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Reseach  
 
Abstract 
Background: The conventional emphasis solely on protective measures in national park management has proved ineffectual 
in averting damage resulting from illicit human interventions. Facilitating local community access to the national parks 
through conservation partnerships constitutes a strategic conciliation, aimed at forestalling potential conflicts. This study 
seeks to ascertain if the government's proposition of conservation partnerships, serves as a conciliatory mechanism to 
alleviate tensions between local communities and park administrators. 
 
Methods: Data was procured through in-depth interviews and field observations conducted within the research site. The 
informants consisted of academicians, staff of the national park, local government, village leaders, and local communities. 
Field observations encompassed an immersion into the national park locale, involving the scrutiny of diverse community 
activities.  
Results: The conservation partnerships have fostered a more symbiotic rapport between national park management and local 
communities. The local community is now perceived as collaborative guardians of the sustainability of the national park, while 
park managers assume the role of facilitators and protectors of community activities within the park. The fears and illegal 
actions of local communities that were carried out before the partnership have been replaced with harmonious engagement 
and unhindered participation. 
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Conclusion: The implementation of conservation partnerships has brought positive impacts on the livelihood of local people 
and also on the sustainability of the forest. Through conservation partnerships, the activity of the local community to access 
non-timber forest products was protected by the park office. This condition encourages the creation of harmony between 
local communities and the forest manager. 
 
Keywords: conservation partnership, local community, management, national park. 
 

Background 
Indonesia has conservation forest areas of 26.894.122,42 hectares (ha) in 2021, and 16.094.804 ha (59,84%) of them is divided 
into 54 units of national parks and spread throughout Indonesia (Pamungkas and Jones 2021; KLHK 2023). Even though the 
conservation area has become a national park, few have suffered damage due to human activities. Some of the national parks 
that were damaged for example are the Bukit Barisan Selatan National Park in Lampung (Deni 2011), the Kerinci Seblat 
National Park in Jambi (Salfutra 2016), and the Rawa Aopa Watumohai National Park in Southeast Sulawesi (Subarudi and 
A.S.L.P. Putri 2006). One of the existing national parks is the MRNP also damaged mainly in Bebidas village in the form of 
community control over the MRNP covering an area of 150 ha which is claimed by the community as the Jurang Koak 
customary forest and has long been managed as an agricultural land long before the designation of the MRNP in 1997 
(Risdiana 2017; Hasnika et al. 2020) , and the conditions in Bebidas village are now conducive (Jpang 2022).  
 
Before 2018, the management of national parks in Indonesia was carried out without giving access to the public to be able to 
utilize existing resources in the area. National Park management emphasizes conservation interests above all else. This is 
emphasized in Act No. 11/1990 on natural resources conservation claims that the main purpose of Indonesian national parks 
is biodiversity conservation and sustainable development (Pamungkas and Jones 2021). Even though, since the 2003 National 
Parks Congress in Durban mandated the need for community involvement in national park management, the Indonesian 
government has begun to improve national park management patterns by prioritizing community interests through 
collaborative management patterns, in practice, this is not the case (Dunggio and Gunawan 2009). 
 
The conservation partnership in Indonesia is a correction to the previous policy, which did not involve local communities in 
managing national parks. Conservation partnerships are seen as an embodiment of collaborative management (Co-
management), namely the management of conservation forest areas by involving community participation (Participatory) 
through providing access to the use of forest resources (Okthalamo et al. 2022). If viewed from a conservation partnership 
with community-based management, this conservation partnership can also have the capacity to improve the social and 
economic conditions of communities that depend on forests, as in the concept of community-based forest management 
(Manolache et al. 2018). Partnerships in forest areas can also be a solution to resolve conflicts between the government and 
local communities, or between the private sector and local communities (Asmin et al., 2019; Iriyani et al., 2020; Nawir, 2005; 
Ota, 2019; Race et al., 2019; Santika et al., 2019; Suhardjito & Wulandari, 2019; Widman, 2016), community awareness and 
commitment to forest area sustainability (Suwarno et al., 2009), and supporting improving the welfare of local communities 
(Rustinsyah, 2015).  
 
The correction to the previous policy is necessary because one of the major reasons for the failure of most forestry programs 
in tropical developing countries is the exclusion of local people in forest management and poor recognition of local peoples’ 
customary rights and dependency on forests (Ota et al., 2020). The national park was considered places for conserving 
biodiversity and public recreation, and they were to be protected by the highest national authority, as happened in the 
management of national parks in Indonesia (Wianti 2014) and other developing countries, following the North American park 
system(Nepal and Weber 1995). The North American national park concept was followed by The International Union for 
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) which emphasized that national parks should be free from all human 
exploitation and steps should be taken by the highest competent authority of the country to prevent such exploitation (Kharel 
1993). 
 
The management of national parks without involving local communities to access them or strong prohibitions on land and 
resource use has been a defining feature of the conservation paradigm (Lele et al. 2010) and has experienced many conflicts 
(Lamsal 2012). In this context, the implementation of conservation forest measures often leads to environmental conflicts, 
triggered mostly by conflicting uses of natural resources and a top-down approach to designate protected areas (Manolache 
et al. 2018; Batiran et al. 2023). The findings from Ruschkowski (2009) and Ruschkowski & Mayer (2011) mentioned that the 
designation of protected areas (e.g. national parks) often leads to conflicts between local communities and the area's 
administration. Meanwhile, relate to Nepal & Weber underline that the fundamental issue of the emergence of conflicts in 
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the management of national parks is the customary right to use national park resources by local people (Nepal & Weber, 
1995). Conflicts occurred because the management of the national park did not provide access to local communities to benefit 
from the national park Yng and Hasan (2022) said that the conflict arose because local communities who traditionally depend 
on the park resources for their livelihoods, have been either denied or restricted access.  
 
The ‘prohibition’ and ‘protection’ approaches that have been used so far in the management of national parks and other 
conservation areas tend to have implications for the occurrence of inevitable conflicts over resources, especially with local 
communities (Ichsan 2022). It means that conflict occurred because the management of the national park did not provide 
access to local communities to benefit from the national park. Many of them depend on national parks for their lives and not 
a few were active in them before the forest area was designated as a national park. Conflicts have occurred between local 
communities and national parks management in Indonesia, for example in the Bantimurung-Bulusaraung National Park in 
South Sulawesi (Wakka et al. 2013), the Teluk Cenderawasih National Park in West Papua (Sembiring et al. 2010), the Batang 
Gadis National Park in North Sumatera (Lubis et al. 2009), the Baluran National Park in East Java (Wianti 2014), the Halimun 
Salak Mountain National Park in West Java and Banten (Rahmawati et al. 2011; Hakim et al. 2016) and the MRNP  in West 
Nusa Tenggara (Ichsan 2022; Nindyatmoko et al. 2022). 
 
The emergence of conflicts in the management of national parks is not only in Indonesia but also in other countries. 
Management of national parks in the world that experience conflict with local communities to mention a few examples are 
the Benoue National Park in Northern Cameron, because of the involvement of local people in illegal activities, their lack of 
access to natural resources, and damage by wildlife (Weladji and Tchamba 2003); the relationship between park management 
and the neighbouring communities in the Khao Yai National Park (KYNP), Thailand can be seen as a conflict between two 
opposing objectives: natural resources protection on the one hand; and safeguarding local livelihoods on the other; because 
the number of animals leaving the forest and the potential for crop damage of farmer without compensation from national 
park manager (Yng and Hasan 2022). Conflicts with wildlife over crops, livestock and human safety issues in local communities 
also occurred in the Northern Gonarezhou National Park (Gandiwa et al. 2013).  
 
To reduce conflicts between national park managers (including wildlife that live in the national park) and local communities 
that depend on resources in the national park, several methods have been implemented. The park management policies of 
the Nyungwe National Park in Rwanda started to shift residents from traditional mindsets to thoughts about tourism 
development (Nyirarwasa et al. 2020); minimizing forest dependency to the vulnerable people in the Chitwan National Park, 
Nepal (Poudel 2019); implemented to plant vegetation and fruits inside the KYNP boundary such as corn, coconuts and 
bananas so that the animals could enjoy the crops inside national park areas and they would not come out to cause problems 
(Yng and Hasan 2022). Hereafter, the management of the Northern Gonarezhou National Park, Zimbabwe, to reduce conflict 
in the national park is implementing the Communal Areas Management Program for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE), which 
is an effort to empower local communities adjacent to the national park which is considered one of the main initiatives 
adopted to ensure that there is no conflict between the economic viability of agricultural communities and the foraging needs 
of wildlife (Gandiwa et al. 2013).  
 
This paper aims to answer whether the conservation partnership offered by the government through national park managers 
to local communities in the park is a form of compromise to mitigate conflicts between local communities and national park 
managers, as well as to increase the role of local communities in managing national parks. To answer the questions above, a 
study was conducted at MRNP, West Nusa Tenggara Province, Indonesia, and the results are discussed in this paper.  
 

Materials and Methods 
Study area 
The Mount Rinjani National Park is on the island of Lombok, West Nusa Tenggara Province (Figure 1). The park's size is around 
41,330 ha. The establishment of the MRNP as a national park based on the Decree of the Minister of Forestry No. 280/Kpts 
II/1997 and later designated as MRNP according to the Ministerial Decree Forestry No. 298/Menhut-II/2005 (Pangestu 2017). 
The MRNP lies at longitude 116°17’30” E- 116°33’30” E and latitude 8°17’30” S - 8°33’00” S (Pangestu 2017), with 
mountainous landscape and elevations ranging from 500 to 3.726 m above sea level and slopes ranging from flat-medium (0-
25o), heavy (25-40o) and very heavy (> 40o) (Kristiawan et al. 2021). 
 
The MRNP in its management is divided into seven zones according to its function. In 2020, the MRNP zoning division is shown 
in Table 1. The traditional zone is part of the MRNP area that has been and will be partnered with forest farmer groups 
(Kelompok Tani Hutan/KTH). Relate to the explanation of the Republic of Indonesia Government Regulation No. 28 of 2011 
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concerning the Management of Nature Reserve Areas and Nature Conservation Areas, the definition of the traditional zone 
is part of a nature conservation area (e.g. national park) that is designated for the benefit of traditional use by people who 
have depended on natural resources for generations. Information from the head of the MRNP Office when the discussion 
was held on May 9, 2023, said that the number of KTH has been formed and already have cooperation agreements with the 
MRNP Office reach 8 until at the time and large area around 721.174 ha or 30% from the whole of traditional zones. The total 
number of members from all KTH is 324 people. 
 

 
Figure 1. Map of Mount Rinjani National Park (Nindyatmoko et al, 2022) 
 
Table 1. Zonation of Mount Rinjani National Park 

No Zones Area (Ha) Percentage (%) 
1. Core 19,379.44 46.89 
2. Special 147.02 0.36 
3. Utilization 7,891.40 19.09 
4. Rehabilitation 950.90 2.30 
5. Religion 88.81 0.21 
6. Jungle 10,483.19 25.36 
7. Traditional 2,389.23 5.78 

Total 41,330.00 100.00 
(Source: Asriady, 2021) 
 
The MRNP is one of the busiest national parks in Indonesia because of its worldwide tourism activities, especially climbing to 
reach the top of Mount Rinjani. Mount Rinjani which is in the MRNP area is one of the main tourist destinations in West Nusa 
Tenggara Province, which consists of four hiking trails (Senaru, Sembalun, Timbanuh, and Aik Berik) (Pangestu 2017). For 
example, the number of visitors through the four gates of climbing Mount Rinjani in 2022 was 9,691 foreigners and 27,037 
Indonesian citizens (TNGR 2022). 
 
The ecosystem of the MRNP which consists of savanna, and tropical rainforest from lowlands to highlands is a habitat for 
wildlife for 19 species of mammals, 8 species of reptiles, 8 species of amphibians, 160 species of birds, 25 species of 
butterflies, 447 species of trees, 59 species of ferns, 117 species of mushrooms, 80 species of orchids, 28 species of lianas, 6 
species of rattan, and 153 species of medicinal plants(Kristiawan et al. 2021). Mount Rinjani with the plants in it shows that 
savannas and grasslands also exist in the highlands (Sutomo et al. 2021). 
 
In the discussion results with the MRNP’s staff, it was explained that the MRNP area was surrounded by 37 buffer villages 
inhabited by a population of around 184,771 people in 2019 (Asriady 2021). The population around the MRNP area is part of 
48 million the total of population lives within or bordering Forest Estate lands in Indonesia (Fisher et al. 2018). Based on the 
Decree of the Governor of West Nusa Tenggara in 2019 & the West Nusa Tenggara Environment and Forestry Service in 2018, 
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as many as 18 villages out of 37 buffer villages of MRNP are classified as poor villages (Kristiawan et al., 2021). The majority's 
livelihood of people who dwell in the surrounding MRNP area are farmers.  
 
Data collection 
The authors conducted fieldwork in May 2023. To collect data regarding the conservation partnerships, we first discussed 
with the staff of the MRNP Office as forest managers to manage MRNP. We also collected data and information on programs 
and activities in the MRNP area involving local communities. Discussions with staff of the MRNP Office are also to determine 
the impact of involving local communities in NP management, especially in terms of ecology and local community welfare 
from the MRNP Office perspective.   
 
Although MRNP has two schemes of conservation partnership, i.e. through the environmental care group (ECG) and non-
timber forest product utilization, this study focuses on KTHs which have been given access by the MRNP Office to manage 
traditional zones by utilizing non-timber forest products (NTFPs) within them. Meanwhile, ECG’s activities are in the 
rehabilitation zone with ecosystem restoration such as replanting of zona and their activities are not quite intensive. After 
discussion with the staff of the MRNP Office, we visited three KTHs in three villages which represent KTHs in the villages 
surrounding the MRNP area which have gained a cooperation agreement of non-timber forest product utilization (PKS-
Perjanjian Kerjasama) with MNRP management. The three KTHs were visited such as Gawah Gantar in Sajang village, Wakul 
Lani in Toya village, and Lawang Batu in Pesanggrahan village. The KTH members of Wakul Lani and Lawang Batu are Sasak 
ethnic, and members of KTH Gawah Gantar are Sasak and Bali ethnic. KTH members registered at the MRNP Office reached 
110 farmers.    
 
The research method to obtain data was conducted through three mechanisms, such as in-depth interviews with 33 
informants and field observation. Informants came from different backgrounds, as though one academician, three persons 
of local government, 13 local communities who are also heads and members of KTH, five heads of village, and 14 officers of 
the MRNP office. The interview was held with one informant and in small groups with as many as five informants. Interviews 
in small groups were conducted with local government and officials of the MRNP Office.  
 
The other mechanism to obtain data in research sites is observing the area of MRNP which has partnered with forest farmer 
groups in traditional zones. The locations visited and observed were stingless bee (Trigona spp.) honey cultivation sites, places 
for planting and harvesting grass in Pesanggrahan village, places for collecting candlenut and ferns in Toya village, and a cattle 
farm and customary forest in Sajang village. 
 
To support primary data, which was obtained through in-depth interviews and field observation, secondary data was also 
obtained from the literature study and documents from many institutions related to this study. The secondary data are such 
as reports of the Ministry of Environment and Forestry Republic of Indonesia (MoEF), MRNP Office, and articles that have 
been published in various journals.   
 
Data collected by in-depth interviews, field observation, and literature study, carried out with a qualitative approach, were 
analyzed by using descriptive qualitative methods to answer the question in this study. All the data that came from various 
informants were collected, categorized, and then summarized based on the issues discussed. Furthermore, the data is 
interpreted to describe the research objectives previously stated and analyzed descriptively. In this study, the analysis focuses 
on explaining and describing the relationship between local communities and national parks that have been given access to 
manage the MRNP area through conservation partnerships: utilizing NTFPs.   
 

Results 
The dynamics of the relationship between Mount Rinjani National Park and local communities 
The MRNP area is surrounded by 37 villages with a total population of 184,771 people in 2019 (TNGR 2023). Some villagers 
who dwell in MRNP's surroundings depend on MRNP resources, either before or after the forest areas adjacent to them were 
designated as national parks. Before it became a national park, or when it was still in the status of a wildlife reserve area as 
stipulated by the Governor of the Dutch East Indies in 1941 (Ichsan 2017), MRNP was also a part of The Rinjani Forest Group 
(TRFG) established by the Governor of the Dutch East Indies on September 9, 1929; many local communities carried out 
logging activities and harvest of NTFP in the area, and hiking tourism to Mount Rinjani was not yet widespread. Based on the 
Decree of the Governor of West Nusa Tenggara Province No. 2 of 1989, MRNP was designated as a tourist destination in West 
Nusa Tenggara province in 1989. For tourism activities, MRNP won the Destination Stewardship Award in 2004 from 
Conservation International and National Geographic Travelers. In 2005, the MRNP also received nominations (top 3) for the 
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"Tourism for Tomorrow Award 2005" category "Destination Award" from the World Travel & Tourism for Tomorrow Award 
2007. On July 25, 2018, the island of Lombok (Rinjani Biosphere Reserve-Lombok) designated by UNESCO as a new Biosphere 
Reserve, where the MRNP area is the core area, and the Rinjani area (Geopark Rinjani Lombok) has also been designated as 
the new UNESCO Global Geopark on 17 April 2018 (KLHK 2022). 
 
Interaction between the MRNP area and local communities has been going on for a long time. For example, the Tanaq 
Sembahulun Indigenous Peoples group in Sajang village has interacted with them since the 7th century AD (Yamni, 2015) and 
the Jurang Koak Indigenous Land Community in Bebidas village. Yamni said that the area of the MRNP long ago was an area 
of customary communities and natural resources inside it were rights of customary communities. The Jurang Koak also 
through their ancestors have managed this customary land since before the Republic of Indonesia became independent 
(Hasnika et al. 2020). Relate to Yamni and Hasnika et al stated that the existence of the MRNP resulted in the loss of 
management space for land that had long been managed by the ancestors of the two community groups. 
 
The local communities who dwell around the wildlife reserve area carry out logging because there is no other source of 
livelihood. This logging activity resulted in the forest area which later became the MRNP in Pesanggrahan village and Toya 
village being deforested at that time. The felled trees are then sold to other parties or bartered for necessities such as rice. 
The impact of illegal logging in the past is still visible in the village of Pesanggrahan with sparse forest cover, overgrown with 
grass which is used by KTH members as animal feed (Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2. The condition of low forest cover in Pesanggrahan village, as well as the land that the MRNP has partnered with KTH 
Lawang Batu 
 
Local community activities in the Rinjani forest group pushed the Dutch colonial when colonizing Indonesia to raise the status 
of the Rinjani forest group to a wildlife reserve. The Dutch colonial assumed that local community activity in the forest could 
destroy the existing ecosystem (Yamni 2015). The rise of the status of the Rinjani forest group made the local community 
limit the use of existing resources in the forests of Mount Rinjani. Yamni also underlined that the New Order government 
during the Soeharto regime again raised the status of the Rinjani forest area to become the MRNP in 1997 resulting in local 
people being prohibited from entering and doing activities in the MRNP area. This policy resulted in local communities no 
longer having forest areas that they managed themselves based on their local wisdom values played by the Mangku Gawar. 
Mangku Gawar is a local leader who plays an important role in regulating forest utilization activities by the community so 
that the local community is not free to enter forest areas without Mangku Gawar's permission (Yamni 2015).  
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After access to local communities was excluded from the management of the MRNP area, MRNP destruction and 
encroachment continued, until it came to MRNP management in the form of a conservation partnership. The dynamic 
interaction between MRNP and local communities who dwell surrounding the MRNP area since the colonial era until at time 
the research was conducted in 2023 can be summarized as seen in Figure 3 below. 
 

Figure 3. Transformation of Dynamic Interaction between MRNP Office with Local Communities 
 
Contribution of conservation partnership to improve the welfare of local people and conflict prevention 
The livelihood of the local community who dwell in surrounding of the MRNP area is farmers and cattle of cows. In addition 
to utilizing their land to meet their daily needs, they also make use of existing resources in the MRNP area. Based on 
information from the local community, the resources utilized by the MRNP are elephant grasses (Cenchrus purpureus), reeds 
(Imperata cylindrica), vegetable ferns (Diplazium esculentum), rattan fruit (Calamus mana Miq.), candlenut fruit (Aleurites 
moluccana), and forest honey (from Apis dorsata).  
 
The grass is harvested for its use as animal feed, especially during the dry season because the grass growing on its land is 
used up. The need for grass for animal feed is huge. A cow needs about a full wheelbarrow (35 kg) of grasses (Figure 4), if 
converted to money the price is around IDR 25,000/ wheelbarrow. This means that the more cows raised the more grass is 
needed, and the more money is spent when the fodder grass is purchased. Therefore, the existence of a partnered MRNP is 
beneficial for breeders to meet their animal feed needs so they do not have to buy or look for it further away. If a farmer 
looks for grass far from where he lives, then he must pay for transportation to the place where he looks for grass and brings 
it to his house. 
 
Based on the MRNP Office report the economic value of grasses harvested by 30 farmers in Tetebatu village reaches IDR 14.5 
billion per year. The total weight of grass that has been harvested by members of KTH Lawang Batu in Pesanggrahan village 
from 32.42 ha of land in the MRNP area reaches 22.8 million kg per year. 
 
As explained above, members of KTH do not only harvest elephant grasses but also the other NTFPs.  The KTH Wakul Lani for 
example, harvested a wider variety of NTFPs from the MRNP area such as grasses, vegetable ferns, candlenut fruit, and 
jackfruit (Artocarpus heterophyllus). Although various NTFPs were harvested, however, if converted to economic value based 
on the MRNP Office report, the total of all NTFPs harvested is IDR 121.3 million only per year. This is because the land for 
grass plants is not as large as those owned by another KTH, where candlenuts and jackfruit are harvested only once a year 
(one season), and there are no buyers for rattan fruit anymore. Trees of candlenut, jackfruit, and elephant grasses grow in 
the MRNP area because, in 2008, the MRNP Office carried out green belt activities along the MRNP area in Toya village which 
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is 25 meters wide from the edge of the park towards the inside of the area. The Green Line area is managed and utilized by 
the community to improve their welfare, and the area currently is a part of the MRNP area that is partnered with KTH Waku 
Lani. The rule that applies to KTH members who harvest candlenuts is that they are only allowed to harvest candlenuts that 
fall to the ground and are not allowed to climb candlenut trees so that more KTH members can harvest them. All NTFPs 
harvested from the MRNP area except grass, are sold or bartered to other parties to get money or other necessities of life. 
For example, vegetable ferns harvested from the MRNP area are substituted with rice. However, the volume of NTFPs that 
are harvested and then sold or bartered is not in large quantities because many local people harvest them, not restricted to 
KTH members. 
 

Figure 4. Elephant grasses have been cut by a farmer and 
put on a wheelbarrow for transporting them to cattle pens. 
The wheelbarrow is not visible because it is covered by the 
grass above it. 
 
Information from the MRNP Office said that the sum of KTHs 
have been created to respond its reach eight units and KTH 
members are 324 people. The KTHs spread in ten villages, 
namely Batu Rakit, Jenggik Utara, Perian, Pesanggrahan, 
Tetebatu, Lenek Duren, Toya, Sajang, Loloan, and Sambik 
Elen. There is one KTH in two villages, such as KTH Wakul 
Lani for farmers in Lenek Duren and Toya villages, and KTH 
Montong Jinatri for farmers in Loloan and Sambik Elen 
villages. A KTH occurred in two villages because the 
traditional zones within the MRNP of the partnered areas 
are in a similar landscape. The joint KTH aims to avoid 
conflicts over the use of NTFPs in the same area among 
members if the KTH is separated by village. The main 
administrators from the KTH who represent the two villages 
also come from the two villages. 
 
 

Formation of conservation partnership in the Mount Rinjani National Park 
The conservation partnership which is implemented by the MRNP Office is to respond to the Regulation of the Director 
General of Conservation of Natural Resources and Ecosystems (Perdirjen KSDAE) No. P.6/KSDAE/SET/Kum.1/6/2018 
concerning Technical Guidelines for Conservation Partnership in Nature Reserve Areas and Nature Conservation Areas. 
Conservation partnership occurred as a compromise solution to accommodate local people to access NTPFs in national parks 
areas because relate to Lele et al (2010) underlined that the protectionist approach to conservation forest areas has been 
reported to have succeeded in several places but at a high social cost and conflict, especially in developing tropical countries. 
 
Through the conservation partnership policy, the MRNP Office offered a collaboration chance for the local community to 
access NTFPs in the MRNP area. It means the MRNP Office gives opportunities to the local community to benefit from MRNP 
so that their welfare increases. Access is given to local communities not individually but in the form of forest farmer groups. 
For this reason, the village head forms and makes decrees regarding forest farmer groups, namely those who actively utilize 
NTFPs from within the MRNP area, such as wild honey, ferns, medicinal plants, forest moringa, grass, jackfruit, candlenut, 
vetiver, rattan fruit. Those who actively utilize the resources in the MRNP, the MRNP through the village head are asked to 
form a KTH which will be proposed to partner with the MRNP Office which is bound in a PKS. The maximum number of KTH 
members is 50 people for administrative needs, while local people who take NTFPs from the forest are more than the number 
of registered members. This PKS was signed by the head of the MRNP Office as the manager of the MRNT area and the head 
of the KTH on behalf of the KTH member. In the PKS, there were also the signatures of witnesses, such as the PKS between 
the Head of MRNP Officer and Head of KTH Wakul Lani with five witnesses who also signed the PKS, namely: Head of the 
Natural Resources and Environment sub-Sector of the Regional Development and Planning Agency for East Lombok District, 
Head of Sub-District Lenek, Head of Section Social Welfare of the Aikmel Sub-District, Head of the Village of Toya, Head of the 
Government Section of the Village of Lenek Duren, and the Head of the Management Section for Mount Rinjani National 
Planting Region II. Membership of KTH in partnership with MRNP is mostly filled by village elites such as hamlet heads, heads 
of neighborhood associations, and other village officials. 
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Through this PKS, local communities can collect NTFPs within the MRNT area that has been partnered, the land is in the 
traditional zone. Local communities are no longer secretive when they access NTFPs in the MRNP area because their activities 
are legally recognized by the manager of MRTN. The PKS validity period is five years. KTH who have signed it must follow up 
on this by preparing a Program Implementation Plan (Rencana Pelaksanaan Program/RPP) and translating it into an Annual 
Work Plan (Rencana Kerja Tahunan/RKT). The RPP and RKT are made jointly between the MRNP Office and KTH because the 
human resources owned by KTH members are unable to make and formulate both RPP and RKT. Members of KTH are also 
entitled to receive assistance from the MRNP Office to increase their capacity to improve the quality and quantity of KTH 
products. 
 
The mechanism of KTH to take benefit from MRNP difference between a KTH with the other KTH. For example, all villagers 
who dwell in Toya and Lenek Duren villages, both members and non-members of KTH Wakul Lani can collect the NTFPs in the 
MRNP area that has been partnered. The area of 77.97 ha is not divided among communities that depend for NTFP resources 
in the MRNP area. Candlenut fruit that falls or vegetable ferns that grow on the land partnered with KTH Wakul Lani can be 
collected by farmers where they fall or grow without any other farmers objecting. The management mechanism practiced by 
KTH Wakul Lani for the partnered MRNP land is the same as that carried out by KTH Gawah Gantar in Sajang village.    
 
Different from the two KTHs above, conducted by KTH Lawang Batu in Pesanggrahan village. The traditional zone in the MRNP 
area which is managed by KTH Lawang Batu is about 32.48 ha and it is divided among villagers who take grass in the area 
according to their respective abilities. Although the KTH has 30 members, this amount is only for administrative needs in 
MRNP as an officially registered member. However, there are more than 30 people who can access the requested traditional 
zone, namely all residents of Pesanggrahan village who usually use the grass that grows in the area. The grass is an animal 
feed that livestock by the local community. The land already controlled by a villager or a member of KTH can no longer be 
controlled by other people. The grass that grows on the land becomes the right of those who control it, including replanting 
it with new grass and tree seeds if the land under his control is cleared. 
 

Discussion 
Impact of conservation partnership for local people 
The relationship between community and forests has been important for the development of forestry (Ritter and Dauksta 
2013). The forest is also an important resource that plays a crucial role in the socio-economic well-being of the rural people 
(Aning-Agyei et al. 2013), including the local community who live around the MRNP area. Forest management involving the 
community is directed at two main goals, namely improving the livelihoods and welfare of rural communities and forest 
conservation (Pagdee et al. 2006). Choosing the right form of forest management should not create a dichotomy between 
the community and the government. Intermediary options are available to bridge it (Sikor 2006).  
  
Local communities around the national parks are given legal access to utilize NTFPs. Providing this access increases their 
income and welfare. The increase in the welfare of the local community has not yet appeared significant as a result of the 
conservation partnership, but residents now have security of tenure which is an important basis for sustainable livelihood 
security (Rukminda et al. 2020). Far before the emergence of conservation partnerships, the utilization of Non-Timber Forest 
Products (NTFPs) had already been taking place for a long time; the presence of PKS provides a legal basis for the residents 
around the forest to harvest NTFPs.  
 
Forest resources in the MRNP area have supported local people for a long time long before the area was designated as a 
national park in 1997. At that time, utilization of the national park was not free from illegal logging activities which destroyed 
the forest area, as happened in Tetebatu village, East Lombok Regency, which resulted in drought and fires (Asrori 2021). The 
management partnership concept in the MRNP provides direct benefits for the community. Conservation partnerships 
emerged to bridge the gap between conservation interests and poverty in the governance of natural resources, especially 
forests (Setyadi et al. 2006). 
 
The MRNP based on the explanation above shows that the MRNP area has abundant natural resources in the form of 
NTFPs which have been utilized by those who live in the vicinity. The local community around the MRNP can take advantage 
without damaging them. The use of NTFPs is based on an agreement between the MRNP Office and KTH members, so if the 
agreement is violated by the KTHs, the PKSs that have been signed by both parties can be evaluated and even cancelled. 
NTFPs have a positive impact on increasing the welfare of local communities surrounding MRNP. Local communities who 
raise cattle with a high demand for fodder in the form of grass no need to worry anymore, especially during the dry season 
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so the supply of grass that grows in the yard or garden itself has been harvested, because the supply of grass from the MRNP 
area is still abundant. 
 
 
Even with the involvement of local communities in utilizing NTFPs in the MRNP area, they can become partners of the MRNP 
Office to protect the national park area. Farmers in the surrounding MRNP area were no longer just spectators but had 
become part of the manager of the partnered area. Local communities can enter the partnered area and collect NTFPs in the 
MRNP area at any time without intimidation from the MRNP staff.  By granting access to NTFPs in the MRNP, members of 
KTHs or village communities can warn each other if one of them violates the agreements. The same thing can also be done 
for people who destroy national parks and come from other villages. The local community implements this to maintain the 
sustainability of the NTFPs that they use from within the area and to maintain the agreement with the MRNP area. 
 
Area managers of MRNP and KTH members underline that since the legal access to local communities to utilize NTFPs in the 
traditional zone was granted in the form of a conservation partnership, conflicts between the two parties have never occurred 
again. Before that, the relationship between the local community and the National Park office had never been friendly. The 
local people even consider the national park office to be their 'enemy' because of the ban imposed by the national park office 
on entering and utilizing NTFPs in the MRNP. The frequency of local community meetings with MRNP staff has increased 
without mutual suspicion or hostility and local community houses have been opened for visits by staff. 
 
The result of partnership conservation is not only reducing or even eliminating conflict but also local community recognition 
of the existence of the MRNP. The recognition of the local community is important for sustainability in the management of 
MRNP. As agreed by both parties, in the PKS both parties first explained the existence of the MRNP and the rules that followed 
the establishment of the MRNP. It was also emphasized that KTH as the second party supports the MRNP Office as the first 
party to strengthen the function and sustainability of the MRNP area through conservation partnerships. This means that KTH 
members become MRNP Office partners in protecting the MRNP area from damage while also maintaining its sustainability. 
In short, involving local people to access and utilize natural resources in the MRNT area in the form of NTFP, was highly 
welcomed by local communities. The local community shows a positive attitude to participate in conservation partnership 
programs because their activities within the MRNP area have been recognized by the MRNT manager and are legal. 
 
Although the local community has access to manage the MRNP area, especially in traditional zones, through partnership 
conservation and the main stakeholders are the MRNP Office and KTH, the study shows that partnerships stop there. The 
partnership built by the two parties has not been seen by other parties who intend to further empower local communities 
through various mechanisms. Local government at the regency level also witnessed the signing of the PKS, until the research 
conducted has not contributed significantly to increasing the capacity of KTH members. There is an expectation for example 
from the head of KTH Wakul Lani that the Office of Agriculture could help them address the issues of horticulture seedling at 
Toya Village. Different from the conservation partnership in Bantimurung-Bulusaraung National Park where some parties 
have joined to collaborate in developing KTHs activities in collaboration with the Bantimurung-Bulusaraung National Park 
Office (Sabar et al. 2023). It means that the responsibility to develop the capacity of local people is not national park manager 
only, so the purpose to increase the local people's welfare is easier and faster to achieve because it is carried out by multi-
stakeholders. 
 
The economic benefits obtained by local communities through conservation partnerships in MRNP are not significant when 
compared with the economic benefits through Village Forest (VF) and Community Forest (CF) as part of the five social forestry 
schemes. On paper, the value of NTFPs that can be utilized by KTH members was very high based on estimates from the 
MRNP Office, but in reality, this is not the case. Harvesting elephant grass for animal feed, for example, elephant grass is 
taken from the MRNP area when the elephant grass growing in your garden has run out. Likewise, rattan fruit with a 
population of rattan plants is not very large in the partnered area, in fact, there are no longer any buyers. Relate to Wahyu 
et al. stated that the result from their desk research of 14 articles on VF and CF from various sources were selected and 
reviewed, explaining that VF and CF had contributed to the communities’ welfare by improving their incomes with varying 
degrees of significance (Wahyu et al. 2020). 
 
Conservation forest sustainability and harmony with local communities 
The aim of the conservation partnership is ecological sustainability on the one hand and harmony between national park area 
managers and local communities on the other hand. Ecological sustainability in national parks is carried out by protecting the 
forest area. Meanwhile, harmony between national park managers and local communities is by involving local communities 
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in managing the national parks. Therefore, the national parks as conservation forests are not only for ecological purposes but 
are multi-benefits. Through this multi-benefits role, national parks play a vital role in the conservation of the world's 
biodiversity, food security, and human health issues (Hag 2016). In other words, the national parks have a double role, they 
provide a critical source of natural resources for local people such as timber, minerals, forest products, and medicine on the 
one hand, and also they are valuable for maintaining ecosystem service, providing wildlife habitats and conserving 
biodiversity on the other hand (Truong 2022).  
 
Harmony with local communities living around the national park area in the management of the national park itself is 
important to support the conservation goals of an area. Because national parks management without harmony with local 
people raises various problems, such as conflicts. These conflicts often affect both the national parks and the local 
communities as strained relations bear the danger of gridlock on park planning, conservation objectives, or regional economic 
development (Ruschkowski 2009). Conflict between local people and park managers also emerges because park managers 
rarely interact and do not understand the conditions of local communities (Ichsan 2022). Local communities with all their 
activities in the national park area for park managers are a nuisance towards the realization of a sustainable park area. On 
the other hand, the presence of MRNP staff in the surroundings of local communities was assumed to be an intimidation 
form for local people.   
 
Conflicts emerge in national parks because as a conservation area, it is closed for the local people, although they have been 
using the area for generations, as happened in the Kelimutu National Park (KNP) (Batiran et al. 2023). Batiran added that the 
loss of local community access to the KNP area resulted in the loss of authority and relevance of traditional institutions that 
regulate natural resource management. Long-term conservation of biodiversity cannot be achieved if the relationship 
between these zones and the areas that surround them are not considered (Palomo et al. 2012), including the local 
community in the surrounding area. 
 
The presence of a conservation partnership in the MRNP is a form of solution to improve communication between the MRNP 
Office and local communities. In other words, the conservation partnership is an effort to promote harmony between local 
communities and the management of the MRNP Officer. In the past, communication was more about law enforcement 
carried out by the center, but now the communication being developed is an effort to improve the welfare of local 
communities while maintaining the preservation of the MRNP itself.  
 
Conservation partnerships have brought local communities as partners to protect national parks and become the vanguard 
of protecting the national planting areas around them. The commitment to protect the national parks around them is written 
in the signed PKS. One form of this commitment includes planting trees in partner areas where tree cover is sparse, as is done 
by KTH Lawang Batu in Pesanggrahan village. If the national park area partnered with KTHs is damaged, the consequence is 
that the partnership will be evaluated and even revoked so that local communities will no longer be able to legally access it. 
 
Strengthening the maturity of conservation partnerships is essential. Although conservation-exploitation partnerships 
involving Non-Timber Forest Products (NTFPs) have shown improvement in the relationship between the local communities 
around the forest and the national park, there is a need for enhancement so that the goal of improving the welfare of the 
community can also be achieved. Utomo, Siburian, and Hidayat stated that in the conservation partnership at MRNP, two 
strategic elements are necessary, namely the optimization of marketing and processing of high-value non-timber forest 
products, and more robust funding (Utomo et al. 2023). Some commodities, such as candlenuts, have the potential to become 
high-value oils. The main obstacles to the development of these forest products are limited capacity and the lack of 
community enthusiasm to engage in production activities. Additionally, new marketing channels have not yet emerged, 
limiting the community's options for marketing their harvests at better prices. Larger funding is also needed for the 
operational security patrols, strengthening institutional capacity, and resource management capacity in the forest, requiring 
cost support based on achievements and accountability. 
 

Conclusion 
The conservation partnership between the MRNP Office and the local community in the MRNP area has succeeded in ending 
the conflict between the two parties. Between the two parties, there is no longer any suspicion of each other in carrying out 
their activities. In this case, local communities are free to utilize NTFPs in the partnered area. The MRNP Office is also 
responsible for developing local communities who become partners in managing the national park, as well as empowering 
them. The two parties are partners in preserving national parks, especially in partner areas. 
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Therefore, the conservation partnership offered by the government through involvement in managing the MRNP area has 
not had a significant impact on bringing economic benefit to increasing the welfare of local communities using NTFPs in the 
partnered land. Granting access to the utilization of NTFPs is not as advanced as economic benefits through tourism activities 
which also exist in the MRNP area. The limitation of NTFPs in the MRNP area that can be utilized by local communities is 
relatively small, except for tourism activities which are already worldwide, especially climbing Mount Rinjani which is an icon 
in the MRNP area. 
 
Through the above explanation, conservation partnerships being implemented in Indonesian national parks have brought 
positive impacts for local people and national park managers. This is also a changing paradigm of local people and national 
park managers it turns out both parties can support each other in preserving national parks and changing relationships from 
conflict to collaboration through conservation partnerships. 
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