

Table 1. Change in Mangrove Forest Area of
              Pemalang Regency 2014-2020


	Location
	Area (ha)

	
	2014
	2017
	2020
	Change

	Mojo
	40,36
	31,61
	18,16
	-22,2

	Pesantren
	12,89
	11,20
	8,20
	-4,69

	Total
	-26,89


	Location
	Area (ha)

	
	2014
	2017
	2020
	Changes

	Mangkang Wetan
	2,56
	5,95
	12,62
	10,06

	Mangkang Kulon
	5,51
	7,29
	7,34
	1,83

	Mangunharjo
	18,13
	42,09
	39,12
	20,99

	Randugarut
	0,58
	4,35
	7,55
	6,97

	Tugurejo
	7,75
	6,30
	10,25
	1,50

	Karanganyar
	0,52
	0,54
	2,15
	1,62

	Total
	42,97



Table 5. Density, Presence of Seeds, and Logging of Mangrove at The Research Site



	Site
	Density (ind/ha)
	Seed Presence
	Logging

	1
	526
	Yes
	Nothing

	2
	530
	Yes
	Nothing

	3
	553
	Yes
	Nothing

	4
	580
	Yes
	Nothing

	5
	657
	Yes
	Nothing

	6
	650
	Yes
	Nothing

	7
	692
	Yes
	Nothing

	8
	730
	Yes
	Nothing

	9
	692
	Yes
	Nothing

	10
	711
	Yes
	Nothing

	11
	650
	Yes
	Nothing

	12
	681
	Yes
	Nothing





Table 2. Change in Mangrove Forest Area of 
              Semarang City 2014-2020
Table 3. Change in Mangrove Forest Area of
 Demak Regency 2014-2020
	Location
	Area (ha)

	
	2014
	2017
	2020
	Perubahan

	Bedono
	75,06
	93,35
	92,76
	17,70

	Purwosari
	0,08
	0,97
	0,85
	0,77

	Sidogemah
	4,33
	10,45
	6,58
	2,25

	Timbulsloko
	11,47
	27,58
	36,92
	25,45

	Surodadi
	16,31
	23,72
	28,69
	12,38

	Total
	58,55




Table 4. Mangrove Importance Value Index (IVI) at
              Research Site
	Site
	IVI (%)

	
	R. mucronata
	A. marina
	Total

	Pemalang
	1
	179,17
	120,83
	300

	
	2
	205
	95
	300

	
	3
	160
	140
	300

	
	4
	192,5
	107,5
	300

	Semarang
	5
	167,86
	132,14
	300

	
	6
	192,5
	107,5
	300

	
	7
	180
	120
	300

	
	8
	204,17
	95,83
	300

	Demak
	9
	107,5
	192,5
	300

	
	10
	108,33
	191,67
	300

	
	11
	70
	230
	300

	
	12
	117,86
	182,14
	300



Table 6. Environmental Factors Measurement Result
	Site
	Environmental Factors

	
	Water
	Soil

	
	Temperature (°C)
	Salinity (ppt)
	pH
	Salinity
	ph

	1
	29
	30
	8
	28
	6

	2
	30
	29
	8
	28
	6

	3
	29
	29
	8
	27
	6

	4
	29
	29
	8
	28
	6

	5
	31
	30
	8
	28
	6

	6
	30
	30
	8
	27
	6

	7
	31
	30
	8
	28
	6

	8
	31
	30
	8
	28
	6

	9
	30
	30
	8
	28
	6

	10
	31
	30
	8
	28
	6

	11
	30
	30
	8
	28
	6

	12
	30
	30
	8
	28
	6



	
Table 7. Soil Texture Measurement Results
	Site
	Soil Fraction (%)
	Soil Texture

	
	Sand
	Silt
	Clay
	

	1
	61
	32
	7
	Sandy Loam

	2
	74
	13
	13
	Sandy Loam

	3
	68
	12
	20
	Sandy Loam

	4
	71
	12
	17
	Sandy Loam

	5
	80
	14
	6
	Clay Sand

	6
	50
	30
	20
	Clay

	7
	80
	6
	14
	Sandy Loam

	8
	82
	7
	11
	Clay Sand

	9
	60
	31
	9
	Sandy Loam

	10
	54
	34
	12
	Sandy Loam

	11
	62
	21
	17
	Sandy Loam




Table 8. Rotation Component Matrix of PCA Result
	Variables
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Water_Temperature
	.861
	.220
	-.152
	.258

	Mangrove_Density
	.822
	-.016
	.429
	.101

	Water_pH
	-.693
	.190
	-.100
	.465

	Soil_Salinity
	-.205
	.899
	.204
	.169

	Clay_Fraction
	-.134
	-.869
	.018
	.254

	Water_Salinity
	.469
	.628
	-.159
	-.335

	Silt_Fraction
	-.040
	.135
	-.976
	-.007

	Sand_Fraction
	.100
	.262
	.948
	-.108

	Soil_pH
	.124
	-.189
	-.061
	.941



Table 9. Results of Analysis of Internal Factors and Level of Interest in Sustainable Mangrove Management

	Symbol
	Strenght Factor
	Importance Level

	S1
	Location has interesting views
	Moderate

	S2
	Attract tourists
	Moderate

	S3
	Get support from community
	High

	S4
	There is an institution that manages mangrove
	High

	Symbol
	Weakness Factor
	Importance Level

	W1
	Inadequate facilities and infrastructure
	Moderate

	W2
	Lack of supervision
	Significant low

	W3
	Far from settlement
	Meaningless 

	W4
	Lack of community participation in mangrove ecosystem management
	Low



Table 10. Results of Analysis of External Factors and Level of Interest in Sustainable Mangrove Management

	Symbol
	Opportunities Factor
	Importance Level

	O1
	The area is suitable for mangrove planting
	Medium odds, average response

	O2
	Many visits from academia and government conduct research
	Medium odds, average response

	O3
	There is positive support from the government
	High odds, superior response

	O4
	The existence of conservation activities carried out by local NGOs
	High odds, superior response

	Symbol
	Threats Factor
	Importance Level

	T1
	Covid-19 Pandemic
	High threat

	T2
	Abrasion
	High threat

	T3
	Over Exploitation
	Moderate threat

	T4
	Pollution
	Low threat





Table 11. Matrix of Analysis of Internal Factors for Sustainable Mangrove Management


	Internal Factor
	Quality
	Rating
	Score

	Strength

	1. Location has interesting views
	0,112
	2
	0,224

	2. Attract tourists
	0,114
	2
	0,228

	3. Get support from community
	0,136
	3
	0,408

	4. There is an institution that manages mangrove
	0,150
	4
	0,6

	Weakness

	1. Inadequate facilities and infrastructure
	0,120
	2
	0,24

	2. Lack of supervision
	0,143
	4
	0,572

	3. Far from settlement
	0,098
	1
	0,098

	4. Lack of community participation in mangrove ecosystem management
	0,127
	3
	0,381

	Total Score
	1
	
	2,748



Table 12. Matrix of Analysis of External Factors for Sustainable Mangrove Management
	External Factor
	Quality
	Rating
	Score

	Opportunity

	1. The area is suitable for mangrove planting
	0,116
	2
	0,232

	2. Many visits from academia and government conduct research
	0,129
	2
	0,258

	3. There is positive support from the government
	0,164
	4
	0,656

	4. The existence of conservation activities carried out by local NGOs
	0,134
	3
	0,402

	Threats

	1. Covid-19 Pandemic
	0,120
	3
	0,366

	2. Abrasion
	0,143
	2
	0,23

	3. Over Exploitation
	0,098
	1
	0,098

	4. Pollution
	0,127
	3
	0,363

	Total Score
	1
	
	2,605



	




Table 13. SWOT Analysis Matrix for Strategy Sustainable Management of Mangrove Forest Areas on the North Coast of Central Java

	Internal Factor







External Factor
	Strength
	Weakness

	
	1. Location has interesting views
2. Attract tourists
3. Get support from community
4. There is an institution that manages mangrove
	1. Inadequate facilities and infrastructure
2. Lack of supervision
3. Far from settlement
4. Lack of community participation in mangrove ecosystem management

	Opportunities (O)
	SO Strategy
	WO Strategy

	1. The area is suitable for mangrove planting
2. Many visits from academia and government conduct research
3. There is positive support from the government
4. The existence of conservation activities carried out by local NGOs
	1.Floating location as a means of education.
2.Conducting education to local communities regarding the benefits and functions of the mangrove ecosystem.
3.Improve relationships with parties who care about the mangrove ecosystem.
	1.Repair and add facilities and infrastructure.
2.There needs to be more intensive management and supervision.
3.Provide community participation in mangrove ecosystem management.

	Threats (T)
	ST Strategy
	WT Strategy

	1. Covid-19 Pandemic
2. Abrasion
3. Over Exploitation
4. Pollution
	1. Provide guidance regarding proper and correct waste management for pond entrepreneurs.
2. Confirmation of land ownership in mangrove areas.
	1. Increase awareness to the public regarding balanced use and management.
2. Develop more products from mangrove base materials that have been managed by the surrounding community.




	

