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Abstract

Disasters in disaster-prone countries are increasingly recognized as the cumulative outcome of 

environmental degradation and regulatory failure rather than purely natural events; however, existing 

scholarship on environmental constitutionalism, climate litigation, and ecosystem-based disaster risk 

reduction (Eco-DRR) has paid limited attention to how statutory fragmentation weakens preventive 

disaster governance at the domestic level. This study addresses that gap by examining the coherence of 

Indonesia’s environmental protection, disaster management, and spatial planning laws through a 

normative doctrinal methodology employing statutory, conceptual, and comparative legal analysis. The 

research systematically maps regulatory mandates and evaluates whether sustainability principles operate 

as binding pre-disaster obligations. The findings reveal four forms of fragmentation conceptual, 

functional, enforcement, and structural that prevent environmental norms from being institutionally 

integrated into disaster mitigation frameworks. Although precautionary and intergenerational equity 

principles are formally embedded in environmental law, they remain disconnected from disaster risk 

mapping, ecosystem protection mandates, and spatial enforcement mechanisms. By reframing 

environmental degradation as a legally constructed pre-disaster violation, this study advances 

environmental constitutionalism and resilience theory, positioning sustainable environmental law as the 

normative foundation of preventive disaster governance while highlighting the complementary normative 

role of Islamic harm-prevention principles. The study implies that effective disaster mitigation requires 

mandatory cross-sectoral harmonization mechanisms integrating environmental licensing, spatial 

governance, and disaster risk reduction into a coherent and enforceable legal architecture capable of 

strengthening long-term ecological resilience. 
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INTRODUCTION

Natural disasters are increasingly recognized not merely as extreme natural events, but as 

manifestations of accumulated environmental degradation and governance failure [1], [2], [3], 

loods, landslides, forest and land fires, and hydrometeorological disasters often reflect 

unsustainable land-use practices, ecosystem destruction, regulatory fragmentation, and weak 

enforcement [4], [5], [6].  Contemporary disaster scholarship therefore emphasizes that 

vulnerability is socially and institutionally constructed rather than purely natural. Despite this 

shift, the doctrinal integration between sustainable environmental law and disaster governance 

remains insufficiently developed in both global and domestic legal discourse. 

Recent developments in environmental law demonstrate an expanding normative 

commitment to preventive governance [7], [8], [9]. One of the most significant is the rise of 

environmental constitutionalism, through which environmental protection is recognized as a 

constitutional right and state obligation. Many jurisdictions now embed ecological protection 

within constitutional frameworks, strengthening judicial review and governmental 

accountability. However, constitutional environmental duties are frequently interpreted in 

relation to pollution control or natural resource management, while their structural connection 

to disaster mitigation remains under-theorized. The constitutional obligation to protect the 

environment is rarely framed explicitly as a duty to prevent disaster risk arising from ecosystem 

degradation. 

At the same time, the growth of climate litigation has transformed environmental 

accountability at the global level [10], [11], [12]. Courts have increasingly been asked to require 

governments to strengthen mitigation and adaptation policies, particularly regarding 

greenhouse gas emissions. These cases reflect a shift toward rights-based environmental 

enforcement. Nevertheless, climate litigation discourse largely concentrates on emissions 

reduction and macro-level climate governance [12], [13], [14]. The relationship between 

localized ecosystem destruction such as deforestation, peatland drainage, watershed 

mismanagement, and spatial planning violations and disaster risk accumulation receives 

comparatively limited doctrinal attention. Environmental harm is thus litigated primarily as 

climate injustice, but not consistently conceptualized as a legally constructed pre-disaster 

condition within domestic disaster law regimes. 

Parallel to these legal developments, environmental governance discourse has advanced 

the concept of Ecosystem-based Disaster Risk Reduction (Eco-DRR). Eco-DRR emphasizes 

the role of ecosystems as natural protective infrastructure [6], [15], [16]. Forests stabilize slopes 

and reduce landslides; wetlands regulate hydrological flows; mangroves buffer coastal storms; 
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and healthy watersheds mitigate flood intensity. This approach underscores that ecosystem 

conservation is not solely an environmental objective but also a disaster mitigation strategy. 

[17] [18], [19]. While Eco-DRR has gained strong policy recognition in international 

environmental and disaster frameworks, its internalization into binding domestic legal 

structures remains limited. In many jurisdictions, environmental protection and disaster 

mitigation operate within separate regulatory regimes, creating institutional silos that 

undermine preventive coherence.  

The emergence of law and resilience theory further reshapes the discussion by 

emphasizing anticipatory governance and systemic adaptability. Resilience-oriented legal 

frameworks focus on long-term sustainability, adaptive capacity, and structural risk prevention 

rather than reactive emergency response [20], [21], [22], [23], However, resilience discourse 

often prioritizes institutional flexibility and adaptive governance mechanisms without 

sufficiently grounding them in enforceable environmental obligations [24], [25], [26]. As a 

result, resilience may function more as a policy aspiration than as a doctrinally binding 

preventive framework [27], [28], [29]. The absence of structural integration between 

sustainability principles and disaster law weakens the transformative potential of resilience-

based governance. 

Taken together, these global developments reveal a persistent theoretical gap. 

Environmental constitutionalism, climate litigation, Eco-DRR, and resilience theory each 

contribute important preventive insights, yet their integration within a unified disaster 

governance framework remains fragmented [30], [31], [32]. In particular, limited scholarship 

has examined how sustainable environmental law can serve as the doctrinal bridge linking 

constitutional environmental duties, ecosystem protection, and disaster mitigation. Moreover, 

the role of faith-based legal ethics in reinforcing preventive environmental governance within 

plural legal systems remains insufficiently explored. 

Indonesia provides a compelling context to address this gap. As one of the most 

disaster-prone countries globally, Indonesia experiences recurring floods, landslides, forest and 

land fires, and hydrometeorological disasters intensified by deforestation, peatland conversion, 

mining activities, and rapid infrastructure expansion [33], [34], [35]. Sumatra illustrates how 

environmental mismanagement structurally amplifies disaster vulnerability [36], [37], [38]. 

Extensive forest exploitation, watershed degradation, and spatial planning deviations 

contribute significantly to disaster risk accumulation. Although Indonesia possesses statutory 

frameworks governing environmental protection, disaster management, and spatial planning, 

these regimes operate largely in parallel rather than in an integrated preventive structure. 

https://journal.wiseedu.co.id/


 

33 | 
 

Regulatory fragmentation limits coordination and weakens enforcement, allowing 

environmental degradation to evolve into recurring disaster events. 

Existing scholarship in Indonesia often examines environmental law, disaster 

governance, or Islamic legal principles independently. Environmental law research tends to 

focus on licensing compliance, environmental impact assessment, and pollution control. 

Disaster law scholarship emphasizes emergency response, institutional coordination, and post-

disaster recovery. Islamic legal scholarship discusses ecological ethics and stewardship 

concepts but rarely integrates them into statutory disaster governance frameworks. Few studies 

systematically combine sustainable environmental law, resilience theory, Eco-DRR, 

environmental constitutional obligations, and Islamic legal doctrines into a coherent preventive 

disaster governance model [39], [40], [41]. 

This article addresses that theoretical and doctrinal gap by reframing environmental 

degradation as a legally constructed pre-disaster violation rather than merely a post-disaster 

policy failure. It argues that sustainable environmental law should function as the foundational 

framework of disaster mitigation. Through normative analysis of environmental protection law, 

disaster management law, and spatial planning law in Sumatra, this study demonstrates how 

regulatory fragmentation weakens preventive capacity. Furthermore, by integrating Islamic 

legal principles such as maqāṣid al-sharī‘ah, khalīfah fī al-arḍ, and lā ḍarar wa lā ḍirār, the 

study proposes an ethically reinforced preventive governance model suited to plural legal 

systems [42], [43], [44]. 

The theoretical contribution of this study is threefold. First, it extends environmental 

constitutionalism by articulating disaster risk reduction as an implicit constitutional 

environmental obligation [45], [46], [47]. Second, it bridges law and resilience theory with 

enforceable sustainability principles, positioning environmental law as the structural core of 

disaster governance rather than as a complementary regulatory regime. Third, it demonstrates 

how Islamic legal ethics can strengthen preventive environmental obligations by embedding 

moral responsibility, life protection, and intergenerational justice within statutory frameworks. 

By situating disaster mitigation within the integrated framework of sustainable 

environmental law, constitutional environmental duties, Eco-DRR, and resilience-based 

governance, this study contributes to global debates on preventive disaster law and offers a 

conceptual model applicable to disaster-prone jurisdictions beyond Indonesia. 
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METHODS

Research Design 

This study employs a qualitative normative doctrinal legal research design with analytical and 

reconstructive orientation. The research does not merely describe statutory provisions but critically 

evaluates regulatory coherence and develops a prescriptive preventive governance model grounded 

in sustainable environmental law [48]. The doctrinal method is selected because the research 

question concerns legal structure, normative integration, and conceptual reconstruction rather than 

empirical measurement. To ensure methodological rigor, the study follows a structured analytical 

sequence consisting of four interrelated stages: normative mapping, coherence and fragmentation 

analysis, theoretical integration, and doctrinal reconstruction. The methodological flow is 

illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Research Methodology Flow 

 

Unit of Analysis and Scope 

The primary unit of analysis consists of three interconnected statutory regimes in Indonesia: 

1. Law No. 32 of 2009 on Environmental Protection and Management, 

2. Law No. 24 of 2007 on Disaster Management, 

3. Law No. 26 of 2007 on Spatial Planning. 

These statutes are examined as an integrated regulatory system governing sustainability 

and disaster mitigation. The geographical focus on Sumatra serves as a contextual normative 

reference due to its high disaster vulnerability associated with ecosystem degradation. However, 

this study remains doctrinal rather than empirical; Sumatra functions as a normative testing ground 

for evaluating legal coherence rather than as a quantitative case study. 
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Sources of Legal Materials 

Legal materials are classified into three categories: 

1. Primary Legal Materials 

a. Constitutional provisions concerning environmental rights and state obligations. 

b. Statutory regulations governing environmental protection, disaster management, and 

spatial planning. 

2. Secondary Legal Materials 

a. Peer-reviewed international scholarship on environmental constitutionalism, climate 

litigation, Ecosystem-based Disaster Risk Reduction (Eco-DRR), and law and resilience 

theory. 

b. Academic literature on sustainable environmental law and disaster governance. 

3. Normative Islamic Legal Sources 

Foundational doctrines of maqāṣid al-sharī‘ah, khalīfah fī al-arḍ, lā ḍarar wa lā ḍirār, and 

maṣlaḥah ‘āmmah, analyzed at the level of legal principle rather than theological exposition. 

Analytical Framework 

To avoid purely descriptive exposition and ensure doctrinal rigor, this study applies four 

complementary analytical techniques [48]: 

1. Normative Mapping 

The first stage identifies and systematizes sustainability, prevention, and risk reduction 

principles embedded within the three statutory regimes. This includes grammatical and 

systematic interpretation of statutory provisions, focusing on precautionary principles, 

environmental licensing, spatial control mechanisms, and disaster mitigation mandates. 

2. Coherence and Fragmentation Analysis 

The second stage evaluates normative alignment among the statutory regimes using 

coherence criteria, including: 

a. Principle consistency (precaution, prevention, sustainability), 

b. Institutional coordination mechanisms, 

c. Integration of ecosystem protection within disaster mitigation, 

d. Enforcement compatibility. 

Regulatory fragmentation is identified where statutory provisions operate 

independently without structural linkage to disaster risk prevention. 

3. heoretical Integration 

The third stage situates domestic legal findings within broader global legal scholarship. The 

analysis engages with: 

a. Environmental constitutionalism (constitutional environmental obligations), 

b. Climate accountability and litigation discourse, 

c. Ecosystem-based Disaster Risk Reduction (Eco-DRR), 

d. Law and resilience theory. 

This step ensures that the doctrinal evaluation contributes to international 

theoretical debates rather than remaining domestically confined. 

4. Doctrinal Reconstruction 

The final stage develops a prescriptive normative model based on findings from the previous 

stages. This reconstruction involves: 

a. Reframing environmental degradation as a legally constructed pre-disaster 

violation, 
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b. Positioning sustainable environmental law as the structural foundation of disaster 

governance, 

c. Integrating Islamic legal principles as normative reinforcement within a plural 

legal system 

The reconstruction is analytical and theoretical, aiming to propose a coherent 

preventive governance framework. 

Methodological Justification 

The normative doctrinal approach is appropriate because the research problem concerns legal 

coherence, theoretical integration, and structural reconstruction rather than empirical measurement 

of disaster frequency [49]. By combining systematic statutory interpretation, coherence assessment, 

theoretical positioning, and prescriptive reconstruction, the study moves beyond descriptive legal 

commentary and demonstrates methodological rigor consistent with advanced environmental and 

disaster law scholarship. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Result 

This section presents the doctrinal findings derived from the systematic analysis of Indonesian 

environmental, disaster management, and spatial planning law. The findings demonstrate 

structural inconsistencies and limited integration between sustainability principles and disaster 

mitigation obligations. 

Sustainability Principles Are Normatively Recognized but Not Structurally Linked to 

Disaster Mitigation 

Law No. 32 of 2009 on Environmental Protection and Management formally incorporates 

sustainability, precaution, prevention, and intergenerational equity principles. Article 2 affirms 

sustainable development as a foundational principle, while Article 3 emphasizes environmental 

protection to safeguard human life and ecosystem balance. However, the statute does not 

explicitly conceptualize environmental degradation as a legally constructed disaster risk. 

Environmental harm is primarily regulated as pollution control or licensing violation rather 

than as a pre-disaster condition requiring structural mitigation. Environmental Impact 

Assessment (AMDAL) procedures do not mandate systematic integration of disaster risk 

mapping or vulnerability assessment into licensing decisions. This demonstrates a conceptual 

gap: sustainability principles are embedded normatively but not operationalized as instruments 

of disaster risk reduction. 

Disaster Management Law Emphasizes Response over Ecosystem Prevention 

Law No. 24 of 2007 on Disaster Management defines mitigation as efforts to reduce disaster 

risk during the pre-disaster phase. Nevertheless, the law emphasizes preparedness measures, 

infrastructure development, emergency planning, and response coordination. Ecosystem 

protection is not positioned as a central mitigation strategy, nor does the statute establish 

binding mechanisms requiring integration between disaster risk reduction and environmental 
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governance. While environmental degradation is acknowledged as a contributing factor, it is 

not treated as a primary legal trigger for preventive enforcement. This reflects functional 

fragmentation, where disaster governance operates independently from environmental 

sustainability mechanisms. 

Spatial Planning Law Lacks Effective Enforcement in Disaster-Prone Areas 

Law No. 26 of 2007 on Spatial Planning regulates land-use zoning and protected areas, 

including disaster-prone zones. Normatively, the law provides preventive spatial governance 

instruments. However, no mandatory synchronization mechanism requires disaster risk 

assessments to be incorporated into environmental licensing decisions or spatial plan 

approvals. Violations of zoning regulations in ecologically sensitive areas particularly forest, 

peatland, and watershed zones in Sumatra illustrate weak enforcement integration. This results 

in enforcement fragmentation, allowing spatial deviations that contribute to disaster 

vulnerability. 

Absence of Institutional Harmonization Mechanisms 

The analysis identifies no explicit statutory obligation mandating structural harmonization 

among: 

1. Environmental licensing (AMDAL), 

2. Disaster risk mapping, 

3. Spatial zoning compliance. 

Each regime assigns responsibilities to separate institutional authorities without cross-

referenced coordination requirements. This structural fragmentation produces regulatory silos, 

enabling environmental degradation to proceed administratively even in disaster-prone areas. 

Normative Underutilization of Islamic Legal Principles 

Within Indonesia’s plural legal context, Islamic legal principles such as harm prevention (lā 

ḍarar wa lā ḍirār), public welfare (maṣlaḥah), and life protection under maqāṣid al-sharī‘ah 

substantively align with precautionary and sustainability doctrines. However, these principles 

are not formally integrated into statutory disaster mitigation frameworks. Their absence from 

institutional design represents normative underutilization rather than incompatibility, 

indicating potential for ethical reinforcement of preventive environmental governance. 

Summary of Doctrinal Findings 

The findings are synthesized in Table 1 below. 
 

Table 1. Summary of Doctrinal Findings on Regulatory Fragmentation in Indonesian Disaster 

Governance 

Legal Regime Normative 

Mandate 

Identified Gap Type of 

Fragmentation 

Implication for 

Disaster 

Mitigation 
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Law No. 32/2009 

(Environmental 

Protection and 

Management) 

Incorporates 

sustainability, 

precaution, 

prevention, and 

intergenerational 

equity 

No explicit linkage 

between 

environmental 

degradation and 

disaster risk 

accumulation; 

AMDAL not 

integrated with 

disaster risk 

mapping 

Conceptual 

fragmentation 

Sustainability 

principles 

function 

administratively 

rather than as 

preventive 

disaster 

instruments 

Law No. 24/2007 

(Disaster 

Management) 

Establishes pre-

disaster 

mitigation 

framework 

Ecosystem 

protection not 

central to 

mitigation; limited 

coordination with 

environmental 

authorities 

Functional 

fragmentation 

Disaster 

governance 

prioritizes 

preparedness and 

response over 

ecosystem-based 

prevention 

Law No. 26/2007 

(Spatial 

Planning) 

Regulates zoning 

and protected 

areas 

Weak enforcement 

and no mandatory 

synchronization 

with environmental 

licensing or disaster 

risk assessments 

Enforcement 

fragmentation 

Spatial violations 

in sensitive areas 

increase disaster 

vulnerability 

Inter-regime 

Interaction 

Preventive 

elements exist in 

each statute 

No cross-referenced 

harmonization 

mechanisms 

Structural 

fragmentation 

Regulatory silos 

allow 

environmental 

degradation to 

evolve into 

recurring disaster 

risk 

Islamic Legal 

Principles 

(Normative 

Context) 

Emphasize harm 

prevention and 

public welfare 

Not institutionally 

embedded in 

statutory disaster 

governance 

Normative 

underutilization 

Missed 

opportunity for 

ethical 

reinforcement of 

preventive 

environmental 

obligations 
 

Collectively, these findings confirm that regulatory fragmentation conceptual, functional, 

enforcement-based, and structural limits the effectiveness of preventive disaster governance in 

Indonesia. Sustainability principles exist normatively but remain insufficiently integrated into 

disaster mitigation mechanisms. 

Discussion

The findings of this study demonstrate that regulatory fragmentation within Indonesian 

environmental, disaster management, and spatial planning law weakens preventive disaster 

governance by failing to structurally integrate sustainability principles with disaster risk 

reduction. This conclusion aligns with broader environmental governance scholarship arguing 

that disasters are socially and institutionally constructed rather than purely natural phenomena 

[50], [51]. However, while prior studies emphasize institutional coordination and policy 
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implementation, the present research advances the debate by identifying doctrinal incoherence 

at the statutory level as a structural source of vulnerability accumulation. 

Recent scholarship on environmental constitutionalism has demonstrated that 

constitutional environmental rights can strengthen state accountability and judicial oversight 

[42], [52]. Comparative analyses show that constitutional environmental provisions enhance 

enforceability of ecological obligations. Nevertheless, much of this literature focuses on 

pollution control, biodiversity protection, or climate commitments rather than explicitly linking 

constitutional environmental duties to disaster risk reduction. The present findings reveal that 

although sustainability principles are normatively embedded in Indonesian environmental law, 

they are not operationally connected to disaster mitigation frameworks. This supports 

arguments by Anna Grear [42] that constitutional environmental norms risk remaining 

symbolic unless integrated across sectoral regulatory regimes. 

The study also intersects with expanding research on climate litigation, which has 

increasingly compelled governments to adopt stronger mitigation and adaptation strategies 

[53], [44]. Climate litigation scholarship highlights the judiciary’s role in strengthening 

environmental governance. However, these cases typically address greenhouse gas emissions 

and macro-level climate governance. The present findings suggest a complementary 

dimension: localized ecosystem degradation such as deforestation, peatland drainage, and 

spatial zoning violations constitutes a legally relevant pre-disaster condition even in the 

absence of climate-focused litigation. This expands the scope of environmental accountability 

beyond emissions-based frameworks and aligns with arguments that environmental harm 

should be addressed preventively rather than reactively [54]. 

In relation to Ecosystem-based Disaster Risk Reduction (Eco-DRR), international 

research consistently emphasizes ecosystem conservation as an effective disaster mitigation 

strategy [54], [55]. Eco-DRR literature advocates integrating ecosystem restoration into 

disaster governance frameworks. However, scholars have observed that policy recognition 

often exceeds legal institutionalization [56]. The findings of this study confirm that although 

ecosystem protection is substantively compatible with disaster mitigation goals, Indonesian 

disaster law does not structurally embed ecosystem conservation as a binding mitigation 

obligation. This reveals a gap between environmental policy discourse and statutory 

architecture, reinforcing critiques that Eco-DRR remains under-legalized in domestic systems. 

Law and resilience theory further contextualizes these findings. Resilience-oriented 

governance promotes adaptive capacity and anticipatory regulation in the face of complex 

environmental risks [57].Yet resilience scholarship also warns against normative ambiguity if 
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adaptability is not grounded in enforceable legal obligations. The results of this study illustrate 

such a challenge: disaster management law emphasizes preparedness and response, but lacks 

binding cross-sectoral harmonization mechanisms linking sustainability principles to risk 

prevention. This supports the argument that resilience must be legally operationalized through 

coherent regulatory structures rather than remaining a policy aspiration [26], [58], [59]. 

The integration of Islamic legal principles into environmental governance has also gained 

attention in recent scholarship on law and religion [60], [61]. Studies in Muslim-majority 

contexts highlight the compatibility between maqāṣid al-sharī‘ah and sustainability principles, 

particularly regarding life protection and public welfare. Indonesian SINTA-indexed research 

similarly underscores the ethical alignment between Islamic jurisprudence and environmental 

stewardship [62], [63]. However, these works generally remain normative or ethical in 

orientation without examining institutional embedding within disaster governance law. The 

present study contributes to this discourse by identifying normative underutilization rather than 

incompatibility: Islamic harm-prevention doctrines substantively reinforce precautionary and 

sustainability principles but are not formally integrated into statutory disaster mitigation 

structures. 

The novelty of this research lies in its integrated doctrinal reconstruction. Whereas 

previous studies have examined environmental constitutionalism, climate litigation, Eco-DRR, 

resilience governance, or Islamic environmental ethics independently, this study synthesizes 

these strands into a unified preventive disaster governance model. By reframing environmental 

degradation as a legally constructed pre-disaster violation, it shifts the analytical focus from 

post-disaster liability to structural risk prevention. The identification of conceptual, functional, 

enforcement, and structural fragmentation within Indonesian statutory regimes advances the 

theoretical understanding of how regulatory silos contribute to vulnerability. 

The implications are both theoretical and polic oriented. Theoretically, the study extends 

environmental constitutionalism by articulating disaster risk reduction as an implicit 

constitutional environmental obligation. It bridges resilience theory with enforceable 

sustainability norms, grounding adaptive governance in doctrinal coherence. It also advances 

Eco-DRR scholarship by demonstrating that ecosystem-based mitigation requires formal 

statutory integration rather than policy endorsement alone. From a policy perspective, the 

findings suggest the necessity of mandatory harmonization mechanisms among environmental 

licensing (AMDAL), disaster risk mapping, and spatial planning enforcement. 

Institutionalizing ecosystem protection as a legally binding pre-disaster obligation could 

significantly strengthen preventive governance in disaster-prone jurisdictions. 

https://journal.wiseedu.co.id/


 

41 | 
 

Despite these contributions, the study has limitations. The analysis is normative doctrinal 

and does not empirically assess enforcement practices or administrative implementation. While 

statutory fragmentation is identified, the study does not quantitatively evaluate its impact on 

disaster frequency or severity. The focus on Sumatra provides contextual grounding but does 

not constitute a comparative regional analysis across Indonesia. Furthermore, the integration 

of Islamic legal principles is examined at the doctrinal level without assessing socio-political 

feasibility or institutional receptivity. Future research combining doctrinal analysis with 

empirical socio-legal investigation would provide deeper insight into the operationalization of 

preventive governance models. 

Overall, the findings confirm that disaster vulnerability in Indonesia is structurally 

embedded within fragmented legal regimes. By reconstructing sustainable environmental law 

as the normative foundation of disaster mitigation and integrating ethical reinforcement within 

a plural legal context, this study contributes to contemporary debates on preventive disaster 

governance and ecological constitutionalism.. 

 

CONCLUSION

This study demonstrates that disaster vulnerability in Indonesia is structurally embedded within 

fragmented legal regimes governing environmental protection, disaster management, and spatial 

planning. Through a normative–doctrinal analysis, the research identifies conceptual, functional, 

enforcement, and structural fragmentation that prevent sustainability principles from operating as 

binding pre-disaster obligations. The findings reveal that although environmental law formally 

incorporates precautionary and intergenerational equity principles, these norms remain 

disconnected from disaster mitigation frameworks, thereby limiting their preventive capacity. By 

reframing environmental degradation as a legally constructed pre-disaster violation, this study 

advances environmental constitutionalism and resilience theory, positioning sustainable 

environmental law as the normative foundation of preventive disaster governance. The integration 

of ecosystem-based disaster risk reduction within statutory structures, reinforced by Islamic harm-

prevention principles, further illustrates the potential for a plural yet coherent legal architecture. 

Theoretically, this research contributes to contemporary debates on climate accountability and 

adaptive governance by demonstrating that regulatory harmonization rather than reactive disaster 

response is central to resilience-building. Practically, it underscores the necessity of 

institutionalized cross-sectoral coordination among environmental licensing, spatial planning 

enforcement, and disaster risk mapping mechanisms. While limited to doctrinal analysis and 

lacking empirical assessment of implementation dynamics, the study provides a conceptual 

governance model adaptable to other disaster-prone jurisdictions, thereby offering both normative 

reconstruction and policy direction for strengthening sustainable and resilient legal systems. 
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