marked using natural features such 
as rivers, mountains and hills. Waraka land borders 
Marihuunu Village and Horale Village in the north, 
Noaulu in the south, the Noa River in the east, and 
the Mala River and Makina River in the west.

Forests owned by the Lailosa clan are dispersed 
among several villages, including those in North 
Seram. The total land is huge and some of the land 
in North Seram is used by a company (PT Nusa Ina) 
with the permission of negeri Lisabata. The matter 



 Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES)   21

(the issuance of the permit) is being clarified now. 
Problems have also arisen with Horale and Wailulu, 
which have granted permission to timber concessions 
(IPK/Ijin Pemanfaatan Kayu) for logging in Waraka’s 
forestland. As many as 1600 trees have been felled, at 
an estimated value of more than Rp 100 million.
 
According to the king of Waraka, part of the 
petuanan land has been allocated for watershed 
protection forest, production forest, and other uses 
by the mapping agency (Balai Pengukuhan Kawasan 
Hutan — BPKH). The negeri has complained about 
this to the forestry agency in Masohi, which has 
promised to help review the land allocation.

The majority of forest in Waraka is still primary 
forest, with secondary forest in some areas. 
The village controls the use of forest resources, 
particularly timber extraction. Currently, individuals 
are still allowed to harvest timber but only for 
personal use and not for sale. 

If Waraka’s forests are still in good condition 
(primary), what is your view if a forest protection 
program is to be conducted in the village? Would 
you be interested or not?

The community would accept and be interested in 
forest protection programs in the future. 
The Waraka community has been protecting the 
sacred forest, which lies in the mountain area. 
Inside the forest, the community is not allowed to 
harvest either timber or non-timber forest products. 
As such, the area has been well protected. The 
community will also accept a program if the forest 
area to be protected lies within the production 
forest or outside the sacred forest.

Assuming that there is a donor willing to provide 
some funds for the village to implement forest 
protection, e.g. not felling trees and maintaining 
trees for optimum growth, would you be 
interested? If yes, would you prefer the program 
to be managed by the village itself or through 
cooperation with other parties with regard to 
identification of the potential of the forest and the 
capital needed for the identification? 

It is certain that the community will support such 
a program if there is a donor funding it. However, 
with regard to the identification, the community 
still needs cooperation with other parties (e.g. NGO 
or research institution) to measure and quantify the 
potential, for example carbon, in the forest. 

If the village receives cash aid, who in the village 
government will receive and manage the money? 
Who will prepare the financial reports? If a bank 
account is needed, who will be the account 
holder?

Cash is usually managed by the negeri and is reported 
in a transparent way to the king and the community 
in the monthly meeting. The negeri has a bank account 
under the name of negeri and only the king and the 
negeri treasurer can withdraw cash from the account.

The use of cash is coordinated by the saniri negeri 
(village customary institution) and the king. Village 
development plans are also coordinated by the king, 
the saniri negeri and the head of internal affairs. The 
use of cash for the negeri’s interests is reported by the 
negeri treasurer.

To implement a forest protection program, if the 
village needs cooperation with other parties, 
who would be the best partners? NGOs, the 
government or the private sector?

The best partner would be an NGO. Cooperation 
with the government must be built through a long 
bureaucratic process. Companies/the private sector in 
general prioritize their own interests (profits) over the 
community’s interests.

To whom will the cash be distributed? To all the 
households? Or to those who need it? Or to  
be stored in the village treasury for the 
community’s needs?

Cash distribution is discussed and agreed on by all 
the community members (democratically). Meetings 
(negeri meetings) are regularly held every month 
where all the community members are involved 
and all the matters related to village’s interests are 
decided on. In such meetings, the king serves as an 
observer and endorses the consensus reached. In 
special cases, the king might use his veto right to 
decide on a program. 

If funds have been received for forest protection, 
is there a guarantee that the community will not 
log the forest? Will the community change their 
behavior (i.e. not logging the forest)? If not, what 
will be done to prevent this?

The negeri government (the king) can ensure that the 
forest where the program is to be implemented will 
not be logged or used. Other areas of forest can be 
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used to meet the community’s needs. With regard 
to this, Waraka community can be trusted. 

What does the village do to improve forest 
fertility? Have there been any activities related 
to forest fertility?

Waraka community tries to maintain forest fertility 
through planting or rehabilitating the forest. They 
grow fruit trees such as durian, cempedak, etc. and 
maintain timber trees such as ironwood, lengua, etc.

Can the community use activities such as forest 
protection, for which they receive cash aid, to 
meet their daily needs? Or is such aid regarded 
as a mere additional income? What is the main 
source of income? 

The main source of livelihood is farming, although 
the income is minimal. Therefore, cash aid in 
the form of forest protection programs is very 
beneficial and the community will make the best 
use of such aid.

Can the income generated from forest 
protection activities be used to address the 
lack-of-land problem or insufficient income? If it 
cannot address the problem, how will the village 
address land-related problems in Waraka?

Waraka’s land is vast enough to fulfil the 
community’s needs, so there are no problems with 
land availability. However, if there is another source 
of income such as that from forest protection 
programs, it will be of great benefit to the 
community. 

Are the village institutions functioning well in 
governing the village? 

Village institutions in Waraka, such as the saniri 
negeri, the Kewang (which guards petuanan land) 
and others, are functioning well. 

As far as you know, what procedures have been 
adopted to address land conflicts? Was it enough 
to have the village institutions handle them? 
How? Or did it involve a third party, for example 
the government or NGOs? 

Conflicts over land rarely arise in Waraka. When 
there is one, it is settled by the negeri government 
(the king) and the saniri negeri, without the 
involvement of other parties. 

A.4 Interview results with local 
government: The District Forestry 
Agency (Dinas Kehutanan), 22 July 
2012
Informant: Chris Wuritimur

What do you know about REDD+ activities in 
Indonesia? Is it a national program or not? How 
does the Forestry Agency implement REDD+?

The informant mentioned that REDD+ projects are 
national programs and they might be implemented 
in all districts across Indonesia. He is uncertain 
whether Central Maluku District will be involved in 
the implementation of REDD+ projects. However, 
there is no REDD+ project at the district level at 
the moment and he does not know whether any 
REDD+ programs/projects have been implemented 
in other districts.

REDD+ is a program to reduce emissions from 
deforestation and forest degradation. It has been 
widely promoted since 2010 and disseminated to 
all the forestry agencies in Indonesia. If REDD+ is 
a national program, the Ministry of Forestry will 
have to incorporate it into a policy and develop 
clear regulations on how the REDD+ will be 
implemented in the district.

Will the forestry agency be interested in exploring 
possibilities for implementing REDD+ activities, if 
this is not national program? What kind of activities 
would be implemented and how would the 
forestry agency implement REDD+ in the field? 

Yes, the Forestry Agency is basically interested 
in implementing REDD+ projects as the major 
objective of REDD+ is to protect forests. But 
the Forestry Agency of Central Maluku has no 
authority to make a decision about the use of forest 
areas; all the licensing process and decision making 
has to be authorized by the Ministry of Forestry in 
Jakarta. Thus, it is unlikely that the Forestry Agency 
in Central Maluku will implement REDD+ or deal 
directly with buyers.  

In carbon trade, buyers are strict about one thing: 
land boundaries must be clear. This means that 
the forest area to be designated as the location for 
carbon trade must have a certificate. However, all 
forest areas owned by local people traditionally 
have no legal status because the land boundaries 
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are not clear among the clans (for some villages) 
and between the villages. The Forestry Agency 
mentioned that it can help to facilitate the process 
for obtaining the community land officially. But it 
does not have the funds to have BPN (the national 
land agency) demarcate the community areas. In 
addition, the land boundary problems among the 
clans or between villages have to be resolved first. 
Also, the community has no funds to have its 
petuanan (customary) land demarcated. 

Another suggestion is that support from a third 
party (NGO or other institutions) is obtained 
to facilitate the process, including providing the 
funds to help the community to propose forestland 
that belongs to petuanan or village. The proposal 
should also explain that the land will be used for a 
carbon project, for example, and managed by the 
community. Then, the forestry agency can follow up 
by issuing technical recommendations and forward 
the proposal to the Ministry of Forestry in Jakarta 
for acceptance.  

What is your view about previous and ongoing 
REDD+ projects in Indonesia? Are there any 
REDD+ projects being implemented (e.g. carbon 
project)? Are the projects successful or not? Who 
are the partners? 

As far as the informant knows, REDD+ projects are 
still being disseminated in Indonesia and carbon 
quantification methods are being assessed. REDD+ 
projects have yet to enter the phase of carbon trade. 

Assuming that the Forestry Agency is interested 
in implementing carbon projects in the future, 
in which forest could it be implemented, e.g. 
watershed protection forests, national parks, 
customary forests, or would there be a specific 
forest for a carbon project? 

The most suitable locations for carbon plots are in 
the watershed protection forest or the national park 
as the forest status is clear. But potential obstacles 
might be the local people who own the forestland 
(petuanan) located inside the protection forest or 
national park. So, it will be difficult to guarantee 
that such forests can be protected. Alternatively, 
carbon projects can be implemented inside or 
outside Forest Management Unit or Kesatuan 
Pengelolaan Hutan (KPH) in the protection forest. 

If carbon projects are implemented in customary 
forests, the problem is whether or not the legality  

of the forest status is clear (i.e. having 
certificates), which is one of the requirements in 
carbon trade. 

Alternatively, the carbon project can be 
implemented in the community forest and 
the Forestry Agency can help to propose a 
converted forest as community forest to the 
Ministry of Forestry, so the legality is clear and 
the community can utilize the forest. In 2011, 
they once presented such a proposal (proposed 
community forest); however, as the proposed 
area was located in the area that will be allocated 
for concession, the proposal was dropped by the 
Ministry of Forestry. 

Are the boundaries of watershed protection 
forest or national park, where carbon trade 
is going to be implemented, clear? Have they 
been accepted by the community? 

The boundaries of the watershed protection 
forest and the national park are clear and have 
been demarcated on the map; however, the 
delineation in the field has met some problems 
as the related agency (BPKH) has not informed 
the related community, whose community land 
is inside the park or protection forest, about the 
boundary markers. This has caused unhappiness 
for some communities as they were not involved 
in the boundary determination process; this has 
driven them to pull out or destroy some of the 
boundary markers. In addition, there is lack of 
coordination between BPKH and the forestry 
agency or the park officer with regard to the 
boundary markers.

If there is a donor willing to provide funds 
for the forestry agency to implement carbon 
projects, could they directly contact the office 
or must the process be done through the 
Ministry of Forestry? Is the forestry agency 
willing to handle projects itself or would it be 
better to cooperate with other parties? 

Institutionally, it is not possible for the forestry 
agency to implement carbon projects because 
any business related to forest use permits has 
to be authorized by the Ministry of Forestry. 
Therefore, the forestry agency cannot deal 
directly with the buyer for carbon, but it has 
to be done through the Ministry of Forestry in 
Jakarta. In addition, buyers generally do not like 
a long bureaucratic system for carbon trading.  
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The carbon payment system is usually based on 
good performance, e.g. measurement of carbon 
stock in the forest. Would the forestry agency 
quantify the carbon stock by itself or would it 
be better done through cooperation with other 
parties such as NGOs, research institutions or 
Lembaga Ilmu Pengetahuan Indonesia/LIPI 
(Indonesian Institute for Sciences)? 

To improve forest quality with regard to carbon 
trade, the forestry agency will attend various 
carbon-related training and educational courses 
in order to be able to quantify carbon stock by 
itself. The agency also prefers to cooperate with 
the forestry research department. However, the 
process must be through the Ministry of Forestry 
first and the payments will not go to the forestry 
agency directly.

If the measurement is done by another party, 
e.g. an independent institution, does the 
allocated fund come from the district or national 
government? 

The fund for carbon measurement must come 
from the national government, as do all the funds. 
The district proposes a budget to the national 
government, which will make the final  
decision on it. 

If the forestry agency receives a cash aid, does 
the money go directly to the forestry district? Or 
is it routed through the national government? 
Within the forestry bureaucracy, who is the 
holder of the bank account, and who would 
manage the use of money and prepare the 
financial report?

The forestry agency cannot receive the cash aid; all 
the cash from outside institutions must be routed 
through the national government and the funds 
will be given to district/provincial offices and is 
realized in the form of work programs.

How would the forestry agency make use of the 
cash received? Would the fund be allocated for 
the community as compensation? Or would it be 
used only to manage carbon projects? 

The forestry agency will not receive cash because of 
the bureaucratic process, so they suggested that the 
funds generated from carbon trade would be better 
given directly to the community as compensation 
from the carbon projects.

How will the forestry agency prevent the 
community from felling trees for timber or 
farming in carbon project sites? And how will it 
provide information and educational programs 
for the community related to carbon projects? 

The forestry agency will intensify forest 
monitoring and raise community awareness about 
the significance of forest protection. These can be 
done through dissemination and by strengthening 
regulations on the use of non-timber forest 
products for community needs. 

Education on carbon can be provided directly for 
the community or through meetings that involve 
all the village officials. Information and education 
related to carbon projects will be provided 
through dissemination and training.

If the forestry agency implements a carbon 
project in Seram, can they include community-
driven carbon projects as part of the national 
carbon project? 

The forestry agency can only facilitate the process 
and the forest allocation for carbon project must 
be proposed by the third party who will support 
the community to establish the carbon project on 
the community land.

Imagine there is a donor providing funds for 
the Indonesian government to implement 
carbon projects, and that the national policy 
is to implement REDD+ in all districts to 
assess the carbon stocks in Indonesia’s forests. 
Assume that the government has carbon 
stock data for Indonesia’s forests and it will 
trade carbon on the international market. In 
this case, would the funds generated from 
the trade be distributed to each district or 
not? If not, how could the carbon projects be 
sustained? How about if the compensation 
were given to the regent in order to stop 
conversion of forests that lie under his 
authority, e.g. plantations (oil palm or cocoa, 
IPK, etc.)? Can it ensure the sustainability of 
the carbon project? 

On a national scale, the distribution of funds 
generated from carbon trade is regulated by 
national policy, particularly the distribution 
of compensation. The informant does not 
exactly know about the financial distribution 
mechanism at national level. 
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If the funds generated from carbon trade are given 
to the Regent, the informant cannot guarantee 
that the carbon project will be sustainable. In the 
informant’s view, if the funds are used for programs 
other than forest protection, which is for the 
purpose of carbon trade, there is no guarantee that 
the carbon project will be sustainable. 

Notes:
The informant says that in Central Maluku, the 
district government has recognized customary land 
rule and has incorporated these into the regional 
autonomy regulation. Therefore, although the land 
in the district has been allocated for development or 
business purposes, and endorsed (through permits) 
by the national government, the district government 
of Central Maluku stipulates that any activity 
planned for customary land must be approved by 
the indigenous people before it can continue, i.e. 
all the negeri (village) heads must sign a statement 
that they permit the activity to take place on 
their customary land. If this process is skipped, 
the community may reject the plan. For example, 
some companies have obtained IUPHHK/Ijin 
Usaha Pengelolaan Hasil Hutan Kayu (timber use 
permits) from the national government; however, 
as the community has rejected the activities, the 
companies have yet to be operational.

The informant also says that in relation to 
REDD+ activities, donor representatives (Norway 
or Canada) visited the forestry agency twice. 
On the first visit, they gave information about 
REDD+ programs that would be implemented on 
a national scale. On the second visit, they asked 
the forestry agency how the funds generated from 
carbon trading could be directly distributed to the 
community, and what the clear status of community 
land was. These questions are the same as those 
on CoLUPSIA’s questionnaire and the answers are 
given above (questions 1–13). 

A.5 Interview results with national 
park: Balai Taman Nasional Manusela 
(Manusela National Park Agency), 
24 July 2012

Informants: 
- Lilian Komaling (Head of Administrative Affairs)
- Sugeng (Pengawasan Ekosistem Hutan (PEH)/
Forest Ecosystem Control)
- Jumri (PEH/ Forest Ecosystem Control)

What do you know about REDD+ activities in 
Indonesia? Are there national programs or not? Is 
it possible for the National Park (NP) to implement 
REDD+ projects? How would the park implement 
such a program? 

REDD+ in Indonesia is run nationally and the park, 
as the Technical Implementing Unit of the Forestry 
Ministry at regional level, is obliged to implement 
REDD+ programs. 

In 2010, the Ministry of Forestry held a REDD+ 
information event for national park (conservation 
areas) agencies throughout Indonesia, and each NP 
sent one representative. As result, five NP agencies 
were identified as hosting the pilot sites including 
Gunung Gede Pangrango NP in West Java and 
Merubetiri NP in East Java, but Manusela NP was 
not among the five. Each NP agency was advised to 
follow up with REDD+ programs as part of its work 
program. 

The NP aims to address forest encroachment through 
community empowerment programs provided by 
the PEH (Forest Ecosystem Control). There are 
altogether 13 facilitated groups in villages, which 
depend on forest resources inside the NP. For 
example, the NP provided a handicrafts program, 
in which it helped with the marketing of the local 
products through exhibitions, the rumpong program 
in Sawai and the resin collection program in 
Masihulan. To curb encroachment, the NP works 
with forest rangers (polisi hutan), who regularly 
patrol the NP and who every month maintain the 
boundary markers. However, not all the community 
accepts the establishment of the NP; therefore, the 
most important thing to do is to keep disseminating 
the significance of forest protection and help the 
community seek alternative sources of livelihoods.

Would the park be interested in exploring the 
possibilities for implementing REDD+ activities, 
if this was not a national program? What kind of 
activities would be implemented and how would 
the park agency implement REDD+ in the field?
 
Yes, we are interested. One possible activity would 
be to protect the forest by providing additional 
benefits for the community. One thing to note is, if 
the REDD program is to involve the community, the 
community will need capacity building to be able 
to implement it, along with follow-up assistance. 
The NP has been doing this kind of activity since its 
community empowerment program started in 2010. 
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Examples of these are the cooperation with JICA to 
improve the community’s capacity and the provision 
of assistance for Masihulan community with regard 
to resin collection.

What is your view about previous and ongoing 
REDD+ projects in Indonesia? Are any REDD+ 
projects being implemented (e.g. carbon 
projects)? Are the projects successful or not? Who 
are the partners?

The informants say that, as far as they know, REDD+ 
has yet to be implemented; it is currently being 
widely disseminated and carbon quantification 
methods are being assessed. It has yet to enter the 
carbon trading phase.

What type of forest would be used if the park 
agency is interested in implementing carbon 
projects in the future (e.g. watershed protection 
forests, national parks, customary forests) or 
would there be a specific forest for carbon 
project? 

Carbon projects will be implemented inside the park 
and there is no specific forest type. The project can 
be implemented in whatever type of forest is most 
suitable, as long as the boundaries are clear. 

If the project involves the community, the park will 
give information to the community and follow it 
up with empowerment programs (capacity building 
and assistance). Currently, the park has already been 
divided into several zones including the main zone, 
buffer zone, utilization zone, etc. 

Are the boundaries of watershed protection forest 
or national park, where carbon trade is going to 
be implemented, clear? Have they been accepted 
by the community? 

The park has been delineated so if a carbon project 
is to be implemented in the park, the boundaries of 
the site are clear. However, if the boundaries overlap 
customary land, the park will coordinate with the 
community.

If a donor is willing to provide funds for the park 
agency to implement a carbon project, could it 
directly contact the office or must the process be 
done through the Ministry of Forestry? Is the park 
agency willing to handle the projects by itself or 
would it be preferable to cooperate with other 
parties?

The park cannot directly deal with buyers with regard 
to carbon trade but through partnership with NGOs 
or institutions such as Birdlife or CIRAD/CIFOR. 
The procedure is that the NGO submits an MoU to 
the Ministry of Forestry. After the Ministry endorses 
the MoU, the NGO can cooperate with the Park and 
determine REDD project sites.

With regard to the payment mechanism, donors 
cannot give cash to the community. The mechanism 
is that donors transfer the fund into Penerimaan 
Negara Bukan Pajak (PNBP) account (State 
Treasury). The fund will then be disbursed for the 
carbon project proposed by the park. The money 
will be given in the form of DIPA/Daftar Isian 
Pelaksanaan Anggaran (List of Budget Realization) 
through the National Revenues and Expenditures 
Budget (APBN/Anggaran Pendapatan dan Belanja 
Negara). In accordance with procedure, the funds will 
be subject to tax. 

The carbon payment system is usually based on 
good performance, e.g. measurement of carbon 
stock in the forest. Would the forestry agency 
quantify the carbon stock by itself or would that 
be better done through cooperation with other 
parties such as NGOs, research institutions or LIPI 
(the Indonesian Institute for Science)?. 

The park also needs to work with a third party (e.g. 
the government, NGO, university) to measure and 
quantify carbon stocks, in relation to the resources in 
the park. 

If the measurement is done by another party, e.g. 
an independent institution, does the allocated 
funding come from the district or national 
government?

Funding for carbon measurement and quantification 
comes from the national government.

If the forestry agency receives cash aid, does 
the money go directly to the park agency? Or 
is it routed through the national government? 
Within the forestry bureaucracy, who holds the 
bank account, and who would manage the use of 
money and prepare the financial report?

The park agency does not receive cash directly; it 
must be routed through the national government 
as the office is the Forestry Ministry’s Technical 
Implementing Unit at regional level. The funds would 
be managed by the national government, and the 
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Ministry would take care of the financial reporting and 
bank account. Some of the funds would be distributed 
to the park through the park’s programs.

How would the park agency make use of the cash 
received? Would the funds be allocated to the 
community as compensation? Or would they be 
used only to manage carbon projects?
 
The park would receive cash after submitting a 
proposal for a carbon project through DIPA. As far 
as we know, the park has never given cash to the 
community. Generally, the park contributes non-cash 
aid (i.e. equipment or tools) to increase the income 
of the community living outside the park. As such, 
the funds would be managed by the park and the 
management would be transparent. According to 
the park, if openness and mutual trust exist between 
the community and the park, the community will 
support the park’s programs, which are developed in 
a participatory and transparent way, even if they do 
not receive cash aid. 

How would the park agency prevent the 
community from felling trees or farming in carbon 
project sites? What is the park’s strategy on that 
matter?

The park would try to provide alternative non-
forest sources of livelihood that have potential for 
development such as handicrafts, use of marine 
resources and controlled use of non-timber forest 
products (i.e. resin in Masihulan). The park would 
continuously assist the community to achieve 
concrete outputs.

If a customary forest could potentially be 
developed for a carbon project, who could 
facilitate the change in the legal status of the 
forest, from customary forest to community 
forest? What is the likelihood that the change 
would be approved?
Carbon projects can be implemented on customary 
land as long as the land lies outside the park. Under 
the regional autonomy regulation, customary forests 
of indigenous peoples are recognized and they are 
outlined in regional government regulations. With 
regard to legality of land (land with certificate), the 
park can help the community to propose changes in 
land status to the district government (the Regent). 
However, such a process needs funding, which 
the park does not have. Funding is needed for 
meetings between the district government and the 
community and the related agencies (e.g. BPN (the 

National Land Agency)). After the Regent issues a 
recommendation, the district/provincial land agency 
will check and demarcate the land and issue the 
certificate. The district land agency may demarcate 
land up to an area of 5000 ha. Land exceeding 5000 
ha comes under the authority of the provincial land 
agency. The district government requires that it is 
engaged in the process, including taxing the carbon 
compensation fund. 

If the national park agency implements a carbon 
project in Seram, can it include community-driven 
carbon projects as part of the national carbon 
project? 

If the park is appointed as the implementing agency 
of national carbon projects, it is likely that it will 
work with the community in the project.

How does the park disseminate information on 
carbon projects to the community?

Information and education related to carbon 
projects are provided through dissemination and 
training on technical aspects of the project plan and 
implementation. 

Imagine that a donor provides funds for the 
Indonesian government to implement carbon 
projects, and that the national policy is to 
implement REDD+ in all districts to identify 
the carbon stock in Indonesia’s forests. Assume 
that the government has carbon stock data for 
Indonesia’s forest and it will trade carbon on the 
international market. Would the funds generated 
from carbon trading be distributed to each district 
or not? If not, how could the carbon projects be 
sustained? 

If it is the national policy, district/provincial 
governments will implement the projects. The 
compensation fund would be managed by the 
national government and districts would receive a 
share in accordance with the regulations. Carbon 
projects that are part of the national policy can be 
sustainable depending on the national government’s 
policy; district/provincial governments are only the 
implementing agencies. 

Notes:
With regard to the Provincial Spatial Plan (RTRWP/
Rencana Tata Ruang Wilayah Propinsi), the provincial 
government proposed a change in the size of the 
park, from 189,000 ha to 178,000 ha. The purpose 
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was to provide opportunities for the communities 
around the park to use their land. However, the 
park assessment of the proposed area shows that it is 
susceptible to landslide. With this in mind, in 2012 
the park decided to maintain the original size.  

According to the park, empowerment programs 
should be bottom-up, and information about them 
should be transparent. What the park has done so 
far is to meet with the community and ask what 
it can do to help them find alternative sources of 
livelihood. Whatever the sources are, the park will 
help accommodate them. In principle, as long as 
the park has a commitment, the community will be 
pleased and be willing to support the park’s programs 
related to forest protection. 

A.6 Interview results with private 
company: PTP Nusantara XIV (Cocoa 
Plantation Company), 23 July 2012

Informant: Chris Belseran

What is the land status of the cocoa company? 
If the company’s land overlaps with the 
community’s land, what is the agreement 
between the company and the community? What 
is the process for obtaining a cocoa-planting 
permit in this area? 

The land used by the PTPN XIV is the community’s 
land and it is used under a contract. To obtain a 
permit, the company has to apply for a business 
use permit (HGU), which usually covers a 30-year 
concession, from the provincial/district government. 
Prior to using the community’s land, the company 
reached an agreement with the community 
(the owner of the land) that it would provide 
compensation for the plants growing on the land 
(bananas, cloves, coconuts, etc.). The company paid 
the compensation when it started operations.

The main office of PTP Nusantara is located in 
Sulawesi. In addition to the office in the Moluccas, it 
has another in East Nusa Tenggara.

How big is the company’s cocoa plantation? 
Do any of the plantations overlap with the 
community’s land? If yes, how big is the overlap 
and what obstacles have arisen in running 
plantations here? 

The permit allows an area of 10,000 ha; however, 
only about 4000 ha has been planted. The 
company has planted cocoa (2400 ha), rubber 
(1500 ha) and coconuts (700 ha). The remaining 
6000 ha has not yet been used as the land is in a 
mountainous area.

The present cocoa plantations lie in Waraka Village 
and Tananahu Village. Rubber is planted in three 
villages, namely Liang, Sahulau and Samasuru.

The main obstacle is pest attack/plant diseases 
(phytoptera and cacao moth), especially in the 
rainy season.

How does the company handle land-related 
problems within its concession? How does the 
community react to the company’s operation? 

No problems have arisen between the company and 
the community so far. However, as the concession 
is about to expire and the company is going to 
renew the concession, the community whose 
land is used by the company has imposed some 
requirements that the company must meet before 
proceeding with the renewal. 

The community does not object to the operation. 
In the beginning, the company employed many 
local people, but now only four are left as the local 
people are not used to working as staff or casual 
workers. Despite the reduction in employment, no 
conflicts have arisen.

How is cocoa produced? What is the volume 
of production? How big is the company’s 
contribution to the local economy? 

The cocoa was planted in 1995/1996 and started 
to be productive in the third year. The yields 
were good during 1999–2009 but in 2010 the 
production declined by 50%. 

The harvest is dried in firewood- or coconut fiber-
burning driers. However, coconut fiber is rarely 
used as it is also dried for use as copra. There is no 
fermentation of the cocoa.

The company’s contribution is through the tax paid 
to the district government. 

Is there community’s cocoa production outside 
the concession, run by either the local people or 
outsiders?
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The local people also grow cocoa on their own land 
but the company does not purchase the local produce 
or produce from other plantations as it is of low 
quality. The company once assisted the community 
to improve, maintain and trim the plants but such 
empowerment met with no response from the 
community. The Estate Crops Office once provided 
an extension; still, it could not drive the community 
to improve their production quality. 

How much wet cocoa is produced and what is 
the reduction in weight after drying? Where is 
the produce sold: on domestic or international 
markets? 

The yields were quite good during 1999–2009 
(dry production stood at 30% or reduced by 
70% in weight). In 2010, the yield declined (dry 
production of 18% or a reduction of 82%) caused 
by the weather (rainy seasons), pests and diseases 
(phytoptera and cocoa moth) and absence of 
fertilizer. 

The company sells the produce to Surabaya. It is 
likely that after being processed in Surabaya, the 
produce is exported to international markets. Before 
it is sold, the cocoa is sorted into three grades 
(good, fair and bad). However, the final buyers 
will apply their own quality standard, which then 
influences the price received by the company. The 
company’s cocoa is sold in Surabaya at Rp 25,000/kg 
(for good quality). 

If the cocoa is bound for the international 
market, does the company see the need for 
certification (to get a competitive price on 
international markets)? If the company also 
buys local produce, does it help the producers 
to enhance the quality, including improving 
seed quality and maintenance/drying methods 
as these will affect the taste and quality of the 
yields?

The company plans to start using higher-quality 
seeds in a trial area. If the seeds are a success then 
the company will consider certification. To this end, 
it has been cooperating with the Seed Development 
Department of the University of Makassar.

Although the company does not purchase local 
yields, it cooperates with the related agency (the 
Estate Crops Office) to improve the quality of local 
produce through extension and training on seed 
quality, produce quality, etc. 

Why would the company be interested in 
certification? To fetch a higher price for produce?

The aim of certification of cocoa seeds is to obtain good-
quality seeds and hence increase production. This is also 
related to some quality criteria set by buyers.

Is the business economically viable? Is there any 
chance that the company will involve the local 
community in the business to increase their 
income? If yes, how would that work?

Business in the next year will slow down because of the 
decline in production and the losses sustained by the 
company (the volume produced is not sufficient to cover 
maintenance costs (e.g. fertilizers and pest control)).

The company will always involve the local people, for 
example as workers, as long as they can work well and 
contribute to the company. 

Does the company have a desire to expand 
the plantations here? Does it plan to open new 
plantations elsewhere in Seram?

The size of the plantations will be kept, but the 
company plans to reduce the area and to replace the 
cocoa with rubber. For the first phase, it plans to open 
a 100 ha rubber plantation. The company also plans to 
rehabilitate 1,000 ha of the present cocoa plantation. 
The company has no plan to develop a new cocoa 
plantation elsewhere in Seram. 

With regard to financial management, all sales revenue 
is managed by the head office in Makassar, which will 
then transfer funds to cover operating costs, including 
salaries to the office here.

The budget allocation for fertilizers has been stopped 
in the last four years as the cost is too high.

Part of the concession not in use is still forested.

A.7 Interview results with private 
company: Mineral Water Company 
ASELO, 23 July 2012

Where does the water originate? The river or 
groundwater? If the latter, who owns the land 
where the company draws the water from? If the 
company uses community land, what kind of 
agreement is made?
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The company owns the land, which it purchased 
from the community of Makariki. The water source 
is groundwater (accessed through bore wells). 
However, according to SNI/Standar Nasional 
Indonesia (Indonesian Standardization Body), the 
water is actually surface water and not groundwater, 
so it recommends that the water be stored in wells. 
The wells are 36 m deep (six pipe staffs).
 
Background information on the establishment of 
ASELO (standing for Air SEram Lebih Ok) is as 
follows: 

There are many potential water sources in Seram.

There were no water companies in Seram so market 
domination was possible (currently the company 
controls 75% of the market on the island).

The company started operation ins 2007/2008. 
Makariki was selected because its water sources 
were better than those in Masohi, where the water 
contains limestone, and for security reasons (to avoid 
riots/conflicts).

If the water is sourced from a river, what is the 
name of the river? Is the water taken from the 
upstream or downstream area? Who else uses the 
river? Are the surrounding areas still forested? Are 
there human activities around the river? Farming 
or company’s operation? 

These have been answered above (point 1).

What is the water quality? Is it still good or has 
it started to decline? If the latter, what is the 
possible cause? Sedimentation, landslides or 
others? What has the company done about it?

The water quality is good as it has been assessed by 
SNI and it has obtained halal (religiously legitimate) 
certification from MUI/Majelis Ulama Indonesia 
(Indonesian Council of Ulemas) and medical eligibility 
from BPOM/Badan Pengawas Obat dan Makanan 
(National Agency for Food and Drug Control). 

Among the requirements the company has to meet 
for water quality are the following:
- the water catchment must be fenced off
- trees must be planted to maintain the water sources.

MUI also requires that the company hire Muslim 
staff to ensure that the water is religiously legitimate 
for Muslims. 

If the water quality becomes bad, would the 
company be interested in cooperating with 
the community or with the Forestry Agency to  
improve the quality? 

The company has sought to improve conditions in 
the surrounding area by planting 60 durian trees 
and 40 rambutan trees, without cooperation with 
the district government. 

Alternatively, would the company be interested 
in cooperating with an independent party 
to improve/maintain the drinking water 
quality so the water quality can be sustainably 
maintained? 

The company plans to ask the Geology Agency 
to assess the presence of groundwater that the 
company plans to use. 

How does the community react to the 
company’s operation? Have there been any 
social problems? Does the company involve the 
community in its business, for example, as staff? 
Or engaging them in maintaining the water 
sources?

There was once a minor problem with the local 
community, but it was resolved amicably.

The company employs several members of the local 
community. 

If the cost of improving the water quality 
turned out to be high and was included in the 
production cost, would the company raise its 
sale price? Would it impact the sales? Increasing 
or decreasing? 
The company has yet to become profitable.

How is the water produced? What is the 
production volume? How big is the company’s 
contribution to the local economy?

The company produces drinking water in plastic 
glasses and gallon bottles. It has yet to produce 
bottled drinking water as the water used is 
surface water. 

The problem the company is facing is 
transportation. 

The company has yet to contribute to the local 
economy as the business is still at a small scale. 



 Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES)   31

Where is it sold? To local markets (Seram) or other 
markets outside the island? 

Currently, it is sold in Central Maluku District and 
eastern Seram District. 

Is some of the profit allocated for compensation 
for the community around the water sources? 
Are there costs to be paid regularly to the district 
government?

When the ground water tax has been finalized 
and enacted, the company will pay the tax to the 
district government. No compensation is given to 
the community; the company provides some aid for 
community activities or village facilities. 

Is the business economically viable? Is there any 
chance that the company will involve the local 
community in the business to increase their 
income? If yes, what would it be like? 

The company will be operational as long as water is 
available.

Does the company have a desire to seek other 
water sources (expansion) in the future? Does it 
plan to open new plants elsewhere in Seram?

The company plans to open a new plant in 
northern Seram but the location has not been 
determined.

Notes:
The idea to set up the drinking water business dates 
back to 1999 when all the water consumption was 
supplied from Ambon despite abundant water 
sources in Seram. The price of water could have 
been lower if it had been produced in Seram. 
However, due to limited capital, the idea could 
not be realized until 2007/2008. When deciding 
where to start, the company found that using water 
sources in the regions of Amahai and Masohi was 
not technically feasible because they contained a 
relatively high level of limestone. Makariki was 
selected as the water sources were better. However, 
the soil structure is not very good, potentially 
impacting the water quality in the future.
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