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3. Resubmit for review and Reviewers comments

The following message is being delivered on behalf of Forest and Society
_____________________
Dear Dr. Andi Nuddin:

We have reached a decision regarding your submission to Forest and Society,
"Is Agroforestry Technology Models Needs Institutional Support in Designing
Policy for Critical Land Rehabilitation?".
Our decision is: Resubmit
Please see the reviewers' comment below, and we are waiting for your
revision soon.

All the best,
Muhammad Alif K. Sahide
Forest Policy and Entrepreneurship Laboratory, Forestry Faculty, Universitas
Hasanuddin.
alif.mksr@gmail.com
-----------------------------------------------------Reviewer A:
Dear Authors,
Thank you for the manuscript draft entitled “Is Agroforestry Technology
Models Needs Institutional Support in Designing Policy for Critical Land
Rehabilitation?”.
My comments, suggestions, and views on this article are as follows:
METHODS/ MATERIALS
Suggestion(s): To enhance this section, methods used should be justified,
theoretically supported, and indicated by a reference/ references. This
includes highlighting the advantages of using the methods.
MISCELLANEOUS
Citations/ References
Suggestion(s): Please recheck and revise (if any) all in-text citations
and references in terms of consistency of style and/or conformity with

journal’s standard.
Equations, Formulae &/or Subscripts &/or Superscripts
Suggestion(s): Please recheck and revise (if any) all equations/ formulae/
Subscripts/ Superscripts in terms of:
1)

Numbering

2)

Contents

3)

Formatting

4)

Consistency of style

5)

Conformity with standard

Figures and/or Tables
Suggestion(s): Please recheck and revise (if any) all Figures and/or
Tables in terms of:
1)

Link to the text (citation, discussion)

2)

Numbering - Please recheck and standardise the use of Tab.,

Fig., Figure, and Table. For example, "Figure #. Title" instead of
"Figure.#. Title".
3)

Contents/ Facts

4)

Labels, Legends, Pixel

5)

AutoFit to Contents and/or AutoFit to Window

6)

Consistency of style

7)

Conformity with journal’s standard

Write-up/ Linguistic
Suggestion(s): This paper would benefit from some closer proof reading.
OVERALL: this is a good article in terms of i) issues highlighted, ii)
previous studies reviewed, iii) methods used, iv) findings and discussion,
v) contributions to practice and body of knowledge, vi) as well as
recommendations and/or future directions.
Thanks again & best regards.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Reviewer B:
Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript. I found it to be an
interesting proposition, however, I believe that it needs some significant
re-working to be published.
First, I feel that the introduction needs to be restructured and built up in
order to provide the needed context to fully understand the manuscript. I
would start with a broad description of degraded land/land degradation in
Indonesia/Sulawesi, how and why land is degrading; both from biophysical and
policy/social actions. Next, introduce the Dayak community - who are they,
why are they important, what land management practices do they undertake,
and the policies that impact them. FInally, I would introduce the RLKT what is it, and why it failed the Dayak community. Make sure to include
appropriate references to support your assertions. At the end of the
introduction section, I would then make a clear statement of the aims and
research questions that your study is looking to answer.
My next comment is about including a new section after the introduction that
outlines your theoretical or conceptual lens for the analysis. This section
doesn't have to be very long, but should include, for example, why you have
chosen farm income analysis and interpretive structural modeling. Both of
these methods have some conceptual foundation that makes them appropriate
for this study - this needs to be outlined in this new section.
In the methods section, again, farm income analysis needs to be explained in
a bit more detail, including where you obtained the data to be able to use
this equation. Same for interpretive structural modeling - what variables

did you select, why and where did you get the data.
Table 1 is not very clear. I would remove the table and write out what you
are trying to say, including additional information about, for example, what
type of observations you made, how many, under what conditions, who did you
observe; interviews - who did you interview, how many interviews did you do,
were they recorded and transcribed.
This may be simply a difference in understanding the language, but I am not
sure why you have called them "Technological models". To me, they are more
of a management model. Where did these models come from? Why and how have
you selected these models?
Ensure that all of your additions to the methods section include appropriate
references.
In the results section, 3.1, I wonder whether it really is possible or
appropriate to compare very different 'food' crops. I believe that in order
to have results that are comparative, the same monoculture crops should be
grown with agroforestry crops. Different food crops will generally have
different management needs.
In section 3.2, I am not sure where your data for these results has come
from. There haven't been any biophysical sampling methods described: have
your results come from the interviews? if so, you need to frame it in terms
of what the community members have observed and include specific quotes from
the interviewees to support your assertions. I don't believe that you can
use your own observations to support these assertions, as it would need
biophysical results to be robust.
Table 4 - where did these values come from? The provenance of these values
needs to be described or referenced. I'm also a bit unsure of the
terminology - why is the sum of the fixed costs called 'depreciation of
tools'? In the paragraph under Table 4, you need to make sure that one set

of costs is attributed to the agroforestry model and one to the monoculture
model.
Further, in this section, I would break down the costs and revenues so that
you can clearly show the costs/benefits from the different systems through
your farm income analysis model. Having a simple summary doesn't show
where/how you arrived at these values.
Section 3.3.1 needs to be supported back in the methods section with details
of how and why you chose these variables, and where you obtained the data to
feed into the modelling.
With the foregoing in mind, I don't believe that your results actually
support the conclusions that you have made at this stage. I feel that by
adding the additional rigour to the results, the conclusions may change
somewhat.
Two final thoughts - first, this manuscript will require strong English
language proofing before publication; the editors have indicated to me that
this will be provided once the content is sufficiently robust for
publication. Second, do use references and documents that may be written in
Indonesian - you simply provide the reference in its native language along
with a translation of the title.
-----------------------------------------------------__________________
Forest and Society
http://journal.unhas.ac.id/index.php/fs/index

4. Response to Reviewers

March 31, 2019
Dear Editor in Chief of FS
1. Thank you very much for the editorial/reviewing results. Below is our response on
two reviewers.
2. However, if any necessary further step to let the paper encouraging quality, we welcome
to do so.
3. In addition, we also modified some minor corrections on sentences construction.
You might see the changes.
4. Looking forward your positive response
Regards,

Andi Nuddin
Corresponding author
=====================
Reviewer A

No
1

Question or Suggestion
To enhance this section, methods used should be justified,

Action/revision
Revised/done (p.3-5)

theoretically supported, and indicated by a reference/
references. This includes highlighting the advantages of
using the methods.
2

Please recheck and revise (if any) all in-text citations

Revised (throughout the

and references in terms of consistency of style and/or

paper)

conformity with journal’s standard.
3

Please recheck and revise (if any) all equations/formulae/

Already rechecked

Subscripts/ Superscripts in terms of:

(throughout the paper)

Numbering, Contents, Formatting, Consistency of style,
Conformity with standard.
4

Please recheck and revise (if any) all Figures and/or

Revised (throughout the

Tables in terms of:

paper)

Link to the text (citation, discussion), Numbering Please recheck and standardise the use of Tab.,
Fig., Figure, and Table. For example, "Figure #. Title"
instead of "Figure.#. Title". Contents/ Facts, Labels,
Legends, Pixel, AutoFit to Contents and/or AutoFit to
Window, Consistency of style, Conformity with journal’s
Standard

5

This paper would benefit from some closer proof
reading. OVERALL: this is a good article in terms of i)
issues highlighted, ii) previous studies reviewed, iii)
methods used, iv) findings and discussion, v)
contributions to practice and body of knowledge, vi) as
well as recommendations and/or future directions.

Done, thank you for good
comments

Reviewer B

No
1

Question or Suggestion

Action

I feel that the introduction needs to be restructured and

The description has been added

built up in order to provide the needed context to fully

(p. 1-2)

understand the manuscript. I would start with a broad
description of degraded land/land degradation in
Indonesia/Sulawesi, how and why land is degrading;
both from biophysical and
policy/social actions.
2

introduce the Dayak community - who are they, why are Detailed explanation of this
they important, what land management practices do they comment has been included in
undertake, and the policies that impact them. Finally, I

introduction section (p. 2)

would introduce the RLKT - what is it, and why it failed
the Dayak community. Make sure to include appropriate
references to support your assertions.
3

4

At the end of the introduction section, I would then

Aims and research questions are

make a clear statement of the aims and research

accommodated in the end of

questions that your study is looking to answer.

introduction section

My next comment is about including a new section after

Using farm income and ISM

the introduction that outlines your theoretical or

analysis has been justified in

conceptual lens for the analysis. This section doesn't

method

have to be very long, but should include, for example,
why you have chosen farm income analysis and
interpretive structural modeling. Both of these methods
have some conceptual foundation that makes them
appropriate for this study - this needs to be outlined in
this new section. In the methods section, again, farm

income analysis needs to be explained in a bit more
detail, including where you obtained the data to be able
to use this equation. Same for interpretive structural
modeling - what variables did you select, why and
where did you get the data.
5

Table 1 is not very clear. I would remove the table and

The description has been added

write out what you are trying to say, including

(p. 2)

additional information about, for example, what type of
observations you made, how many, under what
conditions, who did you observe; interviews - who did
you interview, how many interviews did you do, were
they recorded and transcribed.
6

This may be simply a difference in understanding the

Thank you for this strict term

language, but I am not sure why you have called them

differentiation opinion. It’s true

"Technological models". To me, they are more of a

that (probably) differences in

management model. Where did these models come

understanding the language,

from? Why and how have you selected these models?

however terms “technological

Ensure that all of your additions to the methods section

model” is commonly used in

include appropriate references.

agroforestry references.
Therefore, we still keep
consistency in using this term.

7

In the results section, 3.1, I wonder whether it really is

It’s true that different food crops

possible or appropriate to compare very different 'food'

will generally have different

crops. I believe that in order to have results that are

management needs. However,

comparative, the same monoculture crops should be

this study is more focusing on

grown with agroforestry crops. Different food crops will technology (agroforestry)
generally have different management needs.

comparison, even if using
different food crops. This
intends to show economic and
ecology impacts (p. 5)

8

In section 3.2, I am not sure where your data for these

We already explain in the

results has come from. There haven't been any

manuscript about biophysical

biophysical sampling methods described: have your

sampling, interview process and

results come from the interviews? if so, you need to

quote some from interviewees

frame it in terms of what the community members have

(p. 6-7)

observed and include specific quotes from the
interviewees to support your assertions. I don't believe
that you can use your own observations to support these
assertions, as it would need biophysical results to be
robust.
9

Table 4 - where did these values come from? The

Thank you for your comments.

provenance of these values needs to be described or

However, I should explain that I

referenced. I'm also a bit unsure of the terminology -

made mistake in writing terms

why is the sum of the fixed costs called 'depreciation of

“Depreciation of tools”. It

tools'? In the paragraph under Table 4, you need to

should be “Depreciation” only in

make sure that one set of costs is attributed to the

economic. This miss

agroforestry model and one to the monoculture model.

understanding has been fixed (p.

Further, in this section, I would break down the costs

7 table 4). Thank you for your

and revenues so that you can clearly show the

comments on benefit-cost

costs/benefits from the different systems through your

analysis. It was done ((p. 7 table

farm income analysis model. Having a simple summary

4).

doesn't show where/how you arrived at these values.
10

Section 3.3.1 needs to be supported back in the methods

Variables has been grouped and

section with details of how and why you chose these

justified in method section (p.4).

variables, and where you obtained the data to feed into
the modelling. With the foregoing in mind, I don't
believe that your results actually support the conclusions
that you have made at this stage. I feel that by adding
the additional rigout to the results, the conclusions may
change
somewhat.
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