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	This research is motivated by the increasing threat to biodiversity in Indonesia, particularly due to the illegal possession of protected wildlife, which reflects gaps in law enforcement and weak integration of ecological values in judicial decisions. Indonesia, as a mega-biodiversity country, faces serious challenges in ensuring effective protection of endangered species through its legal system. This research aims to analyze the judge's considerations in imposing criminal penalties on the perpetrators of the ownership of protected animals of the Javan Hedgehog (Hystrix javanica) in Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. Using normative juridical methods with a case study approach and an ecological justice perspective, this study dissects the ratio decidendi of judges in applying criminal sanctions. The results of the study showed that the Panel of Judges legally proved the Defendant's violation of Article 21 paragraph (2) of Law No. 5 of 1990. However, the imposition of a 5-month prison sentence with a probation period of 1 year and a minimum fine reflects an anthropocentric paradigm that prioritizes the social background of the defendant over ecosystem losses. The implication is that this ruling risks weakening the deterrent effect and protection of biodiversity in Indonesia. Progressive law enforcement based on ecological justice is needed so that judges' verdicts are not only procedural, but also able to ensure the sustainable restoration of environmental functions.



INTRODUCTION
Indonesia is a mega-biodiversity country that has an extraordinary wealth of flora and fauna, including various endemic species whose existence is endangered. This biodiversity is not just a national asset, but part of the balance of the global ecosystem that must be protected. According to National Geographic Indonesia (2019), Indonesia's mainland biodiversity ranking is number two after Brazil. However, if the biodiversity of the land is added with the biodiversity of the ocean, then Indonesia becomes the country with the highest biodiversity in the world (Indra et al., 2023).
There are 22 types of ecosystems in Indonesia that are spread from land to sea and provide habitats for various species. Indonesia's land area is home to a population of 9.70%, flowering plants, 15.00%, mammals 9.00%, reptiles 6.00%, amphibians 17.00%, birds, and 9.00% of the world's freshfish (Ministry of National Development Planning/Bappenas, 2024). Until now, the government has made various efforts to preserve biodiversity. These efforts can be demonstrated through the establishment of various conservation areas, such as National Parks, Nature Reserves, and Animal Sanctuaries. The Ministry of Environment and Forestry has initiated a program to support the preservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, including through the development program of the Biodiversity Park or abbreviated as Taman Kehati. Biodiversity parks were established with the aim of saving various native/local plant species that have a very high level of threat to their sustainability or threats that result in their extinction (Indra et al., 2023).
However, threats to wildlife conservation continue to increase, one of which is through the practice of illegal ownership of protected animals by individuals and illicit trade networks. Based on the book report "The Current Status of Indonesia's Biodiversity 2024" BRIN and Bappenas (2025), the threat to biodiversity loss is the destruction of ecosystems and habitats. The cause is changes in land use for agriculture, plantations, and infrastructure which are important issues in biodiversity loss, both from the global and national levels (Rahajoe et al., 2024).
Normatively, animal protection has been regulated in Law Number 5 of 1990 concerning the Conservation of Biological Natural Resources and Their Ecosystems which has been updated through Law No. 32 of 2024 (Balai Kliring Kehati, 2024). Law Number 32 of 2024 revises several Articles in order to strengthen the implementation of Law Number 5 of 1990 concerning the Conservation of Biological Natural Resources and Their Ecosystems (BBKSDA Riau, 2026) as written in Article 21 Paragraph 2. The provisions in Article 21 Paragraph 2 state that it is strictly prohibited for everyone to capture, injure, kill, store, possess, maintain, transport, and trade protected animals in a living or dead state (Law Number 32 of 2024). Although the criminal threat that is regulated is quite severe, the reality on the ground shows that cases of ownership of protected animals are still rampant. This is due to several triggers, such as the low awareness of the Indonesian people about the importance of animal conservation, the high economic value of endangered animals on the black market, and weak law enforcement in the field (Sunny, n.d.).
Law enforcement in environmental crimes, especially related to protected animals, has its own challenges ranging from enforcement, imposition of criminal sanctions and the understanding of the authorities on conservation values. In this case, judges have a role as the last line in law enforcement, and have a crucial role in providing justice not only for humans, but also for ecological justice that requires humans to realize that they are part of the ecosystem and have a responsibility to preserve the environment (Shodikin, 2024).
However, there is often a debate about disparities in punishment, where the punishment imposed is considered to have not had a deterrent effect or has not taken into account the ecological value of animals lost from their habitat. Many court rulings show that there are different punishments for perpetrators of keeping protected animals that are sometimes not proportional to the ecological impact of their actions (Azalia et al., 2025). One of the interesting cases to be studied is Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy issued by the Madiun Regency District Court. In this verdict, the judge was faced with the facts of the trial regarding the ownership of protected animals that required comprehensive legal considerations, with the Defendant on behalf of Darwanto Bin Jaikun who legally committed the crime of capturing, storing, possessing, and maintaining protected animals in a living state, which violated Article 40A paragraph (1) letter d jo. Article 21 paragraph (2) letter a of Law of the Republic of Indonesia No. 32 of 2024 concerning amendments to Law of the Republic of Indonesia No. 5 of 1990 concerning the Conservation of Biological Natural Resources and Ecosystems. With evidence in the form of 6 (six) Javan hedgehogs and 1 (one) iron cage with a length of 148 cm, 75 cm wide and 63 cm high (Decision No. 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy).
The Defendant kept the Javan hedgehogs in an iron cage located behind the Defendant's house because initially they got 2 (two) Javan hedgehogs that entered the nets that the Defendant installed to protect the plants in his garden from pest attacks and then the 2 (two) Javan hedgehogs. The defendant kept the Javan hedgehog in an iron cage in the Defendant's garden and developed into a total of 6 (six) heads. The motive and purpose of the perpetrator — the Defendant kept the 6 (six) Javan hedgehogs only for maintenance and not for other purposes, including commercial purposes, for example, for trade (Decision No. 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy).
Based on Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy, the researcher views that the ratio decidendi or the judge's legal considerations in deciding this case are very crucial to be dissected in more depth. The focus of the analysis in this study lies in whether the panel of judges has internalized aspects of environmental sustainability and ecosystem values that are lost, or whether it is simply trapped in proving elements of formal articles (legalistic-positivistic). The inequality between the spirit of protecting protected animals in conservation regulations and the implementation of real sanctions in court decisions often creates a legal gap that reduces the meaning of ecological justice. Therefore, the evaluation of this decision is important to see the extent to which the criminal justice system is able to transform into an effective instrument for biodiversity protection in Indonesia. 
In addition, the verdict is an implementation of Law Number 1 of 2023 concerning the Criminal Code which refers to the spirit of the renewal of the National Criminal Code, especially Article 54, which requires judges to consider the form of error, motive, purpose, and impact of the defendant's actions (Lentera Today, 2026). In Article 54 paragraph (1) of the National Criminal Code, which states that "in criminal punishment it is mandatory to consider" this provision is expressly placed as an imperative legal norm. However, the provisions contained in the article are not limiting, which means that the judge can add other considerations other than those listed in the article. However, one thing is certain that the judge is obliged to include considerations that are favorable to this in his decision (www.dandapala.com, 2026).
To maintain originality and strengthen the theoretical foothold in this study, there are several previous studies that have examined the crime of conservation of biological natural resources, which is the basis for comparison for the analysis of the verdict in this study, including First, Silvi Filya Sava with the title Juridical Analysis of the Free Verdict of Perpetrators of Javan Rhino Horn Harvesting in Ujung Kulon National Park (Study of Decision Number 93/Pid.Sus-LH/2024/PN Pdl). This study examines the acquittal verdict in case Number 93/Pid.Sus-LH/2024/PN Pdl related to the alleged seizure of Javan rhinoceros, an animal protected under Indonesian law. Despite the existence of electronic evidence, the panel of judges stated that the elements of the criminal act were not legally and convincingly proven. The results of the juridical analysis show that the legal framework, especially Law Number 5 of 1990, is quite strong normatively but weak in its application. This ruling reflects the gap between ecological justice and formal legal approaches. It is necessary to increase the capacity of judges and integrate ecological perspectives so that the protection of endangered animals can be optimally enforced (Sava, 2025).
Second, Tomy Chondry Sitepu, (2025) a thesis entitled Criminal Law Studies on the Maintenance of Protected Wildlife (Study of the Stabat District Court Decision Number 180/Pid.B.2023/PN.Stb). This study aims to examine legal aspects related to the maintenance of protected wildlife based on the Stabat District Court Decision Number 180/Pid.B/2023/PN.Stb. This case involves a defendant who is proven to have kept several protected animals without valid permission from the authorities. The animals that are kept include the Sumatran Orangutan, the Sulawesi Black Monkey, the Brontok Eagle, and the Golden Tiong Bird, which are included in the list of protected animals according to Government Regulation Number 7 of 1999 and the Minister of Environment and Forestry Regulation Number P.106 of 2018. The results of the study show that the defendant's actions constitute a violation of the provisions of Article 21 paragraph (2) jo. Article 40 of Law Number 5 of 1990 concerning the Conservation of Biological Natural Resources and Their Ecosystems. In handing down the verdict, the judge considered the intentionality and ecological impact of the defendant's actions. Law enforcement in this case is expected to provide a deterrent effect for other perpetrators and increase public awareness of the importance of wildlife protection. In addition, this study also shows that there is a gap between legal norms and their implementation in the field, especially in terms of weak supervision and sanctions that have not completely caused a deterrent effect. It is hoped that these findings can contribute to the development of conservation laws and encourage improvements in the policy and implementation of criminal law against crimes against wildlife in Indonesia.
Third, M. Ilham Wira Pratama, with the title Analysis of Free Verdicts on the Crime of Keeping Protected Animals (Study of Decision Number 809/Pid.Sus/2024/Pn Dps). Decree Number 809/Pid.Sus/2024/Pn Dps issued a verdict of acquittal from all charges (vrijspraak) against the defendant who was charged with Article 21 paragraph (2) letter a jo. Article 40 paragraph (2) of the KSDA-HE Law because he has four Javan hedgehogs (Hystrix Javanica) which are protected animals, because the element of "intention" in committing a criminal act related to the defendant's ignorance that the Javan hedgehog is a protected animal. Therefore, this decision needs to be examined, especially regarding the consideration of the Panel of Judges in issuing the acquittal verdict. The results of the study concluded that the Panel of Judges did not have a strong and adequate argument in their consideration in issuing a vrijspraak verdict against the defendant and ignored legal certainty because of their error in applying Article 21 paragraph (2) letter a of the KSDA-HE Law as the basis for the indictment (Pratama, 2025).
Based on the study of the three previous studies above, the originality of this research lies in the location and focus of the specific analysis of Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN. Mjy, who specifically dissected the judge's considerations in imposing a criminal sentence related to the ownership of the Javan Hedgehog (Hystrix javanica). In contrast to the research of Silvi Filya Sava who examined the free verdict in the case of rhino horn harvesting, or M. Ilham Wira Pratama who analyzed the free verdict of the Javanese hedgehog due to the lack of intention (mens rea), this study focuses on the decidendi ratio of the panel of judges of the Madiun District Court in imposing criminal sanctions (not acquittal sentences) and testing them through the analysis knife of Ecological Justice (Ecological Justice). While Tomy Chondry Sitepu's (2025) research is generalist on various types of wildlife in different locations, this research makes a new contribution by evaluating whether the criminal imposition in the verdict at the Madiun District Court has considered the recovery of ecosystem losses or is still trapped in a formal legal approach that is anthropocentric.
Therefore, based on the novelty of the research and the specification of the case at the Madiun Regency District Court regarding the crime of ownership of Javan Hedgehogs, this study is titled "Juridical Analysis of Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. Criminal Case of Ownership of Javan Hedgehogs in the Perspective of Ecological Justice". The choice of this title is intended to fill the academic gap (research gap) that has not been touched by previous research, namely by deconstructing judges' considerations on criminal verdicts (not acquittals) in order to assess the extent to which judicial instruments at the first level have internalized ecocentric values. 
Through this title, the researcher seeks to make a theoretical contribution to the development of environmental law and a practical contribution for legal practitioners in understanding the urgency of ecosystem restoration through criminal justice channels.  With the formulation of the problem, 1) What are the judges' legal considerations (ratio decidendi) in imposing criminal sanctions against perpetrators of protected animal ownership in Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. and 2) Has Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. reflected the principles of ecological justice and fulfilled the purpose of criminalization in the legal system of biological natural resource conservation in Indonesia?.
Based on this description, this study is important to conduct an in-depth study of judges' legal considerations (ratio decidendi) in decisions related to the ownership of protected animals and assess the extent to which the verdict reflects the principles of ecological justice in the criminal justice system in Indonesia. This study aims to analyze the judge's legal considerations in imposing criminal sanctions on the perpetrators of the ownership of the Javan hedgehog (Hystrix javanica) in Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. evaluate whether the decision has internalized the principle of ecological justice and fulfilled the purpose of criminalization in the context of protecting biological natural resources, and identifying the gap between conservation legal norms and their implementation in judicial practice.  This research is expected to provide theoretical benefits by enriching the development of legal science, especially environmental law and criminal law related to the application of the concept of ecological justice in court decisions; practically as an evaluation material for law enforcement officials, especially judges, to consider the ecological aspect in each decision so that it is not only oriented to human interests (anthropocentric) but also to ecosystem sustainability (ecocentric); policy-oriented as a reference for policymakers in formulating more progressive and environmental restoration-oriented law enforcement strategies; and socially to increase public awareness of the importance of protecting wildlife and ecosystems as part of a shared responsibility in maintaining environmental sustainability.

METHODS
The research method used was normative juridical law research with a case study approach, a statute approach, and a conceptual approach (Muhaimin, 2020). The main data is sourced from primary legal materials in the form of the Madiun Regency District Court Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. as well as laws and regulations related to the conservation of biological natural resources, which are supported by secondary legal materials such as legal literature and scientific journals on ecological justice. The data collection technique was carried out through library research which was then analyzed in a qualitative descriptive manner to dissect the judge's consideration (ratio decidendi) and its relevance to the protection of protected animals of the Javan Hedgehog species.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Analysis of the Judge's Ratio Decidendi in Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. Criminal Case of Ownership of Protected Animals of the Javan Hedgehog
In the criminal justice system in Indonesia, judges are indeed given the authority to consider non-juridical factors in determining the severity of the crime. This lenient approach aims to achieve substantive justice, utility, and not just formal legal certainty. In making his decision, in addition to considering matters of a juridical nature, the judge also makes non-juridical considerations, especially in economic, social and political matters. Directly or indirectly, both implicit and explicit, the "integrative philosophy of punishment" in the judge's decision is not solely based on the starting point and only considers the juridical aspect (formal, legalistic) solely because if it is such a starting point, it does not reflect the values of justice that should be realized by the criminal court (Sinaga, 2023).
As stated in Article 54 which reads; 
"In the penalty, it must be considered: 
a. the form of guilt of the perpetrator of a criminal act;
b. motives and purposes of committing criminal acts;  
c. the inner attitude of the perpetrator of the Crime;  
d. Criminal Acts are carried out by planning or unplanned;  
e. how to commit a criminal act; 
f. the attitude and actions of the perpetrator after committing a criminal act;  
g. the curriculum vitae, social conditions, and economic conditions of the perpetrators of criminal acts;  
h. the influence of crime on the future of the perpetrator;
i. the influence of the Crime on the Victim or the Victim's family; 
j. forgiveness from the Victim and/or the Victim's family; and/or 
k. the values of law and justice that live in society."
Likewise, the ratio decidendi of the Panel of Judges in Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. is based on the proof of the elements in Article 21 paragraph (2) letter a jo. Article 40 paragraph (2) of Law Number 5 of 1990 concerning the Conservation of Biological Natural Resources and Their Ecosystems (Pabbu et al., 2024). Juridically, it is stated that the Defendant (Darwanto bin Jaikun) is legally and convincingly proven to "own and maintain" a protected animal in a living state, namely the Javan Hedgehog (Hystrix javanica), without permission from the authorities (Decision No. 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy).
In his deliberations, the judge emphasized the fact that the physical control of the animal had been perfectly carried out by the Defendant at the scene of the incident, namely Gemuruh Hamlet, RT. 22, RW. 05, Tawangrejo Village, Gemarang District, Madiun Regency which was proven through witness statements and evidence in the form of 6 live hedgehogsand 1 (one) iron cage with a length of 148 cm, 75 cm wide and 63 cm high. In its consideration, the panel of judges gave a verdict that tried the Defendant, including:
1. Declaring that the defendant DARWANTO BIN JAIKUN mentioned above, is legally and convincingly proven guilty of committing the crime of "keeping protected animals in a living state" as in the single indictment; 
2. Imposing a penalty on the Defendant therefore with a prison sentence of 5 (five) months;
3. Ordering the penalty does not need to be served on the condition that the Defendant will not commit a criminal act within 1 (one) year; 
4. Ordering that the Defendant be released from custody; 
5. Stipulating evidence in the form of: 
a. 6 (six) Javan hedgehogs were returned to the Natural Resources Conservation Center (BKSDA) of East Java Province;
b.  1 (one) iron cage with a length of 148 cm, width of 75 cm and height of 63 cm Destroyed.
6. Charging the Defendant to pay the case fee of Rp.5,000.00 (five thousand Rupiah).
Based on the verdict, the Judge considered that even though the Defendant's actions were against the law, there was a fact that the Defendant did not have a commercial motive or intention to trade the animal, but because he was accidentally entangled in a trap net set by the Defendant to protect plants in the Defendant's garden and deep ignorance about the protected status of the Javan Hedgehog. This can be seen from the imposition of a prison sentence of 5 months, with the provision that the criminal sentence does not need to be served (conditional/probationary sentence for 1 year). The judge argued that the sentencing in this case placed more emphasis on educational and behavioural correction aspects than physical imprisonment, assuming that separating the Defendant from his family through physical imprisonment was considered disproportionate to the level of social danger arising from the possession of one hedgehog.
Therefore, it can be concluded that in his consideration, the judge gave a verdict that prosecuted the Defendant by imposing a prison sentence and a fine that was decided proportionately, taking into account mitigating circumstances in the form of the Defendant's honesty, remorse for his actions, and the socio-economic background of the Defendant who did not have malicious commercial intentions (mens rea) other than ignorance of the protection status of the animal. The judge views that a lenient approach needs to be applied so that the punishment imposed is not only a means of retribution, but also a means of education and justice whose benefits can be felt directly by the Defendant without ignoring the aspect of preserving biological natural resources.
Review of Ecological Justice on Criminal Imposition in Decision No. 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. Criminal Case of Ownership of Protected Animals of the Javan Hedgehog
Ecological justice is an idea as well as a moral compass that puts humans, nature, and future generations on an equal footing (WALHI, 2025). Ecological justice is one of the key concepts in the evolution of contemporary environmental law that was born from criticism of environmental law approaches that have tended to be anthropocentric centered on human interests and ignore the position and intrinsic rights of nature itself. Ecological justice extends the scope of justice not only to today's humans, but also to future generations as well as other living things and ecosystems that also have the right to live, thrive, and sustain.
In contrast to social justice which focuses on the distribution of resources and access to basic human rights, ecological justice emphasizes on ethical relationships and human responsibility towards nature. It is not just about the impact of the environment on humans, but also about how the legal system views and protects nature as an entity that has intrinsic value, not just use value. In this context, ecological justice demands a change in the legal paradigm from an anthropocentric to an ecocentric one (Suhariyanto et al., 2025).
In addition, ecological justice demands "intergenerational justice", where the current generation has a moral and legal obligation to pass on a decent environment to future generations. This approach is in line with the theory of earth jurisprudence which emphasizes that human law must be subject to the laws of nature. Ecological justice requires that wildlife is not only seen as an object of state property, but as a subject of law that has intrinsic value in maintaining the balance of biodiversity. Moreover, ecological justice is not the end goal, but a process of sustainable socio-ecological transformation that requires courage to challenge power structures that destroy nature, recognize the rights of non-human entities and build an economic-political system that favours sustainability and intergenerational equality (Saturi, 2025).
The idea of ecological justice also has a major impact on the way environmental law enforcement is conducted. This idea demands a legal mechanism that is responsive to ecosystem damage, not just to human economic losses. In such a system, lawsuits can be filed on behalf of cleared forests, polluted rivers, or extinct species, not just by directly affected humans. This strengthens the position of environmental law as an instrument for the protection of living systems, not just the resolution of conflicts of interest (Suhariyanto et al., 2025).
Constitutionally, the foundation of ecological justice in Indonesia has been enshrined in Article 28H paragraph (1) of the 1945 Constitution which reads;  
"Everyone has the right to live a prosperous life in birth and mind, to live, and to get a good and healthy living environment and the right to receive health services." (Article 28H Paragraph 1, Constitution of the Republic of Indonesia 1945).
In this article, the right to a good and healthy environment is guaranteed as part of human rights. Furthermore, Article 33 paragraph (4) which reads:
 "The national economy is organized based on economic democracy with the principles of togetherness, efficiency, justice, sustainability, environmental insight, independence, and by maintaining a balance of progress and national economic unity." (Article 33 Paragraph 4, Constitution of the Republic of Indonesia 1945).
The article emphasizes that the national economy must be organized based on sustainable and environmentally sound principles (MariNews, 2026).
Therefore, the review of Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy through the ecological justice paradigm reveals that there is a gap between formal law enforcement and the protection of intrinsic environmental values. Ecological justice requires that wildlife, in this case the Javan Hedgehog (Hystrix javanica), be seen as legal subjects who have the right to live in their natural habitat without human interference, beyond mere commodities or legal objects. (Global Roots Initiative, 2025).
In this decision, the Panel of Judges seems to prioritize the aspect of anthropocentric justice by providing implicit forgiveness through a probationary sentence, which is based on the defendant's ignorance and the absence of commercial motives. However, from an ecocentric perspective, the act of keeping protected animals in iron cages has robbed the Javan hedgehog of its ecological function. As herbivorous animals, the Javan hedgehog has an important role in maintaining the balance of the ecosystem, which plays a role in helping to spread grains through their droppings, thereby helping forest regeneration. In addition, the Javan hedgehog is also prey for predators such as tigers and pythons, thus playing a role in the food chain (Law-Justice.co, 2024). More than that, the Javan hedgehog also plays a role as a plant control which is also very important for forest balance (Izzah, 2026).
According to researchers, a prison sentence of 5 months with a probation period of 1 year is considered not to reflect recovery for ecological loss. Ecological justice demands a levy proportional to the damage to the function of nature by allowing the defendant not to serve physical punishment, the law fails to give the message that the removal of one individual animal from nature is a loss to the sustainability of the country's biodiversity. The absence of consideration of the costs of recovery or the obligation of the defendant to contribute to conservation efforts shows that the judicial system in this case is still trapped in symbolic criminalization that has not been able to reach the rights of the natural environment as a victim (green victimology). Therefore, this ruling shows that even though legal certainty has been achieved, justice for the ecosystem is still neglected out of compassion for human actors.
Theoretically, criminalization that does not touch on the aspect of habitat restoration or does not provide a significant deterrent effect risks perpetuating the view that crimes against animals are "victimless crimes". By not requiring the defendant to take concrete actions for conservation or impose sanctions that are oriented to the ecosystem, this verdict is considered not to have fully reached the level of ecological justice. Ideal law enforcement should be able to balance the position of humans with the sustainability of nature, so that the sanctions imposed are not only procedural formalities, but also serve as an instrument of protection for endangered biodiversity.
Thus, the imposition of criminal penalties in Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. against the ownership of Javan Hedgehogs (Hystrix javanica) when examined from the perspective of ecological justice shows that there is an inequality between the protection of ecosystem rights and the anthropocentric approach to retributive justice. In this ruling, the imposition of conditional penalties (probation) and relatively low fines reflect that judges tend to focus on the aspect of justice for the defendant (human justice) by considering non-commercial motives and social background rather than prioritizing the recovery of ecological losses caused by the removal of animals from their natural habitats.
Implications of Decision No. 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. on Animal Conservation in Indonesia
Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. has significant implications for conservation efforts of protected animals in Indonesia, especially in the context of law enforcement at the site level. On the one hand, this decision affirms the presence of the state in protecting endemic animals such as the Javan Hedgehog (Hystrix javanica) through juridical validation that the control of animals without a permit is a criminal offense regardless of the motive of the perpetrator who is absolutely protected, wherever the court does not tolerate the control of these animals without permission even though it is carried out in the domestic realm. 
In addition, decision number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN.Mjy. provides an educational message to the public that the reason of "not knowing" or the absence of commercial intentions does not eliminate the unlawful nature of the act of keeping protected animals. On a macro level, the success of the prosecutor in proving the indictment to the guilty verdict strengthens the legitimacy of Law Number 5 of 1990 in limiting illegal human interaction with wildlife, which is expected to reduce the number of poaching at the local level and break the chain of animal ownership that is often the starting gate for illicit trade (Darmawan & Johar, 2021).
Furthermore, the implications of the decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN. Mjy demanded a reorientation of judges' policies in environmental cases to be more in line with the spirit of sustainability. If similar criminal patterns continue to be repeated without the obligation of corrective action or contribution to conservation from the defendant, then the effectiveness of Law No. 5 of 1990, including its amendments in Law No. 32 of 2024, will be limited to administrative aspects. This ruling should be a momentum for judicial institutions to integrate more innovative sanctions, such as social work in conservation institutions or animal rehabilitation obligations, to ensure that the goal of biodiversity protection does not stop at criminal statistics, but actually contributes to the preservation of wildlife populations. 
On the other hand, the application of conditional (probationary) punishment is basically due to public dissatisfaction with the crime so that it is very detrimental to both individuals and society (Gunadi & Senjaya, 2020). The application of conditional punishment is listed in Article 14 d-14 f of the old Criminal Code (KUHP) (WvS) which in detail, Article 14 d regulates the supervision of conditional criminal sentences, where the Judge can decide to require certain institutions to provide help or assistance to the convict in fulfilling special requirements. Then in Article 14 e, it is stipulated that the Judge in imposing a conditional sentence has the authority to change the special conditions, replace the assisting institution and extend the probation period. Then in Article 14 f it is stipulated that the judge's warning in the event of the conditions is not carried out. This is a corrective and rehabilitative criminal concept (www.dandapala.com, 2026).
Then it was updated through Law Number 1 of 2023 concerning the Criminal Code Article 72 which reads;
(1) Prisoners who have served at least 2/3 (two-thirds) of the prison sentence imposed under the provision of 2/3 (two-thirds) of not less than 9 (nine) months may be granted parole. 
(2) Inmates who serve several consecutive prison sentences are also considered as 1 (one) crime.  
(3) In granting parole as intended in paragraph (1), the probation period and conditions that must be met during the probation period are determined.  
(4) The probation period as intended in paragraph (3) is equal to the remaining prison time that has not been served plus 1 (one) year.  
(5) Prisoners as referred to in paragraph (1) who are detained as suspects or defendants in other cases are not counted as probationary periods (Article 72, Law Number 1 of 2023).
Overall, Article 72 of the Criminal Code affirms parole as an integral part of the correctional system oriented towards rehabilitation and social reintegration. This provision reflects a modern penal approach that prioritizes a balance between legal certainty, public interests, and the rights and development of prisoners in a responsible manner (Lawyer Ahdan Ramdani, 2026). Based on these provisions, it can be concluded that Article 72 provides an affirmation that law enforcement must prioritize the concept of restorative justice for prisoners who are sentenced to a maximum of one year of confinement.
 Thus, the application of conditional punishment in this case can create a precedent of "petty criminality" that risks weakening the deterrent effect. For the wider community, a sentence that does not require the perpetrator to undergo physical punishment and a relatively small fine may be considered a low legal risk, making it less effective in reducing the number of illegal animal husbandry, which is often an entry point for the illicit wildlife trade.
Thus, viewed from a conservation perspective, minimal punishment without sanctioning actions such as animal rehabilitation obligations or social work in conservation institutions shows that our judiciary still needs to be encouraged to be more progressive. If similar criminal trends continue, it is feared that the spirit of protecting biological natural resources will be hampered by law enforcement that is only formalistic administrative in nature without touching the essence of restoring ecosystem functions that have been destroyed.

CONCLUSION
The results of the study show that Decision Number 131/Pid.Sus-LH/2025/PN. Mjy has juridically fulfilled the aspect of legal certainty through proving the material elements of the possession of the Javan Hedgehog (Hystrix javanica) without a permit, but it has not substantially fully reflected the principle of ecological justice because the imposition of conditional penalties (probation) and minimum fines tend to be anthropocentric by considering the human side of the defendant rather than the recovery of ecosystem losses. Although the judge's consideration has an educational dimension, the verdict creates a soft law enforcement precedent that has implications for the weak deterrent effect for the protection of protected animals in Indonesia. Therefore, it is necessary to reorient the judicial paradigm that integrates sanctions based on environmental restoration so that the function of legal conservation is not reduced by mere formality considerations.
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