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1. Introduction 

Indonesia is facing the greatest waste management challenge among the Asian countries. In the capitol city of 

Jakarta alone, the total amount of waste generation was 5,000 ton in 1995 and stands at 6,200 ton in 2007; 58% of 

which is generated in the residential area (South Jakarta Cleansing Department, 2000-2007). Many limitations hinder 

the government ability to provide the necessary service, for example low management quality, land limitation for final 

disposal site, institutional and financial issues, limited public participation, and many more. In respond to these 

limitations, several communities decided to initiate efforts to deal with waste at local level. Such activity is known as 

community-based waste management (CBWM), where the community members manage waste-related activities, such 

as neighborhood cleanup, waste collection, composting for resource recovery, sale of recycled products. In Jakarta, this 

bottom-up approach cannot be separated from the overall waste management system, especially since the city 

government adopted a community primary collection system in the early 1980s to share the waste management burden 

with community. In the system, responsibility for waste collection and transportation from household to temporary 

disposal site is given to community, while the government is responsible to manage the waste from thereon. However, 

the community later enhanced their involvement to include other activities other than collection and transportation. This 

study aims to identify the community system and activities of solid waste management at neighborhood level in Jakarta. 

 

2. Methodology 

There are two different types of community efforts currently dominate CBWM in Jakarta: one that was 

initiated by individuals or neighborhood-based organizations within the community, or referred as self-supported 

CBWM; and another one was encouraged by agents outside the community, or referred as private-sector-supported 

CBWM. We are particularly interested in private sector involvement as the outside agent since it could provide 

alternatives to support community effort. Two cases from each type are chosen to understand the waste management 

system. To be able to gain in-depth understanding through the case study, we chose Rukun Warga or RW administration, 

which is neighborhood clusters in a village that community manages on a voluntary basis. Both cases are located in a 

mixture of housing complex and densely populated area. Majority of the inhabitants are Moslems from lower-middle 

class working as manual labor, informal sectors, public officials, teachers, and other occupations. Activities in both 

cases initially targeted organic and inorganic waste management.  

 

3. The Case Studies 

The self-supported CBWM type is represented by RW 03 Rawajati. The community utilized an existing 

organizational structure within the neighborhood to manage their waste-related activity, which include neighborhood 

beautification, solid waste management that includes organic waste composting and inorganic waste recycling, and 

environmental preservation through urban farming group, eco-tourism hosting activity and community cooperative. 

Although covering organic and inorganic waste, management of organic waste became the strong point in the system.  

The private-sector-supported CBWM type is represented by RW 02 Pasar Minggu. The community is one of 

the 300 participants in Jakarta Green and Clean (JGC) Program, a neighborhood-level environmental management 

program by Unilever Peduli Foundation (UPF), the Corporate Social Responsibility subsidiary of Unilever Indonesia.  

The activities include neighborhood beautification, solid waste management that includes organic waste composting 

and inorganic waste recycling through the waste bank and recycling venture group. The waste bank is a one-stop point 

for waste pickers to collect saleable wastes, while the venture group is producing handicrafts for sale. Although 

covering organic and inorganic waste, management of inorganic waste became the strong point in this community.  

  

 

  

  



4. Results and Discussion 

Community programs in RW 03 Rawajati and RW 02 Pasar Minggu are similar. Characterization of both cases 

based on the analysis framework is described in Table 1. 
 

Table 1. Comparison between Self-supported CBWM and Private-sector-supported CBWM 
 

Components Case 1: RW 03 Rawajati  Case 2: RW 02 Pasar Minggu  

Trigger Election of new leader  JGC Program  

Purpose Clean neighborhood, developing human potential   Clean neighborhood 

Activity a. Clean-up and greenery 

b. Solid waste management, focusing on organic: individual & 

communal composting; inorganic: handicraft, reuse, taken by 

waste picker; hazardous: government; residual: government 

c. Eco-tourism  

a. Clean-up and greenery 

b. Solid waste management, focusing on: organic: semi-

communal  composting; inorganic: handicraft (recycling 

home industry), waste bank;  residual: to temporary 

disposal 

Financial 

arrangement 

a. Initial cost by neighborhood-based associations 

b. Profit from: communal compost, handicraft, eco-tourism 

a. Initial cost by door-to-door charity 

b. Profit from: waste bank, recycling home industry 

Technology Composter bin (household) Composter bin (household or group) 

Local 

institution  

a. Neighborhood-based associations (NBA)  

b. Rotating-credit association meeting, religious meeting, 

communal duty work  

c. New organizations (urban farming group, cooperative) 

a. Waste bank and recycling home industry 

b. Rotating-credit association meeting, religious meeting, 

communal duty work  

Participation of 

community 

members 

a. Key actors: NBA leaders, other informal leaders (religious, 

housing-complex leader, etc)  

b. Women participation is high  

a. Key actors: facilitator, cadres 

b. Women participation is high 

External 

Organizations 

Government : training course, material assistance, linkage to 

market for composting & eco-tourism  

UPF : training courses, linkage to informal sector and chain 

stores for recycling products.  

Market/buyer Market for composting & eco-tourism Market for recycling products 

Informal sector To waste picker: register, train & engagement to community  To middlemen: trading (buy/sell recyclable materials)  

Note: differences between the two cases are highlighted 

Activities in both cases have similar and different impacts to the community themselves or to the external 

agents who are involved in the community system. To the environment, the activities resulted in waste reduction; 

change of behavior toward waste to a more positive attitude; and environmental upgrading, include improved public 

road, clean sewerage from littered waste, cleaner air and greener area, appearance of birds that were previously not 

found in the area, which all have resulted in healthy and comfortable neighborhood. Different impacts were also found, 

as summarized in Table 2.  
 

Table 2. Differences in Impact of Community Activities 

 

Impact Case 1: RW 03 Rawajati Case 2: RW 02 Pasar Minggu 

Economic benefit a. Communal: selling of compost, handicraft, eco-tourism 

b. Individual: arranged groups 

a. Communal: waste bank 

b. Individual: home industry 

Social benefit Increasing community capacity, improved relationship 

among neighbors and to the government, sense of security 

Increasing community capacity, creating entrepreneurs, 

generating job opportunities 

To the government Establish partnership to promote CBWM No direct impact from the community activity 

To informal sector Obtain relatively clean waste, sense of security Obtain relatively clean waste, generates more income 
 

   Different shortcomings arose from different system in the two types of CBWM. In case 1, the community 

encouraged themselves to develop the available resources, including financing, institution, and information. However, 

they faced problems in increasing product quality and finding external linkage for product marketing. Moreover, since 

they have limited support from external agents, the community relied much on the group. Therefore, the activity design 

and implementation brought more benefit to the group rather than to individuals, and benefit that is more social than 

economy. In case 2, the community received support from external agents since at the beginning, which activated the 

community. It resulted in a more systematic process and financial arrangement, and the community could optimize the 

economic benefit. However, because of the support too, the community has a strong sense of dependence to the external 

agents, which limited their capability to establish a good network with other agents more than the private sector.  

  

5. Conclusion 

In general, the activities and system in which the community manages their waste have brought many benefits, 

including economic & social benefit. Although the activities are similar, the two types of CBWM in Jakarta operated in 

different system, and resulted in different impacts to the community waste management and to the shortcomings that the 

community faced. There is a need to adjust how to address those shortcomings depending on the community system to 

allow the maximum benefit for the community. Further research can explore the adjustment necessary for improvement.  
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