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Key messages

 • Bureaucratic inefficiency continues to obstruct collaborative peatland governance, preventing effective 
stakeholder engagement.

 • Limited data on peatlands are shared due to information silos, hindering informed decision making.
 • It is crucial to strengthen local government autonomy for sustainable peatland management, reducing 

dependence on external facilitators and fostering long-term capacity.

Introduction

Indonesia has 13.43 million hectares of peatlands, 
distributed across four main islands, with Kalimantan 
possessing 4.54 million hectares, accounting for 33.8% 
of the country’s total peatlands (Anda et al. 2021). 
These vast ecosystems store 13.6–40.5 gigatons of 
carbon — around 30% more than mineral forests 
(Murdiyarso et al. 2010; Warren et al. 2017). In addition, 
peatland ecosystems play other crucial roles, such as 
acting as a water reservoir that can prevent flooding 
and provide water during the dry season. This function 
also creates favourable conditions for preserving 
biodiversity in the area (Harenda et al. 2018). However, 
peatlands have endured significant degradation 
due to deforestation, land conversion, fires, and 
resource exploitation, such as illegal logging or 
mining. The 2015 fire season underscored the severe 
consequences of peatland degradation, intensified 
by El Niño-driven droughts and rising temperatures 
(Harrison et al. 2016; IPB 2023). Without collaborative 
and unified conservation efforts from all stakeholders, 
the harmful effects of peatland degradation will 
continue to increase over time.

Over the past decade, Indonesia has prioritized peatland 
management, emphasizing protection and restoration 
policies. The earlier policy of a moratorium on new 
business licences to operate in primary forests and 
peatlands was enacted in 2011 and became permanent 
in 2019. Nevertheless, this policy has posed challenges 
for co-governance in conservation efforts. Moreover, 
the establishment of the Peatland Restoration Agency 
(BRG) in 2016, which later expanded into the Peatland 
and Mangrove Restoration Agency (BRGM), underscored 
the nation’s commitment to rehabilitating 1.2 million 
hectares of peatlands by 2024. However, peatland 
fires – including those in 2019 – have hampered 
the achievement of restoration targets. Despite the 
challenges and a lack of coordination, initiatives for 
collaborative governance involving all stakeholders 
are needed to improve peatland conservation and 
restoration. For example, in our study site, the Mawas 
peat dome in Central Kalimantan, more than 30 entities 
share management roles, but misalignment between 
national policies and practices in the field often hinder 
progress (Hutagaol- Martowidjojo 2019; Uda et al. 2020).

Conservation and restoration initiatives require effective 
coordination and collaboration among stakeholders, 
as these efforts span multiple dimensions. However, 
challenges persist, including conflicting interests, 
insufficient cross-sectoral incentives for collaboration, 
and limited community engagement. To examine 
these issues, we combined a political economy analysis 
(Brockhaus and Angelsen 2012; Hall 1997) with social 
network analysis to identify barriers to more effective, 
efficient, and equitable governance of peatland 
conservation and restoration.
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In this brief, we aim to highlight the aspirations from 
various stakeholders at multiple levels regarding 
the existing governance structures surrounding 
conservation and restoration in peatland areas, 
particularly in Central Kalimantan. We began by 
collecting various government laws, articles, and 
academic papers related to peatland regulation and 
the local contexts. We conducted interviews with 51 
key stakeholders at national, provincial, regency, and 
village levels. Additionally, our social network survey 
garnered 127 responses from stakeholders in the 
period from early 2024 to mid-2024. Our study used a 
political economy framework focusing on institutions, 
interests, ideas, and information (Brockhaus and 
Angelsen 2012; Hall 1997) to develop questionnaires 
and interview guidelines. Key stakeholders in Central 
Kalimantan’s peatland policy domain were interviewed. 

Our roster included institutions at national, provincial, 
regency, and village levels, initially based on Atmadja et 
al. (2014), and updated through stakeholder mapping 
from the Australian Centre for International Agricultural 
Research (ACIAR) project FST/2021/145, led by the 
Borneo Orangutan Survival Foundation (BOSF). The lists 
of stakeholders were verified by expert collaborators 
in Central Kalimantan who had extensive peatland 
governance experience.

The need for 
collaborative governance

The complexity of peatland governance demands 
collaboration among diverse stakeholders and 
overlapping interests to drive transformational 

change (Januar et al. 2021). Collaborative governance 
involves public agencies working directly with non-
state actors through a formal, consensus-driven, and 
deliberative decision-making process to develop or 
implement policies and manage public resources 
(Ansell and Gash 2007). This approach emerged as an 
alternative to address the shortcomings of top-down 
governance – such as inefficiency, high costs, and 
political entanglements (Ansell and Gash 2007) – and 
the limited community engagement in peatland 
governance despite the importance of local knowledge 
and participation (Januar et al. 2021). Central to this 
model is inclusivity and active participation (Emerson 
et al. 2012), fostering partnerships between state 
and non-state entities to ensure that climate-related 
strategies are both viable and broadly supported, 
contributing to sustainable governance and societal 
transformation (Fritz et al. 2024). In theory, collaborative 
governance enhances coordination, resource 
sharing, and knowledge integration (Emerson and 
Nabatchi 2015). In practice, scholars have found that 
collaborative governance can strengthen village 
governance planning in peatland management (Januar 
et al. 2021). While challenging and time-consuming, 
a collaborative approach ensures the sustainability 
of restoration programmes through power sharing, 
transparency, holistic understanding, deeper insights, 
and wider-reaching outcomes (Toumbourou et al. 
2024). However, such collaboration is often hindered 
by political and economic factors, including power 
imbalances that favour a few dominant actors and 
profit-driven innovations that neglect equity and 
sustainability (Hudson and Leftwich 2014). A political 
economy perspective provides valuable insights 
by identifying who wins and loses in governance 
processes, and by examining how resources are 

Peatland in Mawas Conservation Area. Photo by BOSF Mawas documentation Team
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distributed over time, offering pathways for more 
inclusive and equitable change. Atkinson and 
Alibašić (2023) argue that challenges in collaborative 
governance can also arise from disagreements in 
interpreting the restoration agenda itself. The issues 
surrounding peatlands cannot be viewed in isolation 
– as Puspitaloka et al. (2021) mentioned, a narrowly 
focused solution would risk the overall success of the 
restoration efforts.

Case study: Mawas 
Conservation Area 

Located in the Mantangai Subdistrict, Kapuas Regency, 
Central Kalimantan, the Mawas Conservation Area 
is one of the BOSF’s primary sites to enhance local 
livelihoods by providing alternative sources of 
income while addressing environmental degradation 
caused by illegal activity (Goldstein et al. 2020). 
The surrounding communities are predominantly 
Indigenous Dayak Ngaju people, along with a smaller 
population of settlers5 from Java and other areas. These 
communities heavily depend on their environment 
for fishing and agriculture; while most of them have 
abandoned the use of fire, its practical and cost-
effective application remains (Atkinson and Alibašić 
2023). The assertion that local communities lack 
sustainable knowledge in natural resource utilization 
is inaccurate. As Yunus et al. (2025) noted, a “value-
action gap” exists between sustainable practices and 
community understanding of sustainability, particularly 
among those prioritizing economic gains. This 
highlights the urgent need for sustainable governance 
that balances ecological preservation with local needs.

The Mawas Conservation Area was subject to various 
external interventions, from extractive activities to 
market-based conservation approaches – due to its 
degraded peatlands, deforestation, and potential 
for carbon sequestration – with international 
cooperation and funding supporting local community 
development and environmental conservation efforts. 
The landscape was the site of the Mega Rice Project 
(MRP), which aimed to convert 1 million hectares of 
peatland into rice paddies. However, the project’s 
industrial-scale peat draining and deforestation – 
occurring alongside traditional swidden agricultural 
practices and exacerbated by an exceptionally severe 
El Niño event in 1997–1998 – led to massive forest fires 
in 1997. These fires released an estimated 0.81–2.67 
gigatons of carbon into the atmosphere (Miles 2021). 

Extensive conservation work in Mawas was initiated by 
BOSF, which started conserving intact peatland spared 

5  The arrival of settlers through the transmigration 
programme: https://www.transmigrasi.go.id/profil/sejarah-
kementrans/#:~:text=Antara%20tahun%201950%2D1959%20
pemerintah,biaya%20sendiri%20tanpa%20bantuan%20pemerintah. 
Accessed on 18 March 2025)

from the fires to protect the orangutans’ habitat. 
Another intervention, the Central Kalimantan Peatland 
Project (CKPP), active from 2006 to 2008, was one of 
the major efforts aimed at rehabilitating peatlands 
and reducing poverty in communities located in the 
former MRP area. This initiative involved collaboration 
among various stakeholders, including state and 
non-state actors, such as CARE Indonesia, Wetlands 
International, the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), 
BOSF, the University of Palangka Raya, as well as the 
governments of both Central Kalimantan Province and 
Indonesia (Miles 2020). Following the conclusion of 
CKPP, the Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership 
(KFCP) – Indonesia’s first pilot project for REDD+ – was 
launched in 2010 and ran until 2014 (Atmadja et al. 
2014). Collaboration continued during this period, 
involving CARE Indonesia, BOSF, the Indonesia-
Australia Forest Carbon Partnership (IAFCP), the World 
Bank, and multiple levels of Indonesian government 
(KFCP 2009). These sustained collaborative initiatives 
in the Mawas area demonstrate stakeholders’ interests 
in protecting the peatlands from further deforestation 
and degradation.

Despite the controversy surrounding the MRP, the 
narrative of achieving food sovereignty and security 
remains a common justification for converting 
peatlands into agricultural lands. In 2020, Indonesian 
President Joko Widodo responded to the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) 
warning of a food security crisis in the aftermath of 
the COVID-19 pandemic by supporting the launch of 
a new Food Estate Programme in Central Kalimantan 
(ANTARA 2020). More recently, President Prabowo 
Subianto has expanded Jokowi’s Food Estate legacy by 
establishing a new target area for agriculture as well as 
establishing the new Coordinating Ministry for Food 
Affairs (Hakim 2024). 

Another issue in the landscape is the ecosystem 
services from the conservation activity. Over the past 
decade, market-oriented conservation policies have 
continued to be promoted. This included REDD+ 
(although not as successful in Central Kalimantan as in 
other regions); the new type of forestry licenses known 
as the Ecosystem Restoration Concessions (ERCs); and 
social forestry.6 Although there are no for-profit ERCs 
located in the Mawas Conservation Area, restoration 
was still being undertaken by BOSF. Some interviewed 
stakeholders were also keen on the ERCs since they 
were the main vehicle for attracting private-sector 
participation in voluntary – and potentially mandatory 
– carbon trading, which would be a lucrative business 
in a peatland landscape.

6  Ecosystem Restoration Concessions were established under the 
Minister of Forestry Decree No. 159/Menhut-II/2004 on Ecosystem 
Restoration in Production Forest Areas. These concessions were 
officially referred to as Izin Usaha Pengelolaan Hasil Hutan Kayu 
Restorasi Ekosistem dalam Hutan Alam (IUPHHK-RE) or recently as 
Perizinan Berusaha Pemanfaatan Hutan Restorasi Ekosistem (PBPH-RE) 
following the enactment of Law No. 11/2020 on Job Creation.
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Notes from the field

Recentralized authority and 
disengagement in peatland 

Peatlands are a highly strategic landscape, leading 
to intense competition among stakeholders for 
control, and leaving limited room for collaboration or 
negotiation (Purwanto 2018; Brockhaus and Angelsen 
2012). Unlike the clearly defined responsibilities seen in 
road infrastructure – where national authorities oversee 
major roads, while provincial governments manage 
intercity roads, and local governments handle intracity 
roads – peatland policies lack clear jurisdictional clarity. 
National government representatives assert primary 
authority over peatland programmes (Sanders et al. 
2017), while provincial governments push for greater 
autonomy to manage their jurisdictions without 
excessive national interference. This ambiguity 
frequently sidelines local government offices, leading 
to their growing disengagement from what is meant 
to be a collaborative governance approach, according 
to a local government official we interviewed. A 
local stakeholder voiced concern regarding their 
limited influence, characterizing their role as primarily 
symbolic and hampered by bureaucratic inefficiencies. 
Furthermore, the recent trend of recentralizing 
governance has resulted in locally developed 
strategies being superseded by nationally mandated 
programmes due to bureaucratic prioritization. 
While these concerns are widely expressed, it is 
essential to consider that the ongoing trend of forest 
recentralization in Indonesia was partly a response to 
the extensive deforestation that occurred during the 
post-Soeharto decentralization era (Muhyidin 2019). 

Stakeholders widely recognized the importance 
of collaborative governance in achieving effective 
peatland management (Ansell and Gash 2007). 
However, interpretations of this concept differ 
significantly between national and subnational 
stakeholders. National stakeholders, primarily 
government representatives, have stated that 
collaborative governance is most effective when 
rooted in regulatory activities to ensure programme 
alignment across levels of government. By contrast, 
subnational stakeholders have expressed the view 
that collaboration should focus on incorporating the 
needs and aspirations of local communities, who are 
often seen as possessing deeper knowledge of – and 
connection to – their environment.

Efforts to improve peatland governance are showing 
varied results, as stakeholders have different priorities. 
Interestingly, the existence of more than 30 laws and 
regulations on peatland management has presented 
opportunities and challenges. While these regulations 
aim to accommodate diverse stakeholder interests, 
they have also led to complexity in implementation. 

To foster effective collaboration between national 
and subnational stakeholders, it would be beneficial 
to review and refine the regulatory framework. 
One potential solution to address this issue is the 
establishment of a dedicated agency to oversee all 
peatland governance activities, providing a centralized 
framework for coordination and decision making. To 
be effective, this agency would need strong regulatory 
backing and diverse representation from various 
sectors, including local communities, who are often 
marginalized in governance processes. This inclusive 
approach would help ensure that responsibilities are 

PPIIG Peatland Landscape. Photo by Hafiz Awlia 
Ramadhan/CIFOR-ICRAF
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allocated transparently, and that local communities’ 
voices are heard, rather than being overshadowed 
by national priorities. Without such an institution, 
there is a risk that local communities’ perspectives 
will continue to be neglected, undermining efforts 
to achieve inclusive and effective governance. 
Another suggestion for improving stakeholder 
engagement in peatland governance is to redesign 
the existing collaborative model, with a focus on 
strengthening the role and commitment of existing 
institutions. Our analysis reveals that while multiple 
stakeholders are involved, many lack meaningful 
decision-making power due to bureaucratic 
constraints within this framework. To address this 
shortcoming, the redesigned model should prioritize 
the empowerment of stakeholders, particularly 
those at local level, to take an active role in decision-
making processes.

Data and information are hoarded 
like gold 

Data and information on peatland governance – 
such as regulations, peat characteristics, and water 
levels – are often fragmented due to inadequate 
coordination between national and subnational 
stakeholders, as well as among subnational actors. 
This lack of coordination can lead to challenges 
during policy formulation and programme planning, 
resulting in overlapping initiatives at the subnational 
level. To improve collaboration, stakeholders could 

benefit from sharing knowledge, tools, and information 
more openly. However, some institutions may be 
hesitant to do so due to a natural tendency to focus 
on their own priorities and areas of expertise (Nofyanza 
et al. 2020).

A notable challenge is that sectoral interests often 
guide the work of key stakeholders, with each 
government institution operating within its own 
jurisdiction and distinct responsibilities, as noted 
by a representative from the local government. 
While this may not be an issue for stakeholders with 
significant power and information, the siloed nature 
of governance can make it difficult for less-informed 
stakeholders to feel included. This sense of exclusion 
can lead to frustration and hinders efforts to establish 
effective collaborative governance (Diamond and 
Allcorn 2009). Additionally, some organizations may 
be hesitant to share information due to concerns 
about partnerships or project status – as noted by 
a representative from a local NGO – such as the 
perceived status of the Mawas Conservation Area. 
Others have suggested that change in partnerships, 
such as the one between KLHK (Kementrian 
Lingkungan Hidup dan Kehutanan, The Ministry of 
Environment and Forestry)7 and WWF,8 may contribute 
to this reluctance (Arumingtyas and Saturi 2020).

7  Since President Prabowo Presidency, this ministry had been 
separated into The Ministry of Environment and The Ministry of 
Forestry by Presidential Decree No. 140 (2024)
8  SK.32/Menlhk/Setjen/KUM.1/1/2020

KELOLA Kick Off meeting-Palangka Raya 7 December 2023. Photo by Nining Liswanti/CIFOR-ICRAF
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Dependency on NGOs for resources; lack 
of institutional capability

Since most resources – such as funding, expertise, 
and information – are concentrated in the central 
government’s network, subnational governments 
face significant challenges in implementing policies 
and programmes mandated by laws and regulations. 
For instance, the creation of the subnational Peat 
Ecosystem Protection and Management Plan 
(Rencana Perlindungan dan Pengelolaan Ekosistem 
Gambut, or RPPEG) – assigned to provincial 
environmental offices by the Ministry of Environment 
and Forestry (MoEF) – required facilitation and 
resources obtained through collaboration with 
non-governmental organizations (NGOs), academic 
institutions, and various experts, not through the 
state budget. While NGOs helped subnational 
governments overcome bureaucratic constraints 
(Gemmill and Bamidele-Izu 2002), this collaboration 
unfortunately did not enhance subnational office 
staff’s skills and abilities to develop and implement 
their own initiative in policymaking or programme 
management.

Conclusion
As our analysis has shown, peatland governance 
in Central Kalimantan is characterized by complex 
interactions among diverse stakeholders who often 
have conflicting interests. This research highlighted 
several critical issues, including the focus on 
information exchange over collaborative action; 
fragmented networks hindering effective governance; 
legal constraints limiting stakeholder participation; 
and the lack of local community involvement in 
restoration programmes. These findings underscore 
the need for a more inclusive and collaborative 
approach to peatland management. To achieve 
sustainable peatland governance, it is essential 
to emphasize restoration, enhance collaboration 
among stakeholders, and integrate technology into 
management practices.
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