
Reconciling community land and state
forest claims in Indonesia: A case study

of the Land Tenure Settlement
Reconciliation Program in South

Sumatra
By M. Nazir Salim

WORD COUNT 10545 TIME SUBMITTED 12-JUL-2022 02:45PM

PAPER ID 88319159



2

3

3

4

8

9

11

12

13

15

16



1

6

22

25



5

6

12

27



1

20



14
14



1

2

7

10

24





1

21



10



1





1





1

26





1

5



2

2

7

17



1

11

19



2

4

18

23









6%
SIMILARITY INDEX

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Reconciling community land and state forest claims in
Indonesia: A case study of the Land Tenure Settlement
Reconciliation Program in South Sumatra
ORIGINALITY REPORT

PRIMARY SOURCES

core.ac.uk
Internet

www.rsisinternational.org
Internet

jurnalmarcapada.stpn.ac.id
Internet

researchonline.jcu.edu.au
Internet

forclime.org
Internet

data.landportal.info
Internet

dbgis.menlhk.go.id
Internet

slideplayer.com
Internet

repository.lppm.unila.ac.id
Internet

118 words — 1%

55 words — 1%

36 words — < 1%

26 words — < 1%

23 words — < 1%

22 words — < 1%

22 words — < 1%

20 words — < 1%

19 words — < 1%



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

www.menlhk.go.id
Internet

helda.helsinki.fi
Internet

Barid Hardiyanto. "Politics of land policies in
Indonesia in the era of President Susilo Bambang
Yudhoyono", Land Use Policy, 2020
Crossref

conference.unsri.ac.id
Internet

S Lestari, B T Premono, B Winarno. "Local people
awareness towards social forestry program: a
case study of Ogan Komering Ulu District, South Sumatra
Province, Indonesia", IOP Conference Series: Earth and
Environmental Science, 2019
Crossref

kitlv-docs.library.leiden.edu
Internet

substantivejustice.id
Internet

A Nurlia, E A Waluyo, W H Asmara. "Land conflict
resolution strategy in Solok Buntu Resort,
Berbak-Sembilang National Park", IOP Conference Series: Earth
and Environmental Science, 2020
Crossref

ejournal.forda-mof.org
Internet

18 words — < 1%

17 words — < 1%

15 words — < 1%

14 words — < 1%

13 words — < 1%

13 words — < 1%

11 words — < 1%

10 words — < 1%

10 words — < 1%



19

20

21

22

23

24

espace.library.uq.edu.au
Internet

A M Rafii, M Restu, Millang, S, M Muin. "Analysis of
programs of activities development of forest areas
with specific objectives (KHDTK) tabo-tabo south sulawesi", IOP
Conference Series: Earth and Environmental Science, 2020
Crossref

M Lugina, Indartik, M A Pribadi, A Wibowo.
"Community involvement in KPH Yogyakarta
(Yogyakarta Forest Management Unit) land management: a
case study of RPH Mangunan", IOP Conference Series: Earth
and Environmental Science, 2021
Crossref

Pablo Pacheco, George Schoneveld, Ahmad
Dermawan, Heru Komarudin, Marcel Djama.
"Governing sustainable palm oil supply: Disconnects,
complementarities, and antagonisms between state regulations
and private standards", Regulation & Governance, 2018
Crossref

Andrie Elia, Adi Jaya, Emmy Uthanya Antang,
Merrisa Octora, Kusnida Indrajaya, Salampak
Dohong. "Socio-economic Study of Conservation and
Rehabilitation of Tropical Peatland With Agroforestry Systems
in Central Kalimantan, Indonesia", Research Square Platform
LLC, 2021
Crossref Posted Content

Erina Pane, Adam M. Yanis, Is Susanto. "Social
Forestry: The Balance between Welfare and
Ecological Justice", International Journal of Criminology and
Sociology, 2020
Crossref

10 words — < 1%

9 words — < 1%

9 words — < 1%

9 words — < 1%

8 words — < 1%

8 words — < 1%



25

26

27

EXCLUDE QUOTES ON

EXCLUDE BIBLIOGRAPHY ON

EXCLUDE SOURCES OFF

EXCLUDE MATCHES OFF

Rodd Myers, Micah Fisher, Iliana Monterroso,
Nining Liswanti, Ahmad Maryudi, Anne M. Larson,
Esther Mwangi, Tuti Herawati. "Coordinating forest tenure
reform: Objectives, resources and relations in Indonesia, Kenya,
Nepal, Peru, and Uganda", Forest Policy and Economics, 2022
Crossref

issuu.com
Internet

media.neliti.com
Internet

8 words — < 1%

8 words — < 1%

8 words — < 1%



1 

Dear Editor, Mr. Muhammad Alif K. Sahide. 
 
The following is the author's response to the comments of reviewers A and B/D   
(Author’s response) 
 
Best Regard 
M. Nazir Salim 
********************************************************* 
 
The following message is being delivered on behalf of Forest and Society 
_________________________________________________________ 
Dear M. Nazir Salim: 
 
We have received the reviewers` comments on your submission to Forest and 
Society, "Settlement of Land Tenure in Forest Area: The Dynamics of 
Participative PTKH Inver Proposal". Our decision is: Revisions Required - 
major revision 
 
If you can suitably address their comments, below (and two file in the 
attachment), I invite you to submit a revised version of your manuscript, 
for consideration. Please carefully address all the issues raised in the 
comments. We expect to receive your revision within 3 weeks from today. 
 
If you are submitting a revised manuscript please also: 
a) highlight any change in the text using the "Track Changes" function, and 
provide a point by point outline of the revisions, following the reviewers` 
comments 
AND 
b) please also provide one more file contain a response to reviewers' 
comments. This file explains how the author answering reviewers' suggestion, 
critique, and input and highlight any change by providing a point by point 
outline of the revisions or provide a suitable rebuttal to each reviewer 
comment not addressed in the text. 
 
I look forward to receiving your revised manuscript. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Muhammad Alif K. Sahide 
Universitas Hasanuddin 
alif.mksr@gmail.com 
------------------------------------------------------ 

Author's response: We have worked on the reviewer’s notes and restructure the 
writing content based on the comments. We use “track changes” to revise our 
manuscript and hopefully our MS Word system will function properly on your 
computer. Please notice us if “track change” doesn’t work properly. 
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Reviewer A: 
Overall, this article is very interesting to be as a reference in 
understanding the problem of Inver PPTKH. However, this paper is very 
technical in discussing procedural Inver PPTKH  The good technical writing 
can be a special recommendation to policy makers in Indonesia. For this 
scientific article session it is better to focus on the TORA problem, the 
TORA pattern (as in Table 2) and what solutions the author can provide. 
 

Author's response: Pattern, problem and solution of TORA are interesting topic, and 
study on it will be appealing. However, this study has different point of view, and it is 
impossible for us to re-write it following that topic. This paper focused more on the 
policies practices and its problems on field, related to identification of community land 
inside forest area through PPTKH.  
 

------------------------------------------------------ 
Reviewer B: 
My understanding of this manuscript is that it describes a fieldwork 
experience concerned with the settlement of tenure claims by forest 
communities — specifically the Forest Areas in Ogan Kemoring Ulu Regency 
— in Indonesia. Thematically, the subject addressed in the manuscript 
stands at the core of my research interest, but its geographical focus lies 
at the periphery of my experience. The issue of land/water/forest/mineral 
tenure stands at the core of my research activities. I have worked on 
resource tenure issues for more than ten years. I have also published and 
supervised topics related to Indonesia. However, I am not vast in the 
Indonesian context of the subject, in terms of its geography. As I cannot 
attest to some of the assertions made in the manuscript, my review of this 
article is, therefore, more focused on the general form of the manuscript as 
a scientific piece. With these in mind, the following are my feedback. 
 

Author's response: General comment, I should read it more carefully.  
 
 
Critical English writing problems 
The paper is also riddled with a lot of confusing grammatical constructions 
which will need to be teased out, and “simplified” in ways that carry 
through their direct messages. For instance (just one of  such 
statements), the author writes: 
“Departing from the arguments above, this study was conducted to explain 
and illustrate the reality in the site on how the dynamics, problems, 
challenges and proposals resolve community land tenure in forest area.” 
The above statement leaves one wondering, do tenure challenges or problems 
resolve land tenure problems? Do proposals solve land tenure problems? I 
encourage the author to do tighter editing of this manuscript. 
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Author's response: Thanks for the comments, we have worked on it to improve our 
writing styles.  

 
The methodology 
The methodology needs to be rewritten in a more convincing, coherent, and 
consistent (nonrepetitive) manner). The authors say, “This study uses a 
participant observation strategy in its field study.” Then say, 
“Qualitatively, the process of obtaining primary data was done through 
participant observation with several activities carried out in accordance 
with technical regulations.” A question that any reader would quickly ask 
while reading the methodological part of the manuscript is: what is 
participant observation (and why is it essential as an essential means of 
sourcing data for this research)? The statement, “The data collection was 
done by triangulation model: interview, document study, and participant 
observation,” does not help. One can’t use triangulation for data 
collection (it is not data collection method), but rather it can be used for 
data verification, and especially data validation. I believe the authors 
know what they want to say, but it is instead not coming out clear enough. 
 

Author's response: Thanks for the advice. Our comment is, triangulation was used in 
data verification and validation only, and was not implemented during data collection. 
We made mistakes on the first manuscript, and we have improved and clarified the 
method based on the suggestion from reviewer.  
We tried to sort-out the step on data collection as accurate as possible based on 
chronological time, including 71 respondents as communities living on forest area. We 
also add map of research location as requested by reviewer. We also added an 
orthogonal picture in methodology part to answer question from reviewer A.  

 
Result/discussion 
Since the entire result and its discussion are concerned with “Inventory 
of Community Land Tenure in Forest Areas in Ogan Kemoring Ulu Regency,” I 
was left wondering why the authors did not use this caption for its 
manuscript title. After all, more than 70% of the entire manuscript focused 
on the authors' experience in “Inventory of Community Land Tenure in 
Forest Areas in Ogan Kemoring Ulu Regency.”   
 

Author's response: Thank you for the suggestion. For us, it is OK if the editor think that 
it is more suitable with the proposed title, but we just want to emphasized that this 
paper did not necessarily explain inventory process. We also provide the result of 
indicative map interpretation and problems arise during field work in result part.   

 
Confusing Structure 
The authors have a “result and discussion” (section 3), and then a 
“discussion” (section 4). I don’t think they can have both. Why not 
simply give the findings more boldly – e.g., make “Inventory of 
Community Land Tenure in Forest Areas in Ogan Kemoring Ulu Regency” the 
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section 3; then keep section 4 as discussion. 
 

Author's response: We made mistake in reading journal guide on combining results 
with discussion. Earlier this article combine result and discussion in one chapter, then 
we split it in two, but comment reviewer D makes us realized the mistakes and we 
overhauled this part as final results that we sent.  
We moved some of the discussion into results, and create new subtitles. We do not 
make additional posts, just re-arrange it as suggested by reviewers, and discard some 
parts that was considered as irrelevant.    

 
Improving the structure 
I suggest the authors section the narratives in section 3 into specific 
messages based on the research objective. From the introduction, the 
specific aim (in terms of novelty) is all over the place, and it is still 
difficult to pin it down accurately (from a reader’s angle).   
 

Author's response: I have fixed the structure, and have moved the novelty  part to 
introduction, and discarded the novelty written in the result and discussion.  

 
My understanding of this manuscript is that it describes a fieldwork 
experience concerned with the settlement of tenure claims by forest 
communities — specifically the Forest Areas in Ogan Kemoring Ulu Regency 
— in Indonesia. Thematically, the subject addressed in the manuscript 
stands at the core of my research interest, but its geographical focus lies 
at the periphery of my experience. The issue of land/water/forest/mineral 
tenure stands at the core of my research activities. I have worked on 
resource tenure issues for more than ten years. I have also published and 
supervised topics related to Indonesia. However, I am not vast in the 
Indonesian context of the subject, in terms of its geography. As I cannot 
attest to some of the assertions made in the manuscript, my review of this 
article is, therefore, more focused on the general form of the manuscript as 
a scientific piece. With these in mind, the following are my feedback. 
 

Author's response: We limit this research on how the community should acts to 
propose their land right in forest area, and has not yet discussed on land right granting 
from the government.    
 

 
Critical English writing problems 
The paper is also riddled with a lot of confusing grammatical constructions 
which will need to be teased out, and “simplified” in ways that carry 
through their direct messages. For instance (just one of  such 
statements), the author writes: 
“Departing from the arguments above, this study was conducted to explain 
and illustrate the reality in the site on how the dynamics, problems, 
challenges and proposals resolve community land tenure in forest area.” 
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The above statement leaves one wondering, do tenure challenges or problems 
resolve land tenure problems? Do proposals solve land tenure problems? I 
encourage the author to do tighter editing of this manuscript. 
 

Author's response: Double comments from reviewers, maybe copied twice 
 
The methodology 
The methodology needs to be rewritten in a more convincing, coherent, and 
consistent (nonrepetitive) manner). The authors say, “This study uses a 
participant observation strategy in its field study.” Then say, 
“Qualitatively, the process of obtaining primary data was done through 
participant observation with several activities carried out in accordance 
with technical regulations.” A question that any reader would quickly ask 
while reading the methodological part of the manuscript is: what is 
participant observation (and why is it essential as an essential means of 
sourcing data for this research)? The statement, “The data collection was 
done by triangulation model: interview, document study, and participant 
observation,” does not help. One can’t use triangulation for data 
collection (it is not data collection method), but rather it can be used for 
data verification, and especially data validation. I believe the authors 
know what they want to say, but it is instead not coming out clear enough. 
 

Author's response: Double comments from reviewers, maybe copied twice 
 
Result/discussion 
Since the entire result and its discussion are concerned with “Inventory 
of Community Land Tenure in Forest Areas in Ogan Kemoring Ulu Regency,” I 
was left wondering why the authors did not use this caption for its 
manuscript title. After all, more than 70% of the entire manuscript focused 
on the authors' experience in “Inventory of Community Land Tenure in 
Forest Areas in Ogan Kemoring Ulu Regency.”   
 

Author's response: Double comments from reviewers, maybe copied twice 
 
Confusing Structure 
The authors have a “result and discussion” (section 3), and then a 
“discussion” (section 4). I don’t think they can have both. Why not 
simply give the findings more boldly – e.g., make “Inventory of 
Community Land Tenure in Forest Areas in Ogan Kemoring Ulu Regency” the 
section 3; then keep section 4 as discussion. 
 

Author's response: Double comments from reviewers, maybe copied twice 
 
Improving the structure 
I suggest the authors section the narratives in section 3 into specific 
messages based on the research objective. From the introduction, the 
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specific aim (in terms of novelty) is all over the place, and it is still 
difficult to pin it down accurately (from a reader’s angle).   
 

Author's response: Double comments from reviewers, maybe copied twice 
------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------ 
Reviewer D: 
The paper examines a local case in Gedung Pekuon Village, Lengkiti 
Sub-district, Ogan Komering Ulu (OKU) Regency, South Sumatera and describe a 
fieldwork experience related to basic problems in the process of 
identification and settlement of land tenure claimed by communities in the 
forest area. Though the study can contribute to the research arena where 
researchers are trying to explore the best possible arrangement for 
minimizing the conflicts related to land rights, but this study has some 
limitation. 
 
Significant limitations associated with a section on methodology, result, 
and discussion. The method has to be explanatory; the result has to be 
concise and without repetition and finally, the discussion has to be based 
on the findings that have been explored. It is also important, as it is not 
obvious, that the reader can easily understand the data sources in the 
section on the result. The discussion was (in most cases) not related to the 
result. Please make a major overhaul of these three sections. You will find 
any more comments in the manuscript file (send them to the editor).  
Thank you and wish you all the best with this revision. 
 

Author's comment: Has worked on it, including the notes in the manuscript  
------------------------------------------------------ 
_____________ 
_______________________________________ 
Forest and Society 
A Scopus and Web of Science ESCI indexed Journal 
http://journal.unhas.ac.id/index.php/fs/index 
 


