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Abstract  

This study examines the interrelation between political dynamics, institutional stagnation, and 
governance innovation within the formulation and evaluation of local policies, with a specific focus on 
the Flood Management Draft Regulation. The research aims to explore how political and bureaucratic 
structures influence policy coherence and the extent to which institutional mechanisms either 
facilitate or hinder adaptive reform. The analysis highlights that local policy processes are often 
dominated by political interests that restrict institutional flexibility, leading to procedural formalism 
and limited innovation. The substantive evaluation of the flood management regulation reveals that 
despite the inclusion of technical and preventive measures, the lack of interagency coordination and 
fiscal autonomy undermines policy effectiveness. The implications for local governance emphasize the 
importance of leadership vision, accountability, and participatory engagement as drivers of 
institutional transformation. The study employs a qualitative descriptive approach combined with 
thematic analysis using the Miles and Huberman model, enabling an in-depth exploration of patterns, 
meanings, and relationships across policy documents, institutional behaviors, and governance 
practices. The findings suggest that sustainable governance innovation arises from the systemic 
alignment of political will, institutional learning, and evidence-based policymaking, positioning local 
governments as adaptive entities capable of addressing environmental and administrative 
complexities. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Flood disasters remain one of the most persistent hydrometeorological 

challenges globally and nationally, posing continuous threats to human security, 

infrastructure, and socio economic stability. In Indonesia, the magnitude and 
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recurrence of floods have made them the most dominant form of natural disaster 

over the past decade. According to the National Disaster Management Agency 

BNPB, 2024 in research (Chaudhary & Piracha, 2021), 98.48 percent of all 

disasters that occurred in January 2024 were hydrometeorological in nature, with 

floods accounting for more than 125 incidents in a single month. This recurring 

pattern underlines a structural governance problem that extends beyond 

meteorological factors it reflects deficiencies in regulatory preparedness, 

institutional coordination, and the political will to enact and implement effective 

flood management policies (Danhassan et al., 2023; Ibrahim et al., 2023). 

Within this national context, Bontang City in East Kalimantan represents a 

microcosm of Indonesia’s broader struggle to address flood management 

effectively. Once characterized by seasonal flooding, Bontang has transformed into 

a city facing chronic and structural flood crises. Repeated flood events since 2022 

have disrupted livelihoods, damaged infrastructure, and undermined community 

resilience. Empirical data from 2022 to 2025 demonstrate an upward trend not 

only in the frequency of floods but also in their spatial coverage and severity. In 

several areas, water levels reached up to two meters, inundating thousands of 

households and paralyzing economic activities. The complexity of these disasters 

stems from multiple, interrelated causes heavy rainfall, overflowing rivers, coastal 

tidal surges, and the degradation of urban drainage systems due to uncontrolled 

land conversion (Saad, Ali, Razi, Ramli, et al., 2024). As such, the flooding problem 

in Bontang is no longer a natural inevitability but a product of human-induced 

environmental degradation and weak local governance (Connolly, 2022). 

Paradoxically, the local government’s institutional response to this crisis has 

been slow and fragmented. Despite the growing urgency, the legislative process 

designed to produce a specific regional regulation on flood management (Raperda 

Flood Management) has stagnated. Initiated in 2019 by Commission C of the 

Bontang Regional People’s Representative Council, the draft regulation has been 

trapped in prolonged discussion without progress toward formal adoption. This 

stagnation raises fundamental questions about the interaction between politics, 

administration, and technical policy capacity in local governance under Indonesia’s 

decentralization framework (Nasution, 2017; Ostwald et al., 2016). Rather than 

representing a procedural delay, the stalemate reflects a deeper governance 

dilemma the failure to transform public demand for safety and resilience into a 

coherent regulatory framework (Esposito, 2025; Gonçalves et al., 2025). 

At the core of this issue lies a significant regulatory gap. While the executive 

branch argues that the existing general regulation on disaster management is 

sufficient to address floods, legislators insist that the absence of a specific and 

comprehensive regulation on flood management constitutes a legal vacuum. The 

general regulation focuses primarily on institutional structures rather than 

operational and preventive measures. It lacks detailed provisions on risk 

mitigation, community participation, spatial planning, and funding mechanisms 

(Hung et al., 2016; Oliveira & Hersperger, 2018; Sharma et al., 2022). 

Consequently, Commission C of the DPRD proposed a new Raperda Flood 

Management to establish a clearer legal foundation for proactive disaster 

governance. 
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The stagnation of this draft regulation has been further exacerbated by 

budgetary and political disputes. The most contentious issue centers on 

Commission C’s proposal to allocate a minimum of 10 percent of Bontang’s 

regional budget  for flood management programs. With a total 2024 budget of IDR 

2.6 trillion, this proposal would have dedicated IDR 260 billion substantially higher 

than the IDR 70 billion allocated in 2023. The executive deemed the proposal 

fiscally unrealistic, while legislators saw it as a moral necessity to address the city’s 

growing crisis. The delayed completion of Bontang’s Master Plan for Flood 

Management, finalized only in late 2022, was cited as a technical reason to 

postpone legislative discussions. As a result, the formulation process of the 

Raperda Flood Management became trapped in bureaucratic inertia and political 

contestation, rather than being guided by evidence-based policy considerations. 

The dual crises confronting Bontang environmental and governance-related 

illustrate how policy stagnation amplifies disaster vulnerability. Recurrent floods 

expose not only ecological fragility but also the institutional inability to respond 

effectively (Amankwaa et al., 2024; Skouloudis et al., 2020; Yu et al., 2017). 

Academically, this context provides a valuable lens for examining how political 

interaction, bureaucratic capacity, and policy formulation intersect to shape local 

disaster governance outcomes (Filippi, 2022; Nohrstedt, 2022). While most 

existing studies on flood management policy in Indonesia focus on implementation 

and post-adoption performance, the Bontang case reveals that the formulation 

phase the “black box” of policy development deserves equal scrutiny. It is within 

this phase that competing interests, limited institutional capacity, and political 

fragmentation can prevent an urgent policy from materializing (Adam et al., 2022; 

Fernández-i-Marín et al., 2025; Trein & Ansell, 2021). 

Analyzing the stagnation of Bontang’s Raperda Flood Management requires 

attention to three interconnected dimensions: political, administrative, and 

substantive. The political dimension involves the dynamics between the legislative 

and executive branches, whose cooperation or conflict determines the pace of 

policy progress (Benz & Sonnicksen, 2017; C. Godswealth et al., 2016). The 

administrative dimension reflects bureaucratic and technical capacity, including 

the availability of data, expert analysis, and institutional coordination mechanisms 

necessary for sound policy formulation (T. Christensen et al., 2019; El-Taliawi & 

Van Der Wal, 2019; Enkler et al., 2017). The substantive dimension concerns the 

adequacy of the policy content itself whether it sufficiently addresses the city’s 

flood management challenges and aligns with existing legal, spatial, and 

environmental frameworks (M. Meng et al., 2019, 2020; Ran & Nedovic-Budic, 

2016). This study situates itself at the intersection of these three dimensions, 

aiming to uncover the reasons behind legislative stagnation despite clear empirical 

urgency. 

From a theoretical standpoint, effective flood management requires a multi-

layered governance framework that integrates disaster risk reduction, 

environmental planning (Alexander et al., 2016), and public participation. 

Indonesia’s Law No. 24 of 2007 on Disaster Management establishes a national 

foundation for such integration, encompassing three main stages: mitigation and 

prevention, emergency response, and post-disaster recovery. However, without 

localized regulations that operationalize these stages, implementation remains 
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fragmented (Shrestha & Haarstad, 2023; Woiceshyn et al., 2017). In Bontang, the 

absence of a binding local legal instrument has resulted in overlapping authorities, 

inconsistent budget allocations, and unclear institutional accountability. The 

proposed Raperda Flood Management was envisioned to consolidate these 

fragmented efforts into a coherent and enforceable framework (Moreno & Lopez, 

2025; Saad, Ali, Razi, & Ramli, 2024). Its stagnation, therefore, represents not only 

a legislative delay but also a lost opportunity to institutionalize community 

resilience and adaptive capacity. 

Several theoretical frameworks can help explain why such policy processes 

become paralyzed. Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Framework posits that successful 

policy change occurs when three streams problem, policy, and politics converge in 

a “policy window.” In Bontang’s case, the problem stream (recurring floods) and 

policy stream (draft regulation) are evident, but the political stream remains 

divided between the legislative push and executive resistance. The Advocacy 

Coalition Framework (ACF) offers another perspective, highlighting how coalitions 

of actors with shared beliefs compete to influence policy outcomes (Pierce et al., 

2022). Here, a reformist coalition within the DPRD advocating for proactive flood 

management faces opposition from a cautious executive coalition prioritizing fiscal 

restraint. Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (PET) suggests that policy systems 

typically remain stable until disrupted by major external shocks. Despite frequent 

floods, Bontang’s local political environment has yet to experience a decisive shock 

strong enough to break institutional inertia. 

The significance of examining this stagnation extends beyond a single city. It 

reflects the broader challenges of Indonesia’s decentralized governance system, in 

which local autonomy has granted regional governments the authority to craft 

their own regulatory frameworks (Prasetyo et al., 2021; Widiarto et al., 2025). 

While decentralization was intended to enhance responsiveness and innovation, it 

has also exposed disparities in institutional capacity and political cohesion 

(Abimbola et al., 2019; Mookherjee, 2015). The Raperda Flood Management case 

underscores how autonomy can produce fragmentation when coordination 

mechanisms are weak. It also reveals how local political culture characterized by 

negotiation, contestation, and at times resistance shapes the outcomes of policy 

formulation processes. 

This research contributes to the discourse on public policy and disaster 

governance by shifting attention from post-adoption evaluation to pre-adoption 

analysis. Whereas implementation studies assess how policies perform in practice, 

the study of policy stagnation unveils the structural and political barriers 

preventing effective policies from emerging. Practically, understanding these 

barriers offers guidance for policymakers, legislators, and civil society actors 

seeking to strengthen local governance. Identifying factors that hinder policy 

progress ranging from limited technical expertise to conflicting political agendas 

can inform strategies for more collaborative and adaptive policymaking (Ansell et 

al., 2017; J. Christensen, 2021; Janssen & Helbig, 2018). 

The stagnation of the Raperda Flood Management in Bontang City embodies 

the intersection of environmental urgency, political negotiation, and bureaucratic 

constraint. Flood disasters continue to increase in both frequency and intensity, 
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yet institutional responses remain confined to procedural delays and fragmented 

coordination (Fayazi et al., 2017; Marks & Lebel, 2016; Nachbagauer, 2022). 

Overcoming this impasse requires more than technical interventions; it demands 

political commitment, administrative reform, and a shift toward participatory and 

anticipatory governance. By analyzing the formulation process and the substantive 

content of the stalled draft regulation, this study aims to uncover the underlying 

dynamics that hinder local policy innovation in flood management and propose 

pathways toward more resilient, transparent, and accountable governance 

RESEARCH METHOD  

This study employed a qualitative descriptive approach to analyze the 
formulation process and substantive content of the Flood Management Draft 
Regional Regulation (Raperda Flood Management) in Bontang City, with particular 
attention to the stagnation that occurred within Commission C of the Regional 
People’s Representative Council (DPRD). The research was conducted in Bontang, 
East Kalimantan, as the locus of policy formulation and political negotiation 
between legislative and executive institutions. Data collection relied on multiple 
sources, including primary data obtained through semi-structured interviews with 
key informants such as members of Commission C, officials from the Regional 
Development Planning Agency (Bappeda), and staff from the Regional Disaster 
Management Agency (BPBD), as well as secondary data comprising legislative 
documents, local government reports, master plans, and relevant media coverage. 
The data were analyzed using Miles and Huberman’s interactive model, which 
involves three concurrent stages: data reduction, data display, and conclusion 
drawing/verification, ensuring systematic interpretation and validation of findings 
(Almumtahanah & Sabaryati, 2024; Muhammad et al., 2025). Triangulation of data 
sources and methods was applied to enhance the credibility and reliability of the 
results, while ethical considerations such as informed consent and confidentiality 
of respondents were maintained throughout the research process. 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Flood disasters in Indonesia have increasingly evolved from natural 

occurrences into complex governance challenges that reveal the limitations of local 

policy-making under decentralization. As one of the recurring hydrometeorological 

disasters, floods continue to threaten human security, disrupt public 

infrastructure, and undermine socio-economic stability. Bontang City in East 

Kalimantan exemplifies this growing crisis, where repeated floods between 2022 

and 2025 have caused significant material and social losses. The persistence of 

these events indicates not only environmental degradation but also a lack of 

coherent local policies that integrate preventive, mitigative, and adaptive 

measures. In response, the Flood Management Draft Regional Regulation (Raperda 

Flood Management) was proposed to establish a comprehensive legal framework 

for flood governance. However, despite its urgency, the legislative process has 

become stagnant within Commission C of the Regional People’s Representative 

Council, reflecting deeper institutional and political dysfunctions in the 

formulation of local regulations. 

The stagnation of the Raperda Flood Management cannot be understood solely 

as a procedural delay; it represents a structural manifestation of political 

negotiation, bureaucratic inertia, and limited institutional synergy. The political 

dimension of this stagnation is characterized by divergent agendas between the 

legislative and executive branches (Bolton, 2022; Scherpereel et al., 2018). While 
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the DPRD emphasized the moral and social imperative to prioritize flood 

management through dedicated funding and regulation, the executive branch 

considered existing disaster management instruments adequate and viewed the 

proposed allocation of 10 percent of the regional budget (APBD) as fiscally 

unrealistic. This dissonance underscores how policy-making in decentralized 

Indonesia is shaped by institutional competition and political fragmentation rather 

than by technical rationality. Meanwhile, at the substantive level, the draft 

regulation although well-intentioned suffers from limited operational clarity, 

insufficient integration with spatial planning, and weak mechanisms for public 

participation. These weaknesses reveal the gap between normative aspirations 

and implementable design, a common challenge in local policy innovation within 

developing governance systems (Aguirre-Bastos & Weber, 2018; Chaminade & 

Padilla-Pérez, 2017; Uyarra et al., 2019). 

Beyond the local context, the Bontang case offers broader insights into the 

dynamics of subnational governance and the prospects for policy innovation in 

disaster management. The failure to finalize the Raperda Flood Management 

demonstrates how decentralization, without adequate institutional capacity and 

political coherence, can lead to fragmented governance outcomes. It highlights the 

importance of strengthening collaborative mechanisms between legislative and 

executive institutions, as well as fostering participatory governance that includes 

community and non-governmental stakeholders (Ali, 2025, 2025; Bokayev et al., 

2024). Theoretically, this condition aligns with the framework of New Public 

Governance and Collaborative Governance, which emphasize trust, shared 

accountability, and networked coordination as key determinants of effective policy 

formulation. Therefore, analyzing the stagnation of Bontang’s flood management 

regulation through the lenses of political dynamics, substantive adequacy, and 

governance implications not only deepens the understanding of local policy failure 

but also contributes to the broader discourse on institutional reform and adaptive 

policymaking in disaster-prone regions.  

Political Dynamics and Institutional Stagnation in Local Policy Formulation 
Political dynamics and institutional stagnation in local policy formulation 

represent a complex interplay between power relations, administrative capacity, 

and policy intentions. In decentralized governance systems, local institutions such 

as regional parliaments and executive bodies become arenas where competing 

interests negotiate the direction of public policy. The formulation of local 

regulations, including those addressing critical issues like flood management, often 

reflects not only technical considerations but also political calculations driven by 

electoral incentives and partisan alignments. The legislative process becomes 

contingent upon bargaining among actors whose motivations extend beyond 

public welfare, leading to delays, compromises, and at times, complete paralysis in 

policy advancement (Köhler, 2018; Scharpf, 2015). This dynamic underscores that 

policymaking is as much a political process as it is an administrative exercise, 

shaped by asymmetrical power distribution and institutional dependencies 

between executive and legislative entities. 

Institutional stagnation emerges when bureaucratic mechanisms and political 

leadership fail to synchronize strategic priorities with procedural efficiency. Weak 



Jurnal Ranah Publik Indonesia Kontemporer Vol. 6 No. 1 Tahun 2026 

78 
 

institutional design, overlapping mandates, and lack of coordination among local 

government agencies create structural bottlenecks that obstruct policy innovation. 

Decision-making inertia is further exacerbated by inadequate technical expertise, 

insufficient data-driven planning, and limited fiscal capacity to operationalize 

proposed policies. Legislative inertia becomes entrenched when local councils 

engage in prolonged debates without substantive policy convergence, while 

bureaucratic actors adhere rigidly to administrative routines (Hassani et al., 2024; 

Islam & Mohna, 2024; Y. Meng et al., 2025). The absence of institutional 

adaptability transforms policymaking into a repetitive cycle of discussions devoid 

of tangible outputs, resulting in a governance vacuum that delays the resolution of 

pressing local problems such as recurrent flooding or infrastructure deficits. 

The interplay between political dynamics and institutional stagnation 

manifests in a self-reinforcing loop that undermines policy responsiveness. 

Political contestation generates uncertainty, discouraging bureaucratic initiative 

and innovation, while bureaucratic stagnation fuels public disillusionment with the 

political process. Local leaders, constrained by fragmented authority and 

competing agendas, struggle to assert decisive policy direction. The failure to 

institutionalize collaborative mechanisms between political and administrative 

entities weakens the capacity for evidence-based policymaking and erodes public 

trust in government effectiveness (Head, 2024; Newman et al., 2017).  

Over time, such conditions cultivate a culture of procedural formalism, where 

policy formulation becomes a symbolic act of compliance rather than a 

transformative tool for governance improvement. Bureaucratic routines and 

legislative processes, once designed to ensure accountability and due diligence, 

evolve into mechanisms that merely sustain appearances of governance 

effectiveness. Decision-makers focus on fulfilling administrative requirements 

drafting reports, conducting hearings, and producing policy documents without 

ensuring that these activities yield tangible outcomes or address root societal 

issues. The emphasis shifts from substance to procedure, creating a governance 

environment where conformity to form outweighs innovation and responsiveness. 

Within such systems, institutional actors become risk-averse, prioritizing 

adherence to established norms over adaptive problem-solving (Wagner & Fain, 

2018).  

Political leaders, constrained by short-term interests and bureaucratic inertia, 

often engage in policy cycles that repeat familiar patterns without meaningful 

progress. The result is a self-perpetuating dynamic in which regulations 

proliferate, yet their impact on public welfare remains marginal (Venizelou & 

Poullikkas, 2024). Procedural formalism also erodes public trust, as citizens 

increasingly perceive policymaking as detached from their lived realities and 

dominated by ritualistic practices. The administrative machinery becomes 

preoccupied with process indicators meetings held, documents approved, budgets 

allocated while overlooking performance metrics that measure real societal 

change. Consequently, governance transforms into an exercise in maintaining 

legitimacy rather than achieving developmental outcomes (Banerjee, 2018; Joshi et 

al., 2015). To break this cycle, institutions must realign incentives toward policy 

learning, innovation, and intersectoral collaboration, ensuring that policymaking 

reclaims its purpose as an instrument for transformation and social progress. 
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Figure 1 Political Dinamic and Institutional Stagnation in Local Policy Formulation 

Source: Data Processed by the Author 2026 
Figure 1 displays the complex relationship between political dynamics and 

institutional stagnation in regional public policy formulation. Each bar depicts the 

varying intensity of influence exerted by various factors, categorized as active and 

passive dimensions. The active dimension represents elements that drive the 

policymaking process, while the passive dimension indicates forces that hinder or 

slow down institutional responses. This visualization serves as an analytical 

reflection of how regional governance mechanisms tend to oscillate between 

political assertiveness and bureaucratic inertia in managing policy development. 

Legislative conflict appears to be one of the strongest determinants shaping 

the political environment of policy formulation. The dominance of the active 

dimension indicates that the Regional People's Representative Council (DPRD) and 

the executive branch frequently engage in negotiation, competition, and political 

maneuvering when determining policy priorities. This pattern reflects the 

personalization of the decision-making process and the prevalence of political 

bargaining in place of evidence-based consensus. However, the passive side of 

legislative conflict indicates that such tensions often lead to procedural deadlock, 

which delays policy enactment and reduces governance efficiency (Idu et al., 

2023). 

Bureaucratic capacity occupies the middle position in the figure, indicating 

that administrative institutions continue to have a modest but crucial influence in 

transforming political decisions into operational frameworks (T. Christensen et al., 

2002; ONGARO, 2011; Williams, 2021). The data reveals a disparity between 

proactive administrative performance and procedural compliance, indicating that 

local bureaucracies still rely on hierarchical control rather than developing 

adaptive management practices. Limited technical expertise and fragmented 

coordination exacerbate this situation, creating a cycle of institutional dependency 

that perpetuates stagnation. 

Budget constraints demonstrate the most dominant active influence, 

symbolizing the centrality of financial resources in local governance. Fiscal 

constraints force policymakers to prioritize short-term results over long-term 

development goals. This tendency encourages selective policy implementation, 

prioritizing politically advantageous projects while neglecting programs with 
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broader social impacts. The high variability of this factor indicates that fiscal 

management in local governance remains vulnerable to political cycles and 

leadership changes (Barbera et al., 2021; CEPIKU et al., 2016; Wang, 2017). Public 

pressure emerges as an intermittent but important driver of policy 

responsiveness. Relatively low scores on both the active and passive scales suggest 

that citizen participation has not yet become a consistently institutionalized force 

in the policy process. Citizens often exert influence through episodic mobilization 

or reactive engagement, rather than through structured consultative channels 

(Bartoletti & Faccioli, 2016; Firmstone & Coleman, 2015; Uppal, 2021). The 

absence of sustained participatory mechanisms reduces the capacity of local 

governments to translate social demands into coherent policy interventions. 

Technical evidence is one of the least influential dimensions, reinforcing the 

notion that empirical analysis and data-driven insights play only a marginal role in 

decision-making. The figure illustrates the systemic underutilization of knowledge 

resources in shaping policy direction. Local governments often prioritize political 

expediency over scientific validity, resulting in regulatory frameworks that lack 

analytical rigor. This pattern underscores the persistent gap between knowledge 

creation and policy implementation in decentralized governance. Inter-agency 

competition further demonstrates how institutional fragmentation hinders 

collaborative policymaking. Competing jurisdictions and unclear mandates 

contribute to inefficiencies in coordination, resulting in overlapping initiatives and 

duplication of resources. The active influence of this factor indicates frequent 

inter-agency contestation, while its passive influence reflects the administrative 

fatigue that arises from prolonged inter-departmental competition. Such conflict 

weakens the coherence of local policies and hinders collective problem-solving 

(Dzebo et al., 2025; Maggetti & Trein, 2019; Thomann et al., 2019). 

The election cycle complements the overall picture by highlighting the cyclical 

nature of political attention. Policy formulation tends to accelerate in the lead-up 

to elections, driven by political incentives to demonstrate performance. After the 

electoral transition, momentum often declines as the new administration shifts 

priorities. This rhythm perpetuates short-termism and undermines policy 

sustainability. The figure illustrates how institutional systems become temporally 

aligned with the political calendar, rather than a sustainable governance agenda. 

Substantive Evaluation of the Flood Management Draft Regulation 

A substantive evaluation of the draft flood management regulation requires a 

comprehensive analysis of its content, conceptual coherence, and alignment with 

existing legal frameworks and environmental governance principles. This 

evaluation focuses on determining whether the draft regulation embodies a 

holistic understanding of flood management as an integrated process 

encompassing prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery. The 

assessment examines how the draft addresses ecological sustainability, spatial 

planning, infrastructure development, and community resilience within an 

integrated regulatory framework. Attention is also paid to the consistency of its 

provisions with national disaster management laws, water resources policies, and 

sustainable development goals (Makanda et al., 2022; Swaris et al., 2024; Tsani et 

al., 2020). The evaluation considers the extent to which the draft regulation 

translates scientific evidence and local empirical data into actionable legal 
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instruments capable of reducing flood risks and promoting long-term 

environmental security. 

A critical analysis of the draft regulation reveals both structural strengths and 

weaknesses in its substantive formulation. The document demonstrates an 

awareness of multisectoral coordination, but lacks detailed operational 

mechanisms to ensure interagency collaboration and data integration across 

institutional levels. The absence of clear accountability measures for local 

government units and private stakeholders undermines the enforcement of its 

objectives. The draft regulation provides a normative framework for flood risk 

management but lacks details on funding mechanisms, capacity-building 

programs, and technological innovations needed for sustainable implementation 

(Khanm et al., 2024; Saputra et al., 2025; van Popering-Verkerk & van Buuren, 

2017). Its provisions on community participation are formalistic, emphasizing 

consultation procedures without ensuring the inclusiveness of marginalized or 

vulnerable groups. Its overall structure reflects an intention to institutionalize 

flood management, but remains hampered by bureaucratic and procedural 

constraints that hinder effective implementation. 

An evaluation of the draft regulation underscores the need for substantive 

improvements in legal precision, institutional coordination, and adaptive 

governance mechanisms. Integration of spatial data systems, climate models, and 

risk assessment tools would enhance the evidence base for policy formulation. 

Strengthening cross-sectoral relationships between environmental agencies, 

infrastructure agencies, and regional disaster management units would facilitate 

coherent implementation and monitoring (Hermansson, 2019; Wu et al., 2025). An 

emphasis on participatory governance is crucial to ensure that flood management 

is not simply a technical exercise but a social contract involving communities as 

active partners. The substantive evaluation ultimately highlights that the draft 

regulation has potential as a strategic instrument for flood resilience, but its 

transformative capacity depends on the political will to refine, operationalize, and 

sustain its core principles within a dynamic environmental governance framework. 
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Figure 2 Substantive Evalution of the Flood Management Draft Regulation 

Source: Data Processed by the Author 2026 

Figure 2 presents a substantive evaluation of the Draft Flood Management 

Regulation, offering a multidimensional overview of the policy's structural 

composition and internal coherence. Each horizontal bar represents a key 

regulatory component, such as prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response, 

recovery, funding, participation, data integration, legal alignment, and institutional 

coordination. The horizontal format highlights the relative weight of each 

component within the regulatory framework, while the color-coded segments 

reflect the internal subdimensions that collectively shape its total influence. Black 

dots positioned across the bars indicate the average level of influence, while 

horizontal lines extending from them represent margins of uncertainty or 

confidence intervals. Thus, this figure embodies the magnitude and variability of 

each component's contribution, illustrating how technical, institutional, and 

participatory elements interrelate within the broader flood governance 

framework. 

Prevention and mitigation emerge as the most influential components, 

indicating that the draft regulation adopts a forward-looking perspective centered 

on risk anticipation and hazard reduction. The dominance of these components 

indicates that the regulatory framework recognizes the importance of upstream 

interventions in minimizing the frequency and impact of floods. High influence 

scores in these areas indicate that institutional efforts are focused on structural 

and non-structural mitigation strategies, including spatial planning, infrastructure 

strengthening, and early warning systems. The inclusion of uncertainty ranges 

reflects that while prevention and mitigation have been well-demonstrated, there 

is variation across regions and administrative levels, indicating differences in 

capacity, resource allocation, and responsiveness of local governance (Khine & 

Langkulsen, 2023). 

Preparedness and response show moderate levels of influence, indicating that 

operational mechanisms for emergency management exist but are inconsistently 

integrated within the regulatory framework. This visualization implies that 

disaster preparedness planning and response strategies have not achieved optimal 

synchronization between local and national institutions. This reflects a policy 

environment in which contingency planning, resource mobilization, and 

communication coordination have been recognized but remain fragmented (Boin 

& Bynander, 2015; Wolbers et al., 2018). The variability in adaptation captured by 

the error bars indicates fluctuations in implementation quality, likely due to 

limited institutional training, budget constraints, and uneven technological 

boundaries across administrative regions. 

Recovery occupies a transitional position within the framework, indicating 

that post-disaster rehabilitation is partially integrated but has yet to develop as a 

systematic process. Moderate to high variability associated with recovery 

underscores the challenges of sustaining policy attention and financial support 

after the immediate crisis has passed. The visual distribution indicates that the 

regulation aims to embed recovery within a long-term resilience-building 

framework but lacks explicit mechanisms for sustainability, community 

reintegration, and financial sustainability. This asymmetry indicates an 
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institutional bias toward short-term restoration rather than comprehensive 

reconstruction aligned with environmental and social sustainability principles 

(Hodge & Adams, 2016). 

Financing, participation, and data integration collectively represent the 

regulatory backbone supporting substantive implementation. The moderate 

influence of funding indicates a reliance on centralized or external sources rather 

than a locally sustainable fiscal framework. Participation remains relatively low, 

indicating that community engagement and stakeholder inclusion have not been 

sufficiently institutionalized. This lack reflects procedural formality rather than 

substantive engagement, which limits the transformative potential of participatory 

governance. Data integration, while moderately represented, indicates gradual 

institutional recognition of evidence-based policymaking (Sivarajah et al., 2016). 

The inclusion of these factors in the figure demonstrates an emerging commitment 

to data harmonization and risk mapping, although technical interoperability and 

cross-agency data sharing remain weak areas. 

Legal harmonization and institutional coordination occupy a lower level of 

influence, highlighting persistent challenges related to policy harmonization and 

administrative coherence. The weaker position of these components indicates that 

intergovernmental collaboration remains hampered by overlapping mandates, 

fragmented legal instruments, and competing jurisdictions. The figure depicts a 

governance landscape characterized by partial synergy rather than full 

orchestration. This imbalance reflects broader structural patterns in public 

administration, where technical capacity is unevenly distributed and coordination 

mechanisms are procedural rather than strategic. The graphical representation 

thus encapsulates the dual nature of the draft regulation progressive in conceptual 

ambition but constrained by institutional inertia and resource asymmetries 

(Allioui & Mourdi, 2023; Jørgensen & Ma, 2025). 

The overall structure of the figure indicates that the draft regulation, while 

conceptually comprehensive, remains substantially uneven in its internal 

architecture. The high emphasis on prevention and mitigation demonstrates 

regulatory maturity, but the lack of representation of coordination, participation, 

and adaptive management limits its transformative capacity. The presence of error 

bars across multiple dimensions indicates that uncertainty persists in operational 

implementation, reflecting variability in administrative competence, fiscal stability, 

and interagency cooperation. Ultimately, the figure depicts an evolving policy 

framework a document that recognizes the diverse challenges of flood governance 

but still requires institutional refinement, participatory strengthening, and data-

driven integration to develop into a robust instrument for sustainable disaster risk 

management. 

Implications for Local Governance and Policy Innovation 

Implications for local governance and policy innovation emerge as critical 

considerations in understanding how institutional structures respond to the 

evolving challenges of flood management. The dynamics of decentralization place 

local governments at the forefront of environmental governance, demanding 

greater autonomy, accountability, and adaptive capacity in policy design and 

implementation. Local administrations serve as both the executors and innovators 
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of public policy, where their proximity to affected communities enables them to 

interpret and contextualize national frameworks within local realities. The 

capacity to innovate within governance structures depends not only on 

institutional resources but also on leadership vision, collaborative networks, and 

the ability to integrate cross-sectoral knowledge into practical interventions. In the 

context of flood management, local governments are expected to transcend 

bureaucratic formalism and adopt anticipatory approaches that blend scientific 

data, community participation, and interagency cooperation to create more 

resilient governance models. 

Institutional adaptation becomes a decisive factor in determining the success 

of local policy innovation. The capacity to reform administrative processes, 

streamline decision-making procedures, and institutionalize learning mechanisms 

defines whether local governance can evolve from compliance-based 

administration to a more experimental, knowledge-driven system. The presence of 

rigid bureaucratic hierarchies and overlapping mandates often constrains 

innovation, leading to fragmented interventions and delayed policy responses. The 

pressure to demonstrate quick results frequently discourages local leaders from 

pursuing long-term structural reforms, perpetuating cycles of short-termism. 

Within this institutional environment, innovation is most likely to emerge when 

governance actors possess the flexibility to reinterpret regulations, utilize digital 

technologies, and engage non-governmental actors as co-producers of policy 

solutions. The ability to sustain innovation over time relies heavily on local 

governments’ commitment to fostering collaboration, cultivating technical 

competence, and maintaining accountability toward the communities they serve 

(Gasco-Hernandez et al., 2022). 

Transformative policy innovation in local governance ultimately requires the 

cultivation of an ecosystem that values experimentation, reflexivity, and 

participatory inclusiveness (Borie et al., 2020). Local administrations must evolve 

into learning organizations capable of continuously reassessing their strategies in 

response to emerging environmental and social complexities. The implications of 

this shift extend beyond flood management, signaling a broader transformation in 

how governance systems conceptualize authority, legitimacy, and public value 

creation. The diffusion of innovative practices across local jurisdictions has the 

potential to generate cumulative institutional learning, contributing to more 

coherent and sustainable policy outcomes. The effectiveness of such 

transformations depends on the willingness of local leaders to embrace change, the 

establishment of supportive regulatory environments, and the alignment of 

innovation incentives with developmental priorities. The overall implication 

underscores that sustainable local governance is not merely a function of 

institutional capacity but a manifestation of strategic creativity, collective learning, 

and adaptive policymaking that evolves in tandem with the needs of society and 

the challenges of environmental uncertainty. 
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Figure 3 Implications for Local Governance and Policy Innovation 

Source: Data Processed by the Author 2026 

Figure 3 conceptualizes the key implications for local governance and policy 

innovation, presented in a circular framework to signify the interdependence and 

continuity among governance dimensions. Each segment of the donut diagram 

represents a distinct yet interconnected domain that contributes to the 

effectiveness of local policy transformation. This circular arrangement reflects the 

theoretical notion that governance innovation does not emerge from isolated 

reform efforts, but rather from the systemic interaction of various institutional 

capacities, leadership qualities, participatory mechanisms, and data-driven 

decision-making processes. The placement of each element within a cohesive 

structure highlights how governance innovation operates as an ecosystem of 

mutually reinforcing components, rather than a linear series of administrative 

actions. The main text, "Local Policy Innovation," symbolizes the integrative 

outcome of this collective effort, emphasizing that sustainable governance reform 

is achieved when diverse policy domains converge into a unified strategic 

orientation.  

Regional autonomy emerges as a fundamental component that allows local 

governments to exercise discretion, prioritize local needs, and experiment with 

new policy approaches without excessive central oversight. Local government 

autonomy provides a supportive environment for governance creativity, 

facilitating adaptive solutions that reflect the specific conditions of communities. 

Accountability complements autonomy by ensuring that the exercise of local 

power remains transparent, participatory, and ethically grounded. The interplay 

between autonomy and accountability determines the level of citizen trust in local 

institutions and the willingness of stakeholders to engage in collaborative 

innovation. Leadership vision occupies a strategic position in the diagram, 

illustrating its role as a catalyst that transforms institutional intentions into 

coordinated action. Visionary leadership encourages the articulation of long-term 

goals, mobilizes resources, and aligns bureaucratic structures to achieve inclusive 

and resilient policy outcomes (Brown & Ofosu-Anim, 2025). 

Cross-sector collaboration represents the operational dimension through 

which governance innovation is realized in practice. The inclusion of this segment 

in the framework signals the growing recognition that contemporary policy 

challenges particularly in environmental management, digital governance, and 

social inclusion cannot be addressed by government institutions alone. 
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Collaborative arrangements spanning the public, private, and civil society sectors 

broaden the resource base and foster policy coherence. Data-driven policy reflects 

the analytical core of modern governance, where evidence generation and data 

integration support rational decision-making and continuous policy learning. The 

presence of this domain in the circular framework emphasizes the shift from 

reactive policymaking to proactive, intelligence-driven governance strategies that 

rely on empirical validation and iterative feedback loops (Mahmud, 2025). 

Fiscal capacity and digitalization together form the pillars of policy innovation 

infrastructure. Fiscal strength ensures that local governments can finance their 

reform initiatives, maintain public services, and invest in long-term development 

agendas without over-reliance on central transfers. Digitalization transforms 

administrative processes by integrating technology into governance routines, 

thereby increasing transparency, efficiency, and citizen accessibility. Civic 

engagement represents the participatory dimension, signaling the importance of 

citizen inclusion in shaping, monitoring, and evaluating public policies 

(Kalandides, 2018). Active citizen engagement strengthens legitimacy, facilitates 

social learning, and ensures that innovations remain socially embedded, rather 

than technocratically imposed. Organizational learning serves as an adaptive 

mechanism that enables institutions to internalize lessons from policy 

experiments, failures, and successes. Through learning, local governments 

cultivate resilience and the ability to refine strategies in response to evolving social 

and environmental contexts. 

Innovation incentives complement the circular structure by illustrating the 

motivational forces that underpin creative behavior within governance 

institutions. Innovation incentives align bureaucratic performance with 

development goals and encourage risk-taking within reasonable limits. Organizing 

all these elements around the core concept of local policy innovation underscores a 

holistic vision of governance reform—one that goes beyond bureaucratic 

modernization and extends to institutional transformation rooted in inclusivity, 

adaptability, and strategic vision. The donut shape visually conveys the dynamic 

equilibrium required to balance multiple policy dimensions, reminding academics 

and practitioners that effective governance innovation is not the result of isolated 

excellence, but rather the culmination of systemic alignment and ongoing 

institutional renewal. 

The discussion surrounding the three subheadings Political Dynamics and 

Institutional Stagnation in Local Policy Formulation, Substantive Evaluation of the 

Flood Management Draft Regulation, and Implications for Local Governance and 

Policy Innovation reveals the intricate interplay between political structure, 

institutional behavior, and the evolving character of governance innovation. The 

synthesis of these three dimensions captures the multidirectional flow of influence 

that defines how local policies are conceived, legitimized, and transformed. 

Political dynamics operate as the contextual force shaping institutional 

responsiveness, while substantive policy evaluation exposes the operational depth 

of regulatory frameworks. The implications for governance innovation represent 

the prospective trajectory of reform emerging from both constraints and 

opportunities embedded within the political–institutional system. The dialogue 

among these dimensions underscores that governance is neither static nor linear 
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but instead a dynamic process continually shaped by the negotiation between 

structure and agency, rules and reform, continuity and change (Imre, 2025). 

Political dynamics in local policy formulation serve as both the foundation and 

limitation of institutional performance. The dominance of political actors in 

determining policy priorities frequently generates institutional stagnation when 

formal structures are subordinated to partisan calculations. The interaction 

between bureaucratic routines and electoral imperatives produces a form of 

procedural rigidity in which policymaking becomes symbolic rather than 

transformative. Institutional inertia emerges when political elites instrumentalize 

administrative processes for legitimacy maintenance instead of developmental 

outcomes. The entanglement between political patronage and institutional 

dependence prevents the diffusion of innovative practices and diminishes the 

autonomy of policy technocrats. The resulting policy environment tends to 

privilege compliance and continuity over experimentation and evidence-based 

adaptation. Within this configuration, reform becomes an act of negotiation rather 

than an expression of rational institutional design, and the space for innovation is 

constrained by the dual pressures of loyalty and control (Benz, 2021). 

The substantive evaluation of the Flood Management Draft Regulation reflects 

the operational translation of these political and institutional realities into 

regulatory frameworks. The draft regulation embodies the technocratic aspiration 

to address environmental vulnerability while simultaneously revealing the limits 

of bureaucratic coherence. The evaluation of its components demonstrates that 

while the policy framework incorporates principles of prevention, mitigation, and 

preparedness, the actual institutional arrangements remain fragmented. The 

influence of legislative conflict, fiscal constraints, and weak interagency 

coordination restricts the operationalization of strategic objectives. Technical 

evidence, though formally acknowledged, fails to dominate the policymaking 

discourse due to the persistence of hierarchical and politicized decision processes. 

The regulation’s capacity to bridge scientific reasoning with local implementation 

depends on institutional integration, which in practice remains partial and 

inconsistent. The analysis of the flood management framework reveals that policy 

substance cannot be divorced from the governance context in which it is produced. 

Regulatory ambition without institutional synergy results in performative 

governance—strong in rhetoric but fragile in execution. 

The implications for local governance and policy innovation emerge as the 

normative counterbalance to the constraints observed in the earlier dimensions. 

The transition toward innovative governance requires a reconfiguration of 

institutional norms and behavioral logics. Local autonomy becomes meaningful 

when it is accompanied by accountability, fiscal flexibility, and participatory 

engagement. The development of adaptive capacity depends on the ability of local 

institutions to internalize lessons from both success and failure, transforming 

administrative learning into systemic resilience. Policy innovation, in this sense, is 

not a spontaneous occurrence but the cumulative outcome of iterative reform 

processes, supported by leadership vision and cross-sector collaboration. The 

integration of digital tools, data-driven decision-making, and organizational 

learning fosters a more anticipatory and networked model of governance. The shift 
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from rule compliance to adaptive problem-solving signifies a paradigmatic change 

from government to governance, where authority is shared and legitimacy derives 

from inclusivity and evidence rather than hierarchy alone (Ison et al., 2015). The 

transformation of local governance, therefore, requires not merely new 

instruments but a new institutional ethos that values experimentation, reflexivity, 

and co-creation with society. 

The conceptual bridge among these three subheadings lies in the dialectical 

relationship between constraint and transformation. Political and institutional 

stagnation delineates the limits of existing governance systems, while substantive 

evaluation of policy instruments exposes the technical and procedural gaps that 

hinder implementation. The push toward innovation represents the system’s 

adaptive response to those very limitations. The co-evolution of these dimensions 

illustrates that governance reform is not achieved through abrupt replacement of 

old structures but through the gradual reengineering of institutional logic. The 

patterns observed in the flood management case demonstrate how policy sectors 

can function as laboratories for broader governance learning, where failures serve 

as feedback mechanisms that inform the redesign of policy processes. The 

interdependence of political context, policy substance, and innovation potential 

thus defines the dynamic through which local governance evolves. 

The discussion reinforces the understanding that governance innovation is 

fundamentally relational. Political structures define the parameters of institutional 

action, yet the agency of reformers and policy communities determines whether 

those parameters remain constraining or become enabling. The degree of 

institutional stagnation does not merely reflect dysfunction but also indicates 

potential energy for reform once the right incentives and collaborative 

frameworks are established. The iterative nature of policy evaluation contributes 

to the deepening of institutional memory and the emergence of adaptive learning 

cultures within local administrations. The convergence of these processes leads to 

a more systemic understanding of governance—one that transcends the 

dichotomy between stability and change by recognizing that institutional 

endurance depends on the capacity to evolve. The integration of these three 

analytical lenses ultimately points to the conclusion that sustainable governance 

reform is realized when political rationality, policy substance, and institutional 

adaptability converge in a shared pursuit of collective learning, societal 

responsiveness, and long-term resilience 

CONCLUSION 

The synthesis of the three analytical dimensions reveals that the trajectory of 
local governance reform is determined by the continuous negotiation between 
political constraints, institutional capacity, and the pursuit of policy innovation. 
The persistence of political dominance and bureaucratic rigidity constrains the 
transformative potential of policy formulation, yet these same structural tensions 
generate the impetus for adaptive reform. The evaluation of the Flood 
Management Draft Regulation demonstrates that technical sophistication alone is 
insufficient without institutional coherence and collaborative governance. The 
emergence of innovation within local administration depends on the ability to 
reconcile autonomy with accountability, integrate evidence with participation, and 
transform compliance-based governance into a culture of learning and 
experimentation. The overarching conclusion emphasizes that sustainable local 
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governance is achieved not through isolated reforms but through the systemic 
alignment of political will, institutional design, and policy intelligence, producing a 
governance ecosystem that is both resilient and responsive to the evolving 
demands of public service and environmental complexity. 
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