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The overarching Job Creation Law (UUCK)
strengthens the provisions for social forestry
within the Indonesian legal framework.
Using three case studies, this brief reveals how
some recent policy developments regarding
social forestry and community-based forest
management introduced by UUCK and its
implementing regulations may affect the
utilisation of forest resources by local and
indigenous communities.
The case of forest management for ecotourism
in Mangunan, Yogyakarta Province, showed
that UUCK could impact the legal basis for
ongoing forest utilisation by the community. It
also illustrated how the role of the Forest
Management Unit is weakened, potentially
reducing the support to local communities in
managing forests.
The case of Rantau Baru, Riau Province,
indicated that while the enactment of UUCK
generally strengthens the status of social
forestry, it has not simplified the procedures for
customary communities when applying for the
recognition of their customary forests.
The case of Kebar, West Papua Province,
showed that the traditional ‘ulayat’ rights are
often disregarded in the issuance of permits or
licences to private entities. UUCK might give
way to a more synergised and streamlined
process in the issuance of permits, which could
be helpful to some extent.
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In Indonesia, forestland ownership and management have
been characterised by a state-led management model as
stipulated in Indonesia's Forestry Law No. 41/1999, which
designated more than 120 million hectares as state forest
area (Pratama, 2019). This state-led forest management
model often disregards community and traditional claims,
which are manifold as Indonesia harbours diverse local and
indigenous communities. This has led to prolonged conflicts
over forest resources and contributed to forest degradation
and poverty among local people. Approximately 48.8 million
people reside near the forest, yet more than a fifth live
below the poverty line (Suramenggala, 2016). 

Community-based forestry has gained importance in global
forest governance (Erbaugh, 2019). It aims to improve
community well-being, improve the ecological quality of
forests and secure tenurial rights (Maryudi, et al. 2012;
Ragandhi, et al 2021). Mirroring this global trend, recent
decentralisation efforts in Indonesia have led to an increase
in the role of communities in forest management. In 2012, a
Constitutional Court decision (Number 35/PUU-X/2012)
declared that customary forests are no longer part of state
forests. This trend continued in 2014, when the President of
Indonesia launched the Perhutanan Sosial (Social Forestry)
policy. Social forestry aims to redistribute 12.7 million ha
(around 10%) of state forest area to local communities
through several mechanisms, namely: Community Forestry
(Hutan Kemasyarakatan, HKm); Community Plantation
Forest (Hutan Tanaman Rakyat, HTR); Village Forest (Hutan
Desa, HD); Partnerships (Kemitraan); and Customary Forest
(Hutan Adat, HA).

The Social Forestry policy also provides legal avenues and
processes for recognising land and solving tenurial conflicts.
Indonesia recently also passed the Job Creation Law or
Undang-Undang Cipta Kerja (UUCK). The Law explicitly
mentions Social Forestry, thus mainstreaming it further in
the government agenda. The Social Forestry policy also
establishes a new community-based forest mechanism to
achieve more just and equitable forestland resources
distribution. Against this backdrop, this brief examines how
recent developments in social forestry and community-
based forest management policies, especially those driven
by UUCK and its implementing regulations, may impact
forest utilisation by local communities and tenurial conflicts. 

INTRODUCTION
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Case Primary Data Secondary Data

Case 1: Mangunan, Yogyakarta -
Reports, books,

  academic literature

Case 2: Rantau Baru, Riau
Interviews with

  customary heads and facilitators
Reports and notes,

  academic literature

Case 3: Kebar, West Papua
Interviews with

  researchers and community members
Reports and notes,

  academic literature

Researchers from Sebijak Institute studied three cases of community-based forest
management highlighting forest utilisation and customary practices by local and/or
indigenous communities. These cases are: Forest Management Resort (RPH) Mangunan
in Gunung Kidul District, Yogyakarta Province; Rantau Baru Customary Forest in
Pelalawan District, Riau Province; and Mpur Tribe Customary Forest in Tambrauw District,
West Papua Province. The three locations exhibit different characteristics of local use of
forest resources. 

We analysed potential implications of recent social forestry policies in each case.
Information was obtained through primary and secondary sources. Primary sources
included observation and interviews with local community actors and facilitators.
Secondary sources included repository data from corresponding researchers, grey
literature and official documents. Data collection sources are listed in the table below. To
further elaborate and bring more diverse viewpoints on the potential implications of
UUCK and Social Forestry in each case, we conducted discussions with experts.

METHODOLOGY
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Undang - Undang (Law) No.23/2014
Providing the mandate for local
government to manage natural

resources in their area

Permenhut (Ministry of Forestry Regulation)
No.22/Menhut-II/2012

Regulating ecotourism activities in
protection forest

PerMenLHK (Ministry of Environment and Forestry
Regulation) No. 49/2017

Regulating partnerships with KPH

Peraturan Gubernur (Gubernatorial Decree) No.84/2016
Regulating partnerships with KPH for

utilisation of protection forest area

CASE 1: FOREST UTILISATION IN MANGUNAN, YOGYAKARTA

The forest area in Resort Pengelolaan Hutan (RPH/Forest Management Resort) 
 Mangunan is part of the Forest Management Unit (KPH) Yogyakarta under the
authority of the Yogyakarta Province Environment and Forestry Agency. It was
initially designated as a production forest to produce resin from the pine trees.
Members of the local community used to work for RPH Mangunan as pine sap
tapers. However, over the years the pine resin yield dwindled, leading to the decline
of economic income for RPH Mangunan and the pine sap workers. Eventually, the
forest designation was changed from production to protection forest, since it
provides important ecosystem services for the area. 

In 2012, there was a rise in tourism in this forest area. The development of the
infrastructure facilities for ecotourism was largely initiated by the locals. As the local
community’s capacity was limited, KPH Yogyakarta started to provide its support.
The KPH also entered into a partnership with a cooperative which provides a legal
basis for community-based ecotourism in RPH Mangunan. Ecotourism is allowed in
the protected forest, as long as it is carried out according to the terms of the
partnership.

The partnership is between KPH Yogyakarta and the Notowono Cooperative, which
was set up in 2016 by the local communities to help manage ecotourism activities in
the Mangunan forest. This was an innovation, since partnerships with KPH is usually
with private entities. The partnership was also framed by various national and
subnational legal instruments, namely: 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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Resort Pengelolaan Hutan/ RPH is a forest area which is part of Forest Management Unit (KPH/FMU), it has
head of the resort who is responsible to the Head of FMU

1



The distinctive feature of the partnership between KPH
Mangunan and the local communities is the strong support from
the Governor of Yogyakarta Province, as showcased by the
release of the Gubernatorial Decree in 2016. This Decree enables
the local community to become the main stakeholder in
managing the forest through ecotourism. Community members
are actively involved in various forms of dialogue and processes
in the development of ecotourism in Mangunan. KPH
Yogyakarta, which serves as a facilitator for the community, plays
an important role in creating synergies between the
development vision of the Mangunan ecotourism and the local
government’s aspirations. For example, the KPH could connect
the local community with other stakeholders, such as the
Provincial Tourism Agency and other tourist communities to
promote Mangunan ecotourism. To ensure the sustainability of
the forest and benefits to the local community, KPH Yogyakarta
also facilitated various research projects. Over the years, the
ecotourism in Mangunan became a renowned KPH-facilitated
community-based forest management nationwide. 

The UUCK and its implementing regulations made the obtention
of a forestry multi-business (multiusaha kehutanan) permit the
primary means to utilise forests. Article 36 of UUCK specifies that
forest utilisation permits can be granted to individuals,
cooperatives, and state-owned (BUMN) and private enterprises.
Another potential pathway to utilise forests is through the social
forestry mechanisms, which include partnerships. However, a
forest partnership scheme involving KPH is no longer listed as an
eligible partnership to manage forests. 

One of the UUCK’s implementing regulations limits KPH’s role to
a facilitator. It can no longer serve as the direct manager of the
forest at the site-level. Because KPH no longer has a legal
mandate to enter into partnerships with local communities, the
current partnership setting for community-based forest
utilisation in Mangunan becomes legally uncertain. For the
stakeholders in Mangunan, any potential loss of support from
KPH is seen as potentially hampering the local community’s
ability to fully manage the forest. This is because of the lack of
organisational and technical capacities among community
members. Currently, the stakeholders involved in Mangunan
ecotourism maintain the status quo and operate on the basis of
previous regulations. The Head of the Environmental and
Forestry Agency of Yogyakarta Province has also stated that Law
no 13/2012, which provides the special autonomy status for the
province, could legally support the current setting for
community-based forest utilisation in Mangunan. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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CASE 1: FOREST UTILISATION IN
MANGUNAN, YOGYAKARTA
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

CASE 2: FOREST UTILISATION IN CUSTOMARY FOREST OF
RANTAU BARU, PELALAWAN, RIAU

Rantau Baru is located in Pangkalan
Kerinci, Pelalawan District, Riau Province. It
is inhabited by the indigenous peoples
who belong to the Petalangan Tribe. The
tribe consists of 29 pebatinan, one of which
is the pebatinan of Rantau Baru. Pebatinan
is a large area of communal land forest, led
by a Batin. The customary land forest
classification system for the Petalangan
tribe consists of settlement land,
cultivation land (generally secondary
forest), and primary forest land. 
Members of the Petalangan community
must seek permission from the Batin to
manage the land. The Batin also has the
right to levy a tax (pancung aleh) on their
community members who utilise forest
land and collect forest products, such as
clearing forests for farming, extracting
honey from sialang trees, and collecting
other forest products. For example, every
family that harvests honey must submit a
portion of the harvest to the Batin. 

Legally, the forest area traditionally
managed by the indigenous community of
Rantau Baru is classified as production
forest by the government. The forest is
dominated by meranti, rattan and bamboo
species. The community largely depends
on forest resources for their livelihoods,
and they often collect rattan shoots and
honey, besides harvesting fish from the
water bodies. 

Although the Petalangan tribe has
been managing the forest for
generations, Rantau Baru customary
forest is not legally recognised by the
government. The community
members, with the support of an NGO,           
plans to formally apply for the
recognition of their forest as a
customary forest under the social
forestry mechanism with a total area of
200 hectares. The gazettement of the
customary forest by the state will help
ensure the Petalangan indigenous
community’s tenurial security.
However, the process to obtain
recognition is lengthy (see Figure 1,
based on the Ministry of Environment
and Forestry Regulation No. 9/2021, one
of the implementing regulations of
UUCK).

The community has been preparing
supporting documents and
conducting activities to support their
customary forest application. In          
 2020, they were busy conducting     
 participatory mapping. This mapping
requires negotiations between Rantau
Baru Pebatinan and the neighbouring
Bedagu Pebatinan. These negotiations
have been complex because of private
sector involvement. Parts of Bedagu
Pebatinan are now being managed by
private entities. 

Application form
Profile of Customary Law Community
Letter of statement
4. Letter of authorisation of customary communities
Local-level legal standings/regulation
Map of customary forest
Identity of Head of customary community

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

LIST OF DOCUMENTS REQUIRED IN THE APPLICATION FOR RECOGNITION 
OF INDIGENOUS FOREST:
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CASE 2: FOREST UTILISATION IN CUSTOMARY
FOREST OF RANTAU BARU, PELALAWAN, RIAU

While the enactment of UUCK in 2020 generally strengthens the status of social
forestry, it has not simplified the procedures to be followed by customary
communities when applying for the recognition of their customary forests. The
administrative and technical requirements remain burdensome and costly. For
example, the community needs to be assisted by an NGO to conduct participatory
mapping, a key step in the application process. Participatory mapping as one of the
key elements in the application requires a certain level of technical capacities which
the community does not have. Overall, the community also has no experience and
capacity to fulfil the administration requirements. Further, because Rantau Baru is
located in a production forest area, the issuance of a local regulation (Perda) is
needed in the application for customary forest recognition. The Perda needs the
consent of both the District Head and the District House of Representatives (DPRD).
This process can be time-consuming. Before the Petalangan customary community
formally receives their customary forest recognition, their claims over the forest
remain legally weak, as other actors, including private entities, are technically
eligible to apply for forest utilisation rights in the area.  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Figure 1. Flowchart of Customary Forest Recognition in State Forest Area
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CASE 2: FOREST UTILISATION IN CUSTOMARY
FOREST OF RANTAU BARU, PELALAWAN, RIAU

Figure 2. Flowchart of Customary Forest Recognition in non-State Forest Area
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The Mpur indigenous community is a
tribe living in the Kebar Valley, Tambrauw
District, West Papua Province. They have
the traditional ‘ulayat’ rights as customary
legal basis for them to utilise natural
resources around Kebar for their
livelihoods. As part of their ulayat rights,
the Mpur community members harvest
matoa wood, bijam, ketapang wood, and
various wild fauna species, such as boar,
birds and deers. Although they have
ulayat rights, a special local regulation
(Perdasus 23/2008) stipulates that the
tribes in West Papua shall preserve their
ulayat forest if it is in a state forest area. 

For the past few years, the Mpur Tribe has
been in conflict with PT Bintuni
Agroprima Perkasa (BAPP), an agricultural
company that has an operation permit in
Kebar. In 2014, PT BAPP obtained a 19,368
hectares concession in an area released by
the Ministry of Environment and Ministry
from forest area to be converted into an
oil palm plantation. The local communities
and the district government, however,
rejected the planned conversion into oil
palm. 

In 2015, the company discussed with the
community its intention to plant corn in
the grassy area within Mpur Tribe’s ulayat
land. The company offered each clan
within Mpur Tribe some money and
promised that the locals could work for
the company. The community’s
representatives consented. The District
Government also agreed with the plan,
issuing the company with a local permit
to cultivate and process agricultural
commodities. Based on these approvals,
in 2016 PT BAPP applied for a business
licence from the Ministry of Agrarian
Affairs and Spatial Planning, covering
approximately 2,308 hectares. However,
some community members and civil
society organisations argued that the
licence obtained by PT BAPP was illegal,
since the environmental risk assessment
was not carried out properly.  

CASE 3: FOREST UTILISATION BY MPUR TRIBE IN
TAMBRAUW, WEST PAPUA
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Not long after, the company expanded
their corn plantation beyond the grassy
areas and into the Tribe’s ulayat forest.
The community protested, and in 2018
held a large demonstration against PT
BAPP. Some clans also returned the
money they received back to PT BAPP.
Despite the protests, the company
continued their operations. In 2022, the
Ministry of Environment and Forestry
finally revoked the concession right of
PT BAPP, making it illegal for the
company to operate in the area.
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The new, streamlined business licence application system introduced by
UUCK might be able to prevent the alleged illegalities associated with PT
BAPP’s permits. Such a system will harmonise the application processes at
the national and subnational levels and allow for a better monitoring.
However, the policies on social forestry and tenurial conflict resolution under
UUCK might not be sufficient to prevent similar incidents in the future. There
is still no robust legal recognition of the Papuans’ ulayat rights provided by
the state, and the path for obtaining customary forest recognition is arduous
and complex, as previously discussed. 

In the case of Kebar, the Tambrauw district government has a plan to make
Kebar a key agricultural area to meet demand for food. Meanwhile, the
provincial government intends to turn Tambrauw into a conservation district.
It is therefore unclear whether the district government will side with the local
indigenous communities if another company applies for the permits to utilise
the ulayat land and forest.  

CASE 3: FOREST UTILISATION BY MPUR TRIBE IN
TAMBRAUW, WEST PAPUA

CONCLUSION

The Mangunan case indicates that the KPH’s role change brought about by the
enactment of UUCK could dampen local community’s efforts in managing Mangunan
forest for ecotourism. The partnership between community members via the cooperative
and the KPH, which has been beneficial for the local communities and the environment,
became legally unclear under UUCK.   
The Rantau Baru case reveals that the process to obtain recognition for the customary
forest is complex and arduous and largely depends on the political will of local leaders.
UUCK and its implementing regulations have not significantly changed the mechanisms
to obtain such recognition.
The Kebar case shows that UUCK and its implementing regulations might provide a more
harmonised and streamlined process for issuing licences and thus better prevent
procedural non-compliance. However, the traditional ulayat rights of the Papuans remain
legally weak without a robust legal recognition from the state. They could therefore be
easily disregarded by other parties, including private entities.
Enabling factors for successful community-based forest management and tenurial
conflict resolution include: strong aspiration and capacity of the communities;
strengthened local organisations (e.g. KPH, customary institutions, and CSOs); and the
political will of subnational leaders.

1.

2.

3.

4.

From the three cases above, we could conclude that:
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