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Abstract 

Mixed agroforestry systems offer opportunities to simultaneously meet the water, 
food, energy and income needs of densely populated rural and peri-urban areas in 
Indonesia. Water flows out of upland areas provide multiple ecosystem services to 
downstream areas that can be part of performance-based rewards, payments or co-
investment in environmental stewardship. Metrics for measuring performance and 
negotiating accountability need to cover river (blue), soil+vegetation (green), recycled 
(grey) and atmospheric (rainbow) water in relation to specific stages in the water cycle 
and associated services. A typology of services and prototype payment mechanisms was 
derived from action research in Indonesia and elsewhere in Asia by the Rewarding 
Upland Poor for Environmental Services (RUPES) project. The ecological metrics of 
landscape performance can be combined with measures of human capacity to assess 
and support the resilience of social-ecological systems under climate change.  
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1. Introduction of the water, food, energy, and 

income nexus 

Greater demand and more uncertain and irregular 

supply, due to climate change, define the challenge 

of water [1] in the Anthropocene [2**]. Rising 

demand is due to a growing human 

population increasingly living in urban and peri-

urban areas, and with life styles based on greater 

material consumption. Due to these direct 

connections, key aspects of human well-being are 

discussed as part of a water, food, and energy nexus 

[3* ]. Rural income security is closely connected to 

issues of water, food [4] and energy security and may 

be an integral part of this nexus. Each of these 

securities can be considered as having at least four 

dimensions: 1) excess of supply over demand, 2) 

access by vulnerable groups to adequate supply, 3) 

absence of factors hindering the utilization of the 

resource for human benefits, and 4) sovereignty and 

control over decisions. We propose these four 

securities as part of a water, food, energy, and 

income (WFEI) nexus. The United Nations'  Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) provides a politically 

legitimate framing for efforts to jointly attain these 

goals by managing their interactions [5]. Five of the 

17 goals are primarily about equity and distributional 

issues; two deal with planetary boundaries and 

associated tipping points; the other ten goals deal 

with the WFEI nexus (Fig. 1). Progress towards the 

SDG’s is most likely to come from adaptive learning 

loops in which monitoring of current conditions and 

change provides evidence for identification of issues 

with a common understanding across stakeholders, 

so that there is space and impetus for innovation, 

integration of new options and  ways of linking 

knowledge with action, influencing decisions at the 

various scale that matter from households to 

national governments and private sector entities.

 

 Figure 1. Water security as part of the Water+Food+Energy+Income (WFEI) nexus, in landscapes of 

(peri)urban, agricultural, agroforestry and natural forest land uses in a world of globalization, climate 

change and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (A: human influence affecting the rate of climate 

change; B: human influence affecting ecosystem responses to climate change) 
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Key to the securities concept is how people and 

ecosystems can adapt to climate change.  To increase 

adaptive capacity, especially in developing countries, 

it is necessary to synergize efforts to address the 

WFEI nexus and ecosystem conservation, as the need 

for ‘supply’ of ecosystem services is likely to increase 

over time [6]. For reasons that are partially explained 

by current science [7], but that may also require 

further discoveries of the way rainfall depends on 

vegetation [8**], there is an intuitive association 

between forests, tree planting and all aspects of the 

water cycle [9]. Given the WFEI nexus, we focus here 

on adaptive capacity and opportunities to increase 

water security, in its broadest sense, by land uses 

with partial tree cover. While there are multiple 

definitions of agroforestry in current use [10], the 

intersection of tree cover and agricultural lands as 

operational definition is most readily quantified at 

global scale [11*].   

Agroforestry links directly with traditional bio-energy 

(fuelwood, charcoal) [12] as well as modern hydro-

energy through regularity of river flow. Agroforestry 

systems also contribute to food production and 

income, and provide flexible options for managing 

the associated trade-offs between production for 

household use and for markets [13]. 

Mixed agroforestry systems, intermediate in 

properties between open-field agriculture and 

natural forest, allow for diversity-based climate 

adaptation through increasing farmer portfolios at 

the farm level [14], and increasing multi-functionality 

of land uses in the landscape [15*]. International 

forest definitions use 10% tree cover as lower 

threshold for forests.  More than 43% of all 

agricultural land globally, an area where 900 million 

people live, has more than 10% tree cover [11*]. The 

percentage of agricultural land with at least 10% tree 

cover has been increasing globally and in Southeast 

Asia [11*]. Efforts to reduce the rate of 

deforestation, such as REDD+, (reducing emissions 

from deforestation and forest degradation in the 

global climate convention) are unlikely to succeed 

without addressing the WFEI nexus [16]. Although 

the potential conservation values of agroforestry 

systems have been recognized, ecological benefits 

may vary depending on practices and location [17]. 

However, land use and tree cover alone can be poor 

indicators of water services.  

The limited freshwater buffer on many tropical 

islands adds a specific context to these issues in 

Indonesia. As an archipelago of more than 3,000 

inhabited islands, Indonesia has many parts that are 

susceptible to drought, flood and sea level rise [18]. 

Rainfall variability is highest in eastern Indonesia, 

with strong effects of the El Nino/La Nina cycle [18]. 

Low values of the Human Development Index 

(http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-

development-index-hdi), rural poverty, and 

dependence on climate-sensitive agriculture and 

fisheries coincide with seasonal shortages of 

dependable water supplies. The increase of tourism 

in islands such as Bali and Lombok implies demand in 

sectors with higher ability to pay for water than 

agriculture, and increased competition for a scarce 

resource.  

Here, we first explain why metrics for water security 

should be defined within the context of social-

ecological systems and the WFEI security issues. Then 

we provide a synthesis of our current understanding 

of the way reliable metrics of water security can be 

used in the broader context of co-investment by 

stakeholders of landscape multi-functionality. The 

metrics are organized by micro-, meso-, and macro-

climatic scales for understanding beneficial and 

problematic roles of tree cover and agroforestry in 

reducing climate vulnerability. The main typology 

was derived from an analysis of the RUPES program 

(‘Rewarding Upland Poor for Environmental Services 

they provide’), which encouraged local site teams in 

the adoption of improved forest, land, and 

http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi
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watershed management practices by rural poor 

through rewards for environmental services (the 

RUPES program includes 16 action research sites in 9 

countries throughout southeast Asia) [19**]. 

2. Water Security in Social-Ecological System 

Water security is defined by what are considered to 
be acceptable levels of water-related risk, with its 
many aspects of ‘too much’ (flooding), ‘too little’ 
(drought) and inadequate quality. Water security 
requires the availability of sufficient quantity and 
quality of water on a consistent basis, sufficient 
resources and knowledge to have access to and 
utilize water, as well as sovereignty, in a social-
political setting, over water supply and distribution. 
Under this definition, threats to water security can 
originate from natural (e.g., climate change hazards 
and ecosystem responses to climate change) and 
human (over-consumption, lack of infrastructure, 
and skewed allocation) systems.  Human systems can 
directly influence the rate of climate change (Fig. 1, 
A) and also affect ecosystem capacity to respond to 
climate change (Fig. 1, B). Human systems can also 
modify the level of exposure by reducing or 
increasing people and assets in hazardous locations, 
and the level of vulnerability by adaptation and 
intervention [20]. 

Metrics for water security must start with a basic 

understanding of the hydrological cycle in relation to 

land use (So what?), then by identifying the likely 

political scale of the decision space (what are drivers 

of change? Why are patterns what they are? Who 

Decides? And Who Decides for Whom?), as well as 

the necessary biophysical scale of negotiation on 

allowable land use (Where? What?), highlighting the 

areas of the mismatched scales. The specific threats 

to the various aspects of water security can then be 

assessed (So What?) and its stakeholders identified 

(Who cares?). Where these threats can be linked to 

modifications of the hydrologic cycle by land use 

change, the drivers (Why?) of this land use change 

can become a target for efforts to address not just 

the symptoms, but the underlying causes [21].  

However, specific issues and concerns vary widely, 

from supplying clean water to metropoles [22], to 

sustaining highly fragmented smallholder 

agriculture, as well as addressing increased demands 

due to tourism development [23] and international 

commodity trade [24].  Thus, we need a 

comprehensive ‘theory of place’ (Who?, What?, 

Where?) to analyse contextual aspects as the basis 

for a ‘theory of change’ (So what?, Who cares?, Who 

decides?) to find implementable and rational 

pathways for watershed management [25].  

Broadening issues in ‘watershed management’ can 

enable a shift from command-and-control decision 

making to the use of economic incentives (Payments 

for ecosystem services, ‘PES’) [26*] and co-

investment in public-private-people partnerships. 

Metrics are the interface between at least five steps 

in the generation and use of knowledge [27, 28]: 

1) Succinct representation of current 

understanding of cause-effect networks and 

their social and ecological feedbacks, 

2) Diagnostic tools to identify and prioritize 

‘issues’ that are or should be of public 

concern and require a policy response, 

3) Tools for boundary work, bridging local 

knowledge, science, and policy-making, and 

to aid negotiations among stakeholders, 

4) Basis for ‘performance-based’ contracts to 

resolve ‘issues’, 

5) Basis for wider monitoring and evaluation of 

conditions and trends, enhancing 

transparency of governance. 

The challenges involving water are that there are 

many human (dis)benefits linked to its movement in 

the landscape (Fig. 2), and it is not easy to tease 
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Figure 2. Aspects of the full hydrological cycle in which (agro)ecosystem functions at the nested scales of 

hydroclimate, plant, patch, and watershed (P = precipitation; E = evapotranspiration; ΔS = change in soil 

water storage; Q = river flow; ε = energy; I = irrigation; d = domestic water use), are related to human 

benefits, and thus to ecosystem services (p = provisioning; r = regulating; c = cultural)  

apart the roles of climate variability, land use change, 

and engineering of water flows in influencing 

changing patterns of river flow [29], and water 

quality [30]. There are many misconceptions about 

the outcomes of watershed management [31], 

although recent evidence has documented increases 

in flooding risk due to forest conversion to oil palm 

and rubber plantations in Malaysia [32]. Water 

relations involve the hydroclimate at 

regional/subcontinental scale (rainbow water) [33], 

water use efficiency at the plant level (green water), 

plot/hillslope level interactions on overland and 

subsurface flows and buffered soil water supply (blue 

vs green water trade-off), and the watershed scale of 

linking blue water flows and water recycling (brown 

water). Across the micro-, meso-, and macro scales 

we will briefly review the metrics that can be used in 

a comprehensive approach to watershed 

management. 

3. Metrics for Operationalizing Theory of Change 

within Theory of Place  

3.1 Micro-Scale Metrics: Water Use Efficiency 

Water Use Efficiency (WUE) relates net primary 

production at tree or crop, stand and canopy levels 

to water loss by transpiration. It is a useful metric in 

aiding farm-level decisions to evaluate expected 
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outcomes at the expense of a certain amount of 

usable blue or green water supply. As one example, 

fast growing, rapidly transpiring Eucalyptus trees 

may have a higher water use efficiency than slower 

growing tree species, so replacing one with another 

does not achieve water saving if we evaluate options 

at a constant supply of wood products. WUE has 

been used to evaluate how different cultivation 

practices affect crop yields [34] and soil infiltration 

[35], as well as to predict physiological responses of 

woody plants under different climate conditions. 

Although trees and crops compete for water and 

nutrients, agroforestry systems can increase the 

overall WUE for producing food and biomass for 

energy [36] by improving microclimate for 

understory crops [37] and by capturing a larger 

proportion of the annual rainfall [38]. On the 

interface of micro- and meso-scales, the changes in 

soil organic matter content over the life cycle of a 

land use system [39] influence soil health, infiltration 

and water storage capacity [40]. However, opinions 

differ on the relevance of carbon markets in 

stimulating investment in healthy soils [41]. Peatland 

landscapes dominated by soil organic matter are a 

special case where water management dominates 

degradation and restoration phases [42]. 

3.2 Meso-scale metrics in ten PES prototypes    

Addressing the WFEI nexus at the meso-scale of 

hillslope and landscape scale requires well-

established metrics for measuring water yield, flow 

patterns [43*], and water quality [44]. These can 

inform the trade-offs and help in negotiating and 

monitoring stakeholder co-investment in 

stewardship, depending on the specific context. 

In RUPES projects, agroforestry systems were studied 

in four major configurations of the forest-agriculture 

interface. These configurations are abstractions of a 

more complex diversity of situations, but cover the 

spectrum of parameter combinations. Operational 

definitions are provided in [45].  In configuration I, 

human population density is low and forest 

regeneration is well integrated with shifting 

cultivation; in configuration II, forest and agricultural 

land are segregated by exclusive institutional frames 

and competition for space; In configuration III, 

agroforestry systems exist within a forest-

agroforestry-agriculture continuum as intermediate-

intensity land uses at the interface. Finally, a 

combination of configurations II and III can exist 

where a productive agroforestry- agriculture 

gradient in landscapes interacts with a forest 

component that is segregated for non-provisioning 

services (configuration IV). The RUPES project 

locations across these configurations dealt with 

different priority issues within the concept of 

watershed services, and had to rely on partially 

differentiated meso-level indicators (Table 1).  

3.3 Macro-scale metrics 

A group of metrics used at the macro scale relates the 

crop (or tree) level water use efficiency to global 

trade, via ‘water footprints’ (WF) [46]. For water-

scarce production areas, the export of ‘virtual water’ 

via the water footprint of exported commodities can 

help in understanding the trade-offs with other 

possible uses of that water in the WFEI nexus [47]. 

Indonesia is a major net exporter of virtual water 

through the cultivation and export of oil crops (72 

Gm3 y-1) [48]. Rice production consumes the largest 

amount of water due to a high production quantity 

and a high WF per unit production.  Some major 

agroforestry crops, such as coffee and cacao, also 

have a high WF per unit product (about 22,900 m3 

ton-1 for coffee and 9,414 m3 ton-1 for cacao), 

compared to other crops (e.g., 500 m3 ton-1 for 

cassava). The primary question is whether or not this 

use of water for plant production is competing with 

other, potentially more rewarding uses of water. 



COSUST manuscript Sept 2016                           10.1016/j.cosust.2016.10.00           

7 
 

Table 1.  Metrics used in RUPES projects in Asia (incl. Indonesia) according to ten ‘prototypes’ of payments 

for watershed services 

Metrics for 
understanding water 
management at the 
landscape scale 

Plausible actions through agroforestry, 
potentially supported by Payments for 
Ecosystem Services (PES)  
 

Metrics used for monitoring 
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Water yield 
(WY): 
Annual 
blue-water 
yield versus 
green-water 
use  

WY 1: Restoring vegetation-level water 
use to that of natural vegetation; 
WY2: Replacing fast-tree plantations  
with low-evapotranspiration species to 
maintain ecological flows to support 
aquatic life forms 
 

 WUE of total vegetation 
cover and/or specified tree  

 River flow in specified 
locations 

 Native aquatic species 
diversity 

Water yield 
(WY): 
Rainbow 
Water 
 

WY 3: Maintaining green water use as 
contribution to atmospheric recycling 

 Location-specific vegetation 
type as ET predictor 

 Agency in biological rainfall 
generation 

Water Flow 
(WF): Flow 
pattern of 
blue Water 
[44] 

WF4: Increasing presence of deep 
rooted trees; promoting litter layers 
and agricultural practices that increase  
infiltration and soil water content;  
WF5: Modifying operating rules for 
reservoirs and hydropower schemes 
 

 River flow persistence 
(temporal autocorrelation) 

 Presence of vegetative cover 
and/or surface litter as 
influence on infiltration 

 Quantified seasonal flow 
buffering  
 

Water 
Sediment 
(WS):Contro
lling 
sediment 
load of 
rivers 

WS6: Enhancing sediment filter strips in 
fields and across landscape matrix; 
WS7: Protecting river banks, riparian 
zones and landslide-prone slopes 

 Sediment load of streams 
and rivers 

 Sediment filter zones: 
vegetation plus litter layer  

 Vegetation in riparian zones 
 

Water 
quality 
(WQ) [29] 

WQ8: Protecting springs and sources of 
domestic water use; 
WQ9: Promoting multifunctional shade 
tree management for reducing 
pesticide and fertilizer uses  
WQ10: Waste-water treatment to 
match biological recovery from 
(organic) pollutants. 

 Biological water quality 
indicators  

 Biological oxygen demand 

 Escherichia coli counts 

 Agreed measures to control 
point sources and reduce 
nonpoint sources (e.g. 
agrochemicals) 
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4 Adaptive capacity 

Adaptive capacity rests in an institutional capacity for 

continuous learning and a willingness to face and 

respond to emerging issues [49,50]. Institutions 

governing the WFEI nexus must be participatory and 

inclusive and promote culture of social and 

institutional learning [51]. Societal commitment to 

social inclusion and greater gender equality [52, 53] 

is now anchored in the SDG portfolio. The concept of 

indigenous people needs to evolve beyond the 

current place-based concept [54]. Table 2 indicates 

that a shift from degradation to restoration requires 

a coordinated answer to the six leading questions of 

how landscapes function. It should be acknowledged 

that decision-making process, power structure as 

well as social and cultural contexts influence all six 

aspects and how they are perceived by actors in the 

social-ecological system. Thus collective knowledge 

gathering and sharing among all actors become an 

important factor for promoting change [55].  

Integrative planning tools such as LUMENS [27], can 

help transform landscapes of conflict to places where 

there are opportunities for collective action and co-

investment, with due consideration to cross-scale 

linkages [56]. 

Table 2. Six aspects of the change in a social-ecological system at landscape scale from an overriding 

degradation to a restoration phase 

SES-feedback 
loop question 

Degradation phase           Active restoration 
 

Project language 

Why? Drivers of current/re- 
cent/past degradation? 

Change of rules, incentives, 
motivation? 

Approach 

Who? Who are actors and 
stakeholders of what led 
to degradation? 

Free and Prior Informed 
Consent? 
 

Actors, 
stakeholders 
 

What? What land uses, op- 
tions for change? 

Δland use,  
value chains? 

Means 
 

Where? Landscape configu-
ration, lateral flows, 
buffers, filters? 

Spatial zoning? 
 

Targets 
 

So what? Ecosystem service change, based on structure and 
function interacting with external factors (e.g. climate)? 

Objectives 
 

Who cares? Common but differentiated responsibility across scales  
 

Co-investment 
shareholders 

LUMENS (land use for multiple environmental 
services) is a scenario-planning tool that has grown 
out of efforts to support local governments in 
Indonesia to plan for low-carbon-emissions 
development pathways that seek economic growth 
opportunities while contributing to national targets 
for emission reduction. As a process, it involves 
integration across sectors and government entities, 

harmonizing spatial data, clarifying issues and -
exploring options for innovation. As a tool it 
translates changes in trends of land use change to 
likely configurations of land cover, with 
consequences for environmental services that 
include water balance, expected changes in river 
flow, biodiversity and carbon stocks. A key feature of 
the way process and tool are combined is that 
indicators are fine-tuned to what is seen as relevant 
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and salient in local context. The tool is being further 
developed in districts that represent the full 
spectrum of landscape configurations in Indonesia. 
Current efforts are to link “green growth” planning  
with restoration targets, using S Sumatra and Jambi 
as target provinces for urgent action, with issues 
ranging and interacting from the mountains to the 
coastal peat swamp zones. 
 
A coherent approach to restoration has to be 

informed by the metrics described above, with 

monitoring systems that are salient, credible and 

legitimate. Whether the starting point is climate 

change, urbanization, renewable energy or food 

security, a deeper understanding of the way water 

cycles and flows function is crucial.  Well-managed 

agroforestry systems are worthy of consideration as 

an intermediate-intensity land use system between 

forestry and agriculture. There are no valid blue-print 

designs, but rather adaptive learning loops that drive 

the further development of systems using available 

options in local context (Fig. 3). Adaptive leaning 

loops in social-ecological systems require capacity in 

at least six basic skills: 1) observation (monitoring), 2) 

interpretation of evidence and analysis of issues, 3) 

innovation through new options at any of the scales 

from trees to governance modalities, 4) scenarios of 

the ways innovations might interact in local context, 

5) formation of platforms for change through 

effective communication, 6) agency and decisions 

().The introduction of new concepts in the forest 

governance arena in the form of REDD+ has been a 

major challenge to human capacity development 

across the scales, with a considerable learning curve 

for all, as documented for Indonesia [56]. 

 

Figure 3. Adaptive leaning loops as central arena where issues, goals, options and contexts meet 
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The limiting step in adaptive capacity of societies to 

the combined challenges of water, food, energy and 

income may well be the high resilience and 

resistance to change of existing institutions that have 

been defined on and that maintain a divide between 

agriculture and forestry [57]. 

For the drier parts of Eastern Indonesia where water 

scarcity is a pressing issue, a recent analysis of 

regional-scale restoration of marginal agricultural 

lands to savanna woodlands in Australia points to 

options to reduce warming and drying [59]. 

Restoration triggers a positive feedback loop 

between the land surface and the atmosphere, 

characterised by increased evaporative fraction, 

eddy dissipation and turbulent mixing in the 

boundary-layer resulting in enhanced cloud 

formation and precipitation over the restored 

regions. Such effects are commonly perceived to be 

true in local knowledge, but have until recently been 

seen as beyond any evidence or credible mechanism 

by most scientists. Reconciling the evidence, 

concepts and interpretation as steps 1 and 2 of the 

adaptive learning loops of Fig. 3 will be essential to 

make progress at the science-policy interface.  

Acknowledgements 

This work was supported by the Forests, Trees and 

Agroforestry (FTA) research program of the CGIAR 

References and recommended reading 
Papers of particular interest, published within the 
period of review, have been highlighted as: 

* of special interest 
** of outstanding interest 
 

1. The United Nations World Water Development Report 
2015: Water for a Sustainable World, Paris: UNESCO; 
2015. 

2. ** Vörösmarty CJ, Meybeck M, Pastore CL: Impair-
then-Repair: A Brief History & Global-Scale 
Hypothesis Regarding Human-Water Interactions in 
the Anthropocene. Dædalus 2015, 144: 94-109. 

This paper documents how modern water management 
schemes mean that impairment accumulates with 
increasing wealth but is then remedied by costly, after-the-
fact technological investments. Humanities and technology 
need to be better integrated in this geologic era where all 
global resources are dominated by our species.  
 
3. * Biggs  EM, Bruce E, Boruff B, Duncan JM, Horsley J, 

Pauli N, McNeill K, Neef A, Van Ogtrop F, Curnow J, 
Haworth B: Sustainable development and the water–
energy–food nexus: A perspective on livelihoods. 
Environ Sci Policy 2015, 54: 389-397 

This paper provides a critical review of four nexus 
frameworks for their linkages and limitations from 
‘sustainable livelihoods” perspectives and explore the 
concept of ‘environmental livelihood security’.  

 
4. Frelat R, Lopez-Ridaura S, Giller KE, Herrero M, 

Douxchamps S, Djurfeldt AA, et al.: Drivers of 
household food availability in sub-Saharan Africa 
based on big data from small farms. Proc Nat Acad Sci 
2016, 113:458-463  

5. Hák T, Janoušková S, Moldan B: Sustainable 
Development Goals: A need for relevant 
indicators. Ecol Indic 2016, 60: 565-573. 

6. Duguma LA, Wambugu SW, Minang PA, van Noordwijk 
M: A systematic analysis of enabling conditions for 
synergy between climate change mitigation and 
adaptation measures in developing countries. Env Sci 
Policy 2014, 42: 138-148 

7. Ghimire CP, Bruijnzee, LA, Lubczynski MW, Bonell M: 
Negative trade-off between changes in vegetation 
water use and infiltration recovery after reforesting 
degraded pasture land in the Nepalese Lesser 
Himalaya. Hydrol Earth Syst Sc 2014, 18: 4933-4949 

8. **Morris CE, Conen F, Huffman A, Phillips V, Pöschl U, 
Sands DC: Bioprecipitation: a feedback cycle linking 
Earth history, ecosystem dynamics and land use 
through biological ice nucleators in the 
atmosphere. Glob Change Biol 2014, 20: 341-351. 

This paper reviews the mechanisms by which vegetation 
influence rainfall. Phyllosphere bacteria’s life-cycle hinges on a 
return to vegetation as part of raindrops created around an ice 
nucleus centred on the bacteria’s cell wall. Better 
understanding of bioprecipitation can help   appraising the 
impact that modified landscapes have on regional weather and 
biodiversity.  

 

9. van Noordwijk M, Bruijnzeel S, Ellison D, Sheil D, Morris 
C, Sands D, Gutierrez V, Cohen J, Sullivan CA, Verbist B, 
Murdiyarso D, Gaveau D, Muys B: Ecological rainfall 
infrastructure: investment in trees for sustainable 



COSUST manuscript Sept 2016                           10.1016/j.cosust.2016.10.00           

11 
 

development. ASB Policy Brief 47. Nairobi. ASB 
Partnership for the Tropical Forest Margins. 2015 

10. van Noordwijk M, Coe R, Sinclair F: Central hypotheses 

for the third agroforestry paradigm within a common 

definition. World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF) Working 

paper 233, Bogor (Indonesia). 2016 

11. * Zomer RJ, Neufeldt H, Xu J, Ahrends A, Bossio DA, 
Trabucco A, van Noordwijk M, Wang M: 2016. Global 
tree cover and biomass carbon on agricultural land: 
The contribution of agroforestry to global and 
national carbon budgets. Scientific Reports  2016, 
6:29987  

The first global analysis of changes in tree cover on agricultural 
lands, suggesting an increase in the past decade and substantial 
underrepresentation of this growing carbon stock in current 
carbon balance estimates, with substantive variation between 
regions and countries. 

 
12. Cerutti PO, Sola P, Chenevoy A, Iiyama M, Yila J, Zhou 

W.,et al.: The socioeconomic and environmental 
impacts of wood energy value chains in Sub-Saharan 
Africa: a systematic map protocol. Envir Evid 2015, 4: 
12. 

13. van Noordwijk M, Bizard V, Wangkapattanawong P, 
Tata HL, Villamor GB, Leimona B:  Tree cover 
transitions and food security in Southeast Asia. Glob 
Food Sec 2014,  3: 200-208 

14. Hoang MH, Namirembe S, van Noordwijk M, Catacutan 
D, Öborn I, Perez-Teran AS, Nguyen HQ, Dumas-
Johansen MK: Farmer portfolios, strategic diversity 
management and climate change adaptation - 
Implications for policy in Viet Nam and Kenya. Clim 
Dev 2014, 6:  216-225 

15. * Minang PA, van Noordwijk M, Freeman OE, Mbow C, 
de Leeuw J, Catacutan D (Eds.): Climate-Smart 
Landscapes: Multifunctionality In Practice. Nairobi, 
Kenya: World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF), 404 pp 
2015. 

This book presents research and case studies by over 80 authors 
on the tools, methods and pathways used to address multiple 
objectives for multiple benefits at a landscape scale.  

 

16. Minang PA, van Noordwijk M: Design challenges for 
achieving reduced emissions from deforestation and 
forest degradation through conservation: Leveraging 
multiple paradigms at the tropical forest margins. 
Land Use Policy 2013, 31: 61-70 

17. Prabhu R, Barrios E, Bayala J, Diby L, Donovan J, Gyau 
A, Graudal L, Jamnadass R, Kahia J, Kehlenbeck K, Kindt 
R, Kouame C, McMullin S, van Noordwijk M, Shepherd 
K, Sinclair F, Vaast P, Vågen T-G, Xu J: Agroforestry: 
realizing the promise of an agroecological approach. 

In FAO. Agroecology for Food Security and Nutrition: 
Proceedings of the FAO International Symposium, 
2015: 201-224. Rome. 

18. Aldrian E, Susanto RD: Identification of three 
dominant rainfall regions within Indonesia and their 
relationship to sea surface temperature. Int J 
Climatol 2003, 23:1435-1452. 

19. ** Leimona B, Lusiana B, van Noordwijk M, 
Mulyoutami E, Ekadinata A, Amaruzama S:  Boundary 
work: knowledge co-production for negotiating 
payment for watershed services in Indonesia. Ecosyst 
Serv 2015, 15: 45–62 

This paper provides the framework for incorporating ‘theory of 
place’ as basis for ‘theory of change’. A typology of seven 
watershed services and ten prototype payment mechanisms 
was presented. The paper discusses ways to bridge between 
local and scientific knowledge of watershed functions in 
relation to land use and build science-action-policy interface in 
local level.   

 

20. Garrick D, Hall JW: Water Security and Society: Risks, 
Metrics, and Pathways. Ann Rev of Env and Res 2014, 
39:.611-639. 

21. van Noordwijk M, Leimona B, Xing M, Tanika L, 
Namirembe S,Suprayogo D: Water-focused landscape 
management. In Climate-Smart Landscapes: 
Multifunctionality In Practice. Edited by Minang PA, 
van Noordwijk M, Freeman OE, Mbow C, de Leeuw J, 
Catacutan D.  World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF); 
2015:179-192 

22. Kirono DG, Larson S, Tjandraatmadja G, Leitch A, 
Neumann L, Maheepala S,  Selintung M: Adapting to 
climate change through urban water management: a 
participatory case study in Indonesia. Reg Env Change 
2014, 14: 355-367.  

23. Gössling S, Peeters P, Hall CM, Ceron JP, Dubois G, 
Scott D: Tourism and water use: Supply, demand, and 
security. An international review. Tourism Manage 
2012, 33: 1-15 

24. Rulli MC, Saviori A, D’Odorico P: Global land and water 
grabbing. P Nat  Acad Sci USA 2013, 110: 892-897. 

25. van Noordwijk M, Minang PA, Freeman OE, Mbow A, 
de Leeuw J: The future of landscape approaches: 
interacting theories of place and change. In Climate-
Smart Landscapes: Multifunctionality In Practice. 
Edited by Minang PA, van Noordwijk M, Freeman OE, 
Mbow C, de Leeuw J, Catacutan D.  World Agroforestry 
Centre (ICRAF); 2015:375 - 386.  

26. *Leimona B, van Noordwijk M, de Groot R, Leemans R: 
Fairly efficient, efficiently fair: Lessons from designing 
and testing payment schemes for ecosystem services 
in Asia. Ecosystem Services 2015, 12: 16–28 



COSUST manuscript Sept 2016                           10.1016/j.cosust.2016.10.00           

12 
 

Lessons learned from a decade of empirical observations from 
participatory action research projects show that fairness and 
efficiency should be aimed concurrently in payment for 
ecosystem services (PES) schemes. The paper discusses an 
intermediate concept of PES bridging the gap between purely 
economic, efficiency oriented and social, fairness-oriented 
paradigms.  

 

27. Dewi S, Ekadinata A, Indiarto D, Nugraha A, van 

Noordwijk M: Negotiation support tools to enhance 

multifunctioning landscapes. In Climate-Smart 

Landscapes: Multifunctionality In Practice. Edited by 

Minang PA, van Noordwijk M, Freeman OE, Mbow C, 

de Leeuw J, Catacutan D.  World Agroforestry Centre 

(ICRAF); 2015:243-255. 

28. Ong CK, Wilson J, Black CR, van Noordwijk, M: 
Synthesis: Key agroforestry challenges in the future. 
In: C. Black, J. Wilson and  C.K. Ong (Eds.) Tree-Crop 
Interactions: Agroforestry in a Changing Climate, 2nd 
edition. CABI. 2015 

29. Ma X, Lu X, van Noordwijk M, Li JT, Xu JC: Attribution 
of climate change, vegetation restoration, and 
engineering measures to the reduction of suspended 
sediment in the Kejie catchment, southwest China. 
Hydrol Earth Syst Sci 2014, 18: 1979–1994 

30. Rahayu S, Widodo RH, van Noordwijk M, Suryadi I and 
Verbist B: Water monitoring in watersheds. Bogor, 
Indonesia. World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF) SEA 
Regional Program. 104 p. 2013 

31. Locatelli B, Vignola R: Managing watershed services of 
tropical forests and plantations: can meta-analyses 
help?. Forest Ecol Manag 2009, 258: 1864-1870. 

32. Tan-Soo JS, Adnan N, Ahmad I, Pattanayak SK, Vincent 
JR: Econometric Evidence on Forest Ecosystem 
Services: Deforestation and Flooding in Malaysia. 
Environ Resour Econ 2014, 1-20. 

33. van Noordwijk M, Namirembe S,  Catacutan DC, 
Williamson D, Gebrekirstos A: Pricing rainbow, green, 
blue and grey water: tree cover and geopolitics of 
climatic teleconnections. Curr Opin Env Sust  2014, 6: 
41-47 

34. Condon A, Richards R, Rebetzke G, Farquhar G: 
Improving intrinsic water-use efficiency and crop 
yield. Crop Sci 2002, 42: 122-31. 

35. Bowker MA, Eldridge DJ, Val J, Soliveres S: Hydrology 
in a patterned landscape is co-engineered by soil-
disturbing animals and biological crusts. Soil Biol 
Biochem 2013, 61:14-22. 

36. Berndes G: Bioenergy and water—the implications of 
large-scale bioenergy production for water use and 
supply Glob Environ Change 2002, 12: 253–271.  

37. van Noordwijk M, Bayala J, Hairiah K, Lusiana B, 

Muthuri C, Khasanah N, and Mulia R: Agroforestry 
solutions for buffering climate variability and 
adapting to change. in: Climate change Impact and 
Adaptation in Agricultural Systems. Edited by Fuhrer J, 
Gregory PJ. CAB-International. 2014: 216-232 

38. Ong CK, Odongo JCW, Marchall F, Black CR: Water use 
in agroforestry systems in semi-arid India. In: Growth 
and Water Use of Plantations. Edited by Calder IR, Hall 
RL, Adlard PG. Wiley, Chichester; 1992: 347–358 

39. Khasanah N, van Noordwijk M, Ningsih J, Rahayu S: 
Carbon neutral? No change in mineral soil carbon 
stock under oil palm plantations derived from forest 
or non-forest in Indonesia. Agric Ecosyst Env 2015,  
211: 195-206. 

40. Van Noordwijk M, Goverse T, Ballabio C, Banwart S, 
Bhattacharyya T, Goldhaber M, Nikolaidis N,  
Noellemeyer E, Zhao Y: Soil carbon transition curves: 
reversal of  land degradation through management of 
soil organic matter for multiple benefits. In Soil 
Carbon: Science, Management and Policy for Multiple 
Benefits. Edited by Banwart SA, Noellemeyer E, Milne 
E. CAB International, 2015: 26-46. 

41. Van Noordwijk M, 2015. Avoided land degradation 
and enhanced soil C storage: is there a role for carbon 
markets?   In Soil Carbon: Science, Management and 
Policy for Multiple Benefits. Edited by Banwart SA, 
Noellemeyer E, Milne E. CAB International, 2015: 360-
379 

42. Tata HL, van Noordwijk M, Ruysschaert D,  Mulia R, 
Rahayu S,  Mulyoutami E, Widayati A, Ekadinata A, Zen 
R, Dorsayo A, Oktaviani R, Dewi S: Will REDD+ funding 
to Reduce Emissions from Deforestation and (forest) 
Degradation stop peat swamp conversion to oil palm 
in orangutan habitat in Tripa (Aceh, Sumatra, 
Indonesia)? Mitig Adapt Strateg Glob Change 2014, 
19: 693-714 

43. * van Noordwijk M, Tanika L, Lusiana B: Flood risk 
reduction and flow buffering as ecosystem services: a 
flow persistence indicator for watershed health. 
Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. Discuss. 2016, 
doi:10.5194/hess-2015-538 

This paper provides a single parameter for watershed health 
based on temporal autocorrelation (predictability) of daily river 
flows, using catchment data for Indonesia and Thailand. 

 

44. van Noordwijk M, Minang PA, Hairiah K: Swidden 
transitions, in an era of climate change. In Shifting 
Cultivation and Environmental Change: Indigenous 
People, Agriculture and Forest Conservation. Edited by 
MF Cairns. Earthscan, 2015: 261-280. 

45.  van Noordwijk M, Widodo RH, Farida A, Suyamto D, 
Lusiana B, Tanika L, Khasanah N: GenRiver and 
FlowPer: Generic River and Flow Persistence Models. 



COSUST manuscript Sept 2016                           10.1016/j.cosust.2016.10.00           

13 
 

User Manual Version 2.0. Bogor, Indonesia: World 
Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF) Southeast Asia Regional 
Program. 119 p. 2012 

46. Galli A, Wiedmann T, Ercin E, Knoblauch D, Ewing B, 
Giljum S: Integrating ecological, carbon and water 
footprint into a “footprint family” of indicators: 
definition and role in tracking human pressure on the 
planet. Ecol Indic 2012, 16: 100-112. 

47.  Vanham D: Does the water footprint concept provide 
relevant information to address the water–food–
energy–ecosystem nexus? Ecosyst Serv 2015  

48. Hoekstra AY, Mekonnen MM: The water footprint of 
humanity. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2012, 109: 3232-
3237. 

49. Agung P,  Galudra G, van Noordwijk M, Maryani R: 
Reform or reversal: the impact of REDD+ readiness on 
forest governance in Indonesia. Clim Policy 2014, 14: 
748-768 

50. Engle NL, Lemos MC: Unpacking governance: building 
adaptive capacity to climate change of river basins in 
Brazil. Glob Env Change 2010, 20: 4-13. 

51. Koontz TM, Gupta D, Mudliar P, Ranjan P: Adaptive 
institutions in social-ecological systems governance: 
A synthesis framework. Env Sci Policy 2015, 53:.139-
151. 

52. Bernard F, van Noordwijk M, Luedeling E, Villamor GB,  
Gudeta S, Namirembe S: Social actors and 
unsustainability of agriculture. Curr Opin Env Sust 
2014, 6: 155-161 

53. Villamor GB, Akiefnawati R, van Noordwijk M, 
Desrianti F and Pradhan U. 2015. Land use change and 
shifts in gender roles in central Sumatra, Indonesia. 
Int For Rev 2015, 17: 61-75. 
 

54. de Royer S, Visser L, Galudra G, Pradhan U, van 
Noordwijk M: Self-identification of indigenous people 
in post-independence Indonesia: a historical analysis 
in the context of REDD+. Int For Rev 2015, 17: 282-297 

55. Howarth C, Monasterolo I: Understanding barriers to 
decision making in the UK energy-food-water nexus: 
The added value of interdisciplinary approaches. Env 
Sci Policy 2016, 61: 53-60. 

56. Minang PA, Duguma LA, Alemagi D, van Noordwijk M: 
Scale considerations in landscape approaches. In 
Climate-Smart Landscapes: Multifunctionality In 
Practice. Edited by Minang PA, van Noordwijk M, 
Freeman OE, Mbow C, de Leeuw J, Catacutan D.  World 
Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF); 2015:121-133. 

57. Van Noordwijk M: Agroforestry as plant production 

system in a multifunctional landscape. Inaugural 

lecture upon taking up the special professorship in 

Agroforestry at Wageningen University 16 October 

2014. . Wageningen, Netherlands. Wageningen 

University. 24 p. 

58. Syktus JI, McAlpine CA: More than carbon 

sequestration: Biophysical climate benefits of 

restored savanna woodlands. Scientific Reports 

2016, 6 http://www.nature.com/articles/srep29194 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 


