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Introduction

Abstract: Indonesia faces the problem of forest degradation, with Forest and Land
Rehabilitation (FLR) being one of the key efforts undertaken to address it. This study
analyzes the formal institutional framework governing FLR implementation in Indonesia
using the Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) Framework, focusing on
Ostrom’s concept of rules-in-use. Content analysis was conducted on four main
regulations: Law No. 41 of 1999, Government Regulation No. 26 of 2020, Minister of
Environment and Forestry Regulation No. P.2 of 2020, and Minister of Environment and
Forestry Regulation No. P.23 of 2021. The findings show that seven types of institutional
rules, position, boundary, choice, aggregation, information, scope, and payoff rules, are
included in these regulations, but they are not yet fully synchronized. The distribution of
roles among actors remains overlapping, coordination mechanisms are weak, and
incentive rules are not clearly defined. Moreover, the regulations tend to emphasize
administrative and physical aspects of planting rather than ecological and social
outcomes. Weaknesses in this rules-in-form structure create unstable action arenas and
reduce policy effectiveness. This study highlights that the success of FLR is determined
not only by technical aspects but also by the clarity and consistency of formal rules.
Harmonization of regulations, strengthened cross-actor coordination, and transparency
of information are needed to ensure that FLR implementation supports the sustainable
restoration of the forest’s ecological and social functions.

Keywords: Forest and Land Rehabilitation (FLR), Institutional Analysis and
Development (IAD) Framework, Rules-in-use, Forest policy.

services they provide (B. Nugroho, 2010; P. Nugroho et
al., 2020).

Forests play an essential role as providers of
habitats, resources, and protection for various forms of
biodiversity. In addition, forests function to maintain
water availability, reduce the risk of flooding, control
erosion, and preserve soil fertility (Mawazin. et al.,
2024). Forests are natural resources that have a vital role
in multiple aspects of life, encompassing economic,
social, cultural, and environmental dimensions
(Wahyuni & Suranto, 2021). However, the sustainability
of these primary forest functions is currently under
threat due to degradation occurring in protected forest
areas (Setiawan & Krisnawati, 2014). Changes within the
ecological systems of forest areas can influence or even
alter the fundamental characteristics of the ecosystem
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Program complexity, weak planning, lack of community
participation, and managerial inefficiency have become
the main factors behind the low effectiveness of
implementation (Agustinus et al., 2013; Jatmiko et al,,
2012; Sulastiyo et al., 2016).

This failure indicates that the main problem of
Forest and Land Rehabilitation is not merely technical
but institutional. FLR policies are often understood only
as written regulations (rules on paper), rather than as
living institutional systems that function to guide actors’
behavior in the field. From an institutional perspective,
policy serves as the rules of the game that structure
relationships among actors and direct collective
decision-making (Nugroho, 2016). However, Pareira et
al. (2020) point out that ecosystem restoration
regulations in production forests remain “inadequate”
to support field implementation, meaning that formal
regulations alone are insufficient. Similarly, Affandi et
al. (2021) employ an institutional framework to analyze
forestry regulations and find that formal rules alone do
not guarantee effectiveness due to weak institutional
practices at the field level.

Institutional strengthening and management
require more coordinated efforts to enhance the overall
sustainability of development (Lestari et al., 2023). To
understand these institutional challenges, Elinor
Ostrom’s Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD)
Framework offers a relevant analytical perspective.
However, since this study focuses on the analysis of
formal regulatory texts, its emphasis is not on rules-in-
use (rules that are actually practiced), but on rules-in-
form, namely the formal written rules that shape the
structure of the action arena. Within the IAD framework,
rules-in-form encompass seven types of rules that define
the action situation, position, boundary, choice,
aggregation, information, payoff, and scope rules, which
collectively determine how a policy should be
implemented. One of the key purposes of developing the
IAD framework is to provide a common foundation that
can integrate various policy components and analytical
activities (Suwarno et al., 2014).

Forests function not only as ecological zones but
also as living spaces and arenas of interest contestation,
where various actors strive to gain access, control, and
benefits from available resources. This complexity of
interests demands clear formal rules as the foundation
for forest management and rehabilitation program
implementation. Therefore, this study aims to conduct a
content analysis of several key regulations governing
Forest and Land Rehabilitation implementation. The
analysis seeks to identify how the seven types of rules
(rules-in-form) are formulated within formal policies
and to assess the extent to which these institutional
structures can explain the gap between policy and field
practice. The complexity of misaligned regulations
cannot be resolved merely through policy adjustments
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but requires institutional reform (Muhtada & Diniyanto,
2021). As noted by Sumarjono & Purnomo (2016),
coordination serves as a crucial factor in minimizing
overlapping responsibilities and inconsistencies.

Policy is closely related to institutional theory, in
which each regulation serves as a foundation for various
processes, particularly in decision-making stages
(Suwarno et al., 2015). The formulation of forestry
policies should give greater attention to institutional
issues (Kartodihardjo, 2006). Institutions are understood
as the rules of the game that organize networks of actors
through both formal and informal rules (Nugroho,
2016). In practice, institutions require organizations, the
players of the game, to formulate, implement, and
enforce these rules (Nugroho, 2010). A well-functioning
institutional framework can facilitate effective
relationships and coordination between the government
and other stakeholders (Salaka et al., 2020).

One of the institutional analytical frameworks is the
Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD)
Framework proposed by Elinor Ostrom. Within this
framework lies the concept of rules-in-use. According to
Suwarno et al. (2015), this concept serves as a reference
for conducting content analysis of regulations in relation
to the structure of the action situation, which ultimately
influences performance. Badi'ah. et al. (2022) further
explain that rules are essential to understanding
decision-making processes, and rules-in-use refer to the
set of rules that guide and describe actors’ actions.

The conceptual variable of rules-in-use related to
Forest and Land Rehabilitation needs to be examined to
reinforce the understanding of the currently prevailing
regulations. As an initial step in implementing FLR
programs, both government and private institutions
must comprehend and internalize the implementation
rules as a fundamental basis. Content analysis is
expected to generate insights into the seven components
of rules-in-use and serve as the foundation for analyzing
various regulations governing FLR implementation.
This effort is essential to provide a comprehensive
perspective for the stakeholders involved, particularly
land managers and implementers, in order to achieve
successful FLR implementation and contribute valuable
input for policy development.

Theoretically, this study contributes novelty by
integrating a content analysis approach to regulatory
texts with Ostrom’s Institutional Analysis and
Development (IAD) Framework, which is generally
applied to analyze institutional practices (rules-in-use).
This analysis is also expected to expand and deepen the
utilization of the IAD framework (Cole, 2017). The IAD
framework provides researchers with an analytical lens
to examine how rules shape and influence dynamics
within action situations (Lammers & Heldeweg, 2016).
Practically, the findings of this study are expected to
serve as a basis for improving the institutional design of
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Forest and Land Rehabilitation, particularly in the
formulation and harmonization of regulations to
enhance the effectiveness of forest rehabilitation
programs in Indonesia.

Method

This study employs the concept of rules-in-form as
the basis for institutional analysis within the
Institutional ~Analysis and Development (IAD)

Framework developed by Ostrom (2005). This concept
focuses on formal, written rules embedded in policy
documents that normatively shape the structure of the
action arena, where actors interact and make decisions.
This approach was chosen because the study does not
examine field practices (rules-in-use), but rather
analyzes how the formal institutional structure of Forest
and Land Rehabilitation is shaped through legal and
regulatory frameworks. The IAD Framework serves as
an analytical tool to articulate agreed-upon relationships
and decision-making processes, as well as to examine
the behavior of involved actors (Sabatiel et al., 2005;
(Budiprakoso et al., 2021).

The method employed in this study is content
analysis. Content analysis is a research method that
focuses on an in-depth examination of the messages
conveyed through written texts or printed media
(Muyassaroh & Suyanto, 2023). This method is used to
collect and analyze textual content in various forms,
words, meanings, images, symbols, ideas, themes, or
communicable messages (Calik & Sozbilir, 2014;
Martono, 2016; Patonah et al., 2018 (Nabilah & Jumadi,
2022). This approach follows a systematic and structured
process of content examination, implementing a step-by-
step analytical procedure without hastily moving
toward measurement (Sulistyowati et al., 2024).

The content analysis in this study was conducted
through several stages, including formulating research
questions, determining units of analysis, developing a
sampling plan, constructing coding categories and
recording sheets, performing coding, and collecting and
analyzing data (Neuman, 2014). The analysis examines
the textual content of the aforementioned regulations
using the analytical lens of the rules-in-use concept. Each
article related to these rules is analyzed to identify the
roles of different actors and the benefits they obtain
according to the respective regulations. Essentially,
content analysis in this study aims to explain the actors
involved and how their roles and interactions influence
institutional performance outcomes.

The content analysis was conducted on four key
policy documents that serve as the legal foundation for
the implementation of Forest and Land Rehabilitation,
namely: UU No. 41 of 1999 on Forestry; PP No. 26 of 2020
on Forest Rehabilitation and Reclamation; Permen LHK
No. P.2 of 2020 on Procedures for Implementing Forest
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and Land Rehabilitation; and Permen LHK No. P.23 of
2021 on the Implementation of Forest and Land
Rehabilitation.
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Figure 1. The relationship between rule-in-use with action
situations

Several studies have applied the rules-in-use
concept, such as Suwarno et al. (2015), who analyzed
regulations on the establishment of Forest Management
Units; (Siswantoro et al, 2021), who examined
regulations on water utilization in conservation areas;
and Badi’ah. et al. (2022), in their study titled “The Use
of Ostrom’s Concept on Rules-in-Use in the Analysis of
Regulation of Natural Tourism Utilization in Gunung
Gede Pangrango National Park.” The rules-in-use
concept helps reveal patterns of communication and
interaction among actors in relation to the structure of
the action situation within the FLR implementation
process. According to Ostrom (2005), the rules-in-use
framework consists of seven variables: position rules,
boundary rules, choice rules, aggregation rules,
information rules, scope rules, and payoff rules. Position
rules, define the positions or roles that actors may
occupy within the action arena, as well as the number of
actors allowed in each position. Boundary rules, regulate
the criteria or requirements for actors to enter or exit the
action arena, including their rights and obligations.
Choice rules, specify which actions are permitted,
required, or prohibited for actors in particular positions.
Aggregation rules, explain how decisions are made—
whether individually, collectively, or through
representative = mechanisms.  Information rules,
determine what information can be accessed, shared, or
must be communicated among actors within the action
arena. Scope rules, define the outcomes or results of
actions that are permitted, restricted, or prohibited
within an action arena; in other words, they establish the
scope of legitimate consequences according to the rules.
Payoff rules, specify the rewards, incentives, or
sanctions applied to actors as a result of the actions they
take within the action arena.

Analytical Steps
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The analysis procedure was carried out through the
following stages: Identification of rule texts, each article
and clause within the three regulations was thoroughly
reviewed to identify provisions containing elements of
position, authority, participation, information, or
sanctions; Rule categorization, the identified text
excerpts were then classified into the seven categories of
rules-in-form according to Ostrom’s framework;
Institutional structure analysis, interpretation was
conducted to examine the relationships among rules (for
example, between position rules and choice rules) in
order to assess the logical consistency and completeness
of the formal institutional structure; and Evaluation of
weaknesses or regulatory gaps, the rules were compared
across different regulations (Law, Government
Regulation, and Ministerial Regulations) to identify
potential overlaps, ambiguities, or inconsistencies that
may affect FLR implementation in the field.

This approach allows the researcher to assess the
extent to which rules-in-form of FLR shape an effective
action arena for forest rehabilitation implementation
and to provide an empirical basis for improving future
institutional policy design.

Result and Discussion

Based on the content analysis of several regulations
governing the implementation of Forest and Land
Rehabilitation, the findings derived from the rules-in-
use concept can be presented as follows:

Position Rules

The implementation of Forest and Land
Rehabilitation involves various institutions,
governmental, private, and community-based. Within
the governance structure, each position holds specific
duties and responsibilities in FLR activities.
Understanding the roles of these actors is essential to
achieving the success of FLR programs. Fundamentally,
FLR includes reforestation activities within forest areas
and greening efforts outside forest areas. According to
Law No. 41 of 1999, a forest area is defined as a
designated and/or determined area by the government
to be maintained as a permanent forest. The Minister, as
stated in the Regulation of the Minister of Environment
and Forestry (KLHK) No. P.23 of 2021, Article 1, point
30, is the official responsible for administering
government affairs in the forestry sector. In this context,
the Ministry of Environment and Forestry (KLHK),
represented by the Minister, serves as the national
coordinator and regulator in the implementation of FLR.

Position rules define the distribution of roles among
actors. Law No. 41/1999 Article 41 and Government
Regulation No. 26/2020 Article 11A establish key
positions: the Minister of Environment and Forestry
(MoEF) as the national coordinator and supervisor, local
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governments as implementers, and community groups
as implementation partners. Meanwhile, Ministerial
Regulation No. P.23/2021 emphasizes that the Forest
and Land Rehabilitation (FLR) program is carried out
through two schemes: self-management (implemented
independently) and contractual (conducted by third
parties).

PP No. 26 of 2020 stipulates in Article 51 that
communities may  participate in  planning,
implementation, monitoring, and financing of Forest
and Land Rehabilitation (FLR) activities. The position of
local communities is therefore crucial, as they must be
empowered and actively involved in the FLR process.
According to Lutfi et al. (2014), FLR initiatives should
pay close attention to the presence and participation of
local communities around the project areas, whose
involvement must be encouraged. This aligns with the
perspective that forests and forest areas are no longer
viewed merely as sources of timber, but also as
providers of diverse commodities and environmental
services that deliver tangible benefits to local
communities (Damanik & Purwoko, 2023).

However, Ministerial Regulation No. 2/2020 does
not explicitly delineate the hierarchical authority among
positions in the technical implementation of Forest and
Land Rehabilitation (FLR). This ambiguity potentially
leads to overlapping authority between Forest
Management Units (Balai), provincial or district forestry
offices (Dinas), and field implementers. Within the
Institutional ~Analysis and Development (IAD)
framework, such unclear position rules hinder the
establishment of a stable action situation, as actors lack
explicit guidance regarding their rights and
responsibilities (Crawford & Ostrom, 1995; Ostrom,
2005). Therefore, clearer delineation of roles and
responsibilities is needed, particularly concerning the
approval process of contractual project designs between
the Head of Balai and the Head of Dinas.

Boundary Rules

Membership in the team responsible for preparing
Forest and Land Rehabilitation (FLR) project plans is
established by the Head of the Forest Management Unit
(Balai), as stipulated in Permen LHK No. P.105/2018
Article 6, Paragraph 2, and includes representatives
from the Balai, area stakeholders, provincial forestry
offices, and universities. Additionally, a control team is
formed by the Head of Balai, comprising members from
the Provincial Forestry Office, Balai, and area
stakeholders (P.105/2018 Article 67, Paragraphs 2-3). At
the highest level, according to Permen LHK No.
P.2/2020 Article 67, there is a revision whereby the
Minister assigns the Director General (Dirjen) to
establish the control team, which consists of
representatives from the Provincial Forestry Office,
Balai, and area managers/stakeholders.
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Permen LHK No. 2/2020 Article 5 stipulates that
FLR implementers may come from government
agencies, community groups, or service providers.
However, the regulation does not include clauses
explaining the mechanisms for entry and exit within the
implementation arena or the qualification criteria for
implementing institutions. Nevertheless, through these
two schemes, self-management or service provider, the
composition of FLR implementers is adjusted
accordingly. In both schemes, the local community is
involved as laborers for planting activities, which in
practice requires ongoing supervision and oversight.

This weakness has the potential to create
uncertainty in actor legitimacy. Membership rules
determine who is entitled to participate in the action
arena and under what conditions. Gaps in boundary
rules can reduce accountability and create a closed arena
that excludes community participation (McGinnis,
2010). Such shortcomings also affect the sustainability of
FLR, as effective implementation requires order in
carrying out tasks and functions. Moreover, the FLR
mechanism serves as a foundation for participation,
providing clear provisions for those involved in
activities such as project planning, preparation, seedling
provision, planting, and maintenance.

Choice Rules

Choice Rules regulate what actions actors may,
must, or must not perform. According to Government
Regulation No. 26/2020 Article 17, Paragraph 5, the
Minister establishes the annual FLR plan, while
Ministerial Regulation No. 2/2020 grants authority to
the Forest Management Unit (Balai) and provincial
forestry offices (Dinas) to prepare the technical plan. In
P.2/2020 Article 44, the Contract Signing Officer (PPK)
reports budget and physical activity realizations to the
Head of the Work Unit, who then compiles and reports
to the Director General (Dirjen) with copies to the
Director, Head of Provincial Forestry Office, and Area
Stakeholders or Managers. Implementers, whether
under the self-management or service provider scheme,
submit activity results to the PPK, who forwards them
to the Budget User Authority and ultimately to the
Minister. During FLR implementation, monitoring and
evaluation are required. As stipulated in Permen LHK
No. P.23/2021 Article 20, FLR activities must have
supervisors and evaluators who prepare weekly,
monthly, and annual reports with documentation,
which are submitted to the PPK, then reported to the
Head of Balai, and finally to the Director General.

However, there is an inconsistency in terminology
between “Contract Signing Officer” and “Commitment-
Making Officer” across the two regulations. Neither
regulation clearly defines the duties, functions, or
distinctions between these positions. This inconsistency
indicates weak rule clarity, which negatively affects
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cross-level coordination. Conceptually, ambiguity in
choice rules reduces predictability within the action
arena (Crawford & Ostrom, 1995). The Commitment-
Making Officer (PPK) holds a strategic role in
government procurement processes, as no government
agency can enter into contracts that have consequences
for the state or regional budgets (APBN/APBD) without
the involvement of this officer (Putra & Harahap, 2024).
Meanwhile, the Contract Signing Officer is the person or
entity assigned to execute the contract.

Every individual actually has an obligation to
participate in forest rehabilitation. According to Law
No. 41 of 1999 Article 43, Paragraph 1, “any person who
owns, manages, and/or utilizes critical or unproductive
land is required to carry out forest rehabilitation for
protection and conservation purposes.” This implies
that forest rehabilitation is a shared responsibility for
anyone managing land. Furthermore, Article 70,
Paragraph 1 of Law No. 32 of 2009 emphasizes that
communities have equal and broad rights to actively
participate in  environmental protection and
management efforts (Handitya & Rufaida, 2020). It is
essential to recognize that forest rehabilitation should
not be seen solely as a government program, whether at
the central or regional level, but rather as a process of
restoring forests, not merely planting trees.

Aggregation Rules

Across the four regulations, there is no explicit
mechanism governing collective decision-making
among actors in the planning or evaluation of activities.
Strategic  decisions  remain  hierarchical = and
administrative. Regarding position and authority rules,
the planning stage is assigned to consultants for
contractual schemes, while the Head of Balai and Head
of Dinas form teams for self-management or service
provider schemes. During the drafting stage,
responsibility is fully delegated to the consultants and
teams, following the procedures already established.

The absence of aggregation rules weakens the
principles of deliberation and collaboration among
actors required in environmental and forestry policies
(Ostrom, 2005). This explains why FLR implementation
tends to be top-down and not adaptive to local
conditions. Findings by Tanjung et al. (2017) indicate
that when some community members are excluded from
forest management, it reduces the participation levels of
other community members involved in managing
Hutan Nagari. Resource management at the local level is
often based on traditional knowledge and practices, so
government regulations need to be aligned with local
dynamics and management needs. As reflected in
Damanik et al. (2024), through daily interactions and
activities, customary forests contribute to maintaining
ecological balance while also strengthening social bonds
in Desa Setungkup, Kecamatan Ketungau Hilir.
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Technically, the selection of plant species should be
adapted to and consider the preferences of local
communities; however, it is also important to ensure
land suitability, including physical conditions and
environmental characteristics at the FLR
implementation site. Surtiani & Budiati (2015) found
that community participation in decision-making at
each stage of FLR remains very low, with the
government acting as the highest decision-making
authority. Similarly, Hamidah et al. (2023) noted that
communities, as actors interacting directly at the local
level, are still insufficiently involved in FLR
implementation. Therefore, involving communities
from planning through implementation and
monitoring-evaluation is crucial, as they possess in-
depth knowledge of field conditions and provide
diverse information that can serve as a reference and
foundational framework for planning and carrying out
FLR activities.

Information Rules

Ministerial Regulation No. 23/2021 Articles 14-15
stipulate the types of data and reports that must be
prepared; however, there are no provisions ensuring
public transparency of the data resulting from FLR
implementation. The regulation details the information
required for drafting project plans as a reference for
implementation based on the annual plan, covering
various stages such as identification of physical, social,
economic, and cultural conditions, preparation of
supporting facilities and infrastructure, seedling
provision (from nurseries or procurement), planting and
maintenance, and evaluation.

Information rules determine the extent to which
participants have access to information to monitor the
behavior of other actors. The absence of formal
transparency rules weakens monitoring and sanctioning
mechanisms, which in turn reduces institutional
accountability (Basurto et al., 2010). General information
about FLR implementation is provided through
websites, such as the NTB Provincial Environmental and
Forestry Office (DLHK) website and the local
government program NTB Satu Data; however, more
detailed information on FLR, such as project locations,
periodic planting and maintenance reports, budgets,
and plant survival rates is not openly shared. These
reports should be made publicly accessible to foster
mutual trust. According to Nugroho (2010), information
regarding forest resources, activity processes, outcomes,
performance, and budget reports should be
communicated in a relevant, accurate, and timely
manner to serve as a basis for decision-making.

Scope Rules
Law No. 41/1999 Article 41, Paragraph 2 restricts
FLR implementation to areas outside of nature reserves
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and national park core zones. Ministerial Regulation No.
23/2021 sets the success indicator as a plant survival rate
of 275%. Government Regulation No. 26/2020 Article 4,
Paragraph 2 emphasizes that FLR implementation
should adhere to principles of transparency and
accountability, clear authority, sustainable budgeting,
participation, = community =~ empowerment  and
institutional capacity, understanding of tenure systems,
cost-sharing, and incentives. This indicates that FLR
implementation is intended to be open and accessible,
allowing anyone to access the results of its execution.

However, the focus on physical indicators (outputs)
without assessing ecological function recovery
(outcomes) indicates that the scope rules of FLR remain
narrow. Within Ostrom’s framework, this limits the
potential for social-ecological sustainability, as the
regulated outcomes do not reflect the ultimate
ecosystem goals (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999; Ostrom,
2005). Serrano & Ramos (2015) emphasize that
measuring ecological outcomes (e.g., natural habitat
condition, resilience) at the local level is often neglected,
making the scope rules too narrow and less adaptive to
system conditions.

Payoff Rules

Funding for FLR activities comes from the state
budget (APBN), regional budgets (APBD), and other
legitimate sources (Ministerial Regulation No. 23/2021,
Article 25). However, rules regarding post-planting
incentives and benefit sharing have not been detailed.
During FLR implementation, incentives are provided in
the form of facilitated services and rewards as stipulated
in P.105/2018 Article 58. Facilitated services include
access to capital, infrastructure, site provision,
information, guidance, and permits. Meanwhile,
rewards are given to FLR supervisors, pioneers,
mentors, and others in the form of subsidies or
assistance, prizes, certificates, and trophies, as
determined by the Minister, Governor, or
Regent/Mayor according to their respective authority.

Rahmawati & Elias (2024) emphasize that a
successful rehabilitation method is one that integrates
productive-economic components with ecological
programs, implicitly indicating that economic benefits
(payoff) are a crucial element for sustainability. The
absence of clear payoff rules means that field
implementers lack economic or social incentives to
ensure the continuity of planted trees after handover.
This reduces the effectiveness of the self-enforcement
mechanisms necessary for rules to be followed without
strict government supervision (Poteete et al., 2010).
Weaknesses in these rules lead to low compliance and
the emergence of social-ecological conflicts at the local
level. Providing incentives is an important strategy to
increase community motivation for active participation
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in environmental management (Insusanty & Sadjati,
2017).

Implications for FLR Implementation

There is a need for clarity regarding roles,
authorities, and task boundaries, which must be
explicitly defined in legislation to prevent gaps in
understanding and ensure public awareness. All
positions, from the Minister to FLR implementers
whether through self-managed, provider-based, or
contractual schemes must uphold integrity in
performing their duties and functions, while sanctions
should be prepared and enforced. In institutional terms,
effectiveness is achieved when rules are respected,
sanctions exist and are enforceable, and organizations or
institutions are held accountable.

Greater attention should be given to all potential
future scenarios regarding decision-making patterns
and schemes. Moreover, achieving the success rate
indicator (75% survival) should not be treated as the sole
benchmark for FLR implementation; instead, the focus
should be on how the FLR process contributes to forest
building and ecological function restoration,
necessitating a transformation in both mindset and
practice. In terms of aggregation rules or decision-
making processes, not all aspects are fully regulated in
legislation. Certain decisions remain mandatory, such as
the selection of plant species, which is clearly defined
with specific criteria. Even though some practical
decisions are adjusted to community preferences, they
should also be adapted to the physical and ecological
conditions of the FLR site.

Transparency regarding the progress of FLR
implementation to the public is essential as a form of
collective commitment and responsibility in overseeing
activities, and budget allocation transparency is crucial
and must be communicated. Current policies focus
primarily on short-term outcomes, whereas the goal of
FLR, to restore or build forest functions is inherently
long-term and must be prioritized. Therefore, after the
handover of FLR results (short-term/3 years), a strong
commitment and consistency are required to continue
forest development through ongoing activities
supported by budget allocations. Consequently, the
government should also allocate funding for continued
maintenance to ensure the sustainability of FLR efforts.

Conclusion

Analysis across rule types reveals weak vertical
interactions between choice rules, aggregation rules, and
payoff rules. Ambiguity in authority undermines
coordination mechanisms (aggregation), while weak
incentive rules (payoff) reduce motivation for post-
implementation sustainability. Institutionally, this
reflects an institutional misfit between formal design
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and the goal of sustainable FLR. By clarifying position
and payoff rules and strengthening information
transparency, FLR governance can progress toward a
more adaptive and cooperative institutional form.
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