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	ABSTRACT

	This study aims to know and analyze, know and analyze the scope of management of State property. As well as knowing and analyzing the provisions of legislation related to the Indra Kenz case. This research belongs to the normative type of research. So it can be seen that in article 1 paragraphs  (1)  and (2) it is said in one pointnyes that other legitimate acquisitions can be based on court decisions that have obtained permanent legal force, for example is State Booty/Confiscation.  In addition,  the implementation of criminal law functions in the Indra Kenz case has been implemented properly and in accordance with what was expected in the Preamble to the 1945 Constitution.
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INTRODUCTION
The Directorate General of State Wealth or (DJKN) is an Echelon I unit under the Ministry of Finance whose one of its duties and functions is as a manager of State Property (BMN). In accordance with Article 2 of PP 27/2014 concerning Management of State/Regional Property, BMN is divided into two types, namely BMN purchased/obtained from the State Budget and BMN derived from other legitimate acquisitions (Mujahidin, 2020). 
BMN derived from other legitimate acquisitions, one of which is state booty. Referring to the provisions of Article 1 number 12 of the Minister of Finance Regulation Number 08/PMK.06/2018 concerning the Management of State Property (BANGSA, 2019). Derived from State Booty and Gratuity Goods, state loot is defined as BMN derived from confiscated objects or evidence determined to be seized for the  State based on a court decision that has obtained legal force or other goods that based on a judge's determination or court decision are declared confiscated for the State.
The history of loot management, of course, cannot be separated from the provisions regulated in the Criminal Procedure Code. Judging from the provisions of Article 273 paragraph (3) of the Code of Criminal Procedure, if a court decision determines that evidence is seized for the state, the Prosecutor authorizes the object to the state auction office (KPKNL) and within three months for auction sale, the proceeds of which are put into the state treasury for and on behalf of the Prosecutor.
The authority of the Prosecutor itself is also affirmed in Article 1 point 6 of the Criminal Procedure Code, which states that the Prosecutor is an official authorized by law to act as a public prosecutor and carry out court decisions that have obtained permanent legal force. Based on this, it can be concluded that in addition to being given the authority to carry out prosecutions, the Prosecutor is also given the authority to carry out the determination of the judge (executor of court decisions).
As is understandable, regulations related to state loot in the Criminal Procedure Code only accommodate the management of loot by the Prosecutor in the form of sales through the KPKNL and destruction. The limitations of these arrangements cause less than optimal management of loot, while in its development, there are Ministries / Institutions / Local Governments that need assets in the form of land, buildings, motor vehicles and others to carry out their duties and functions. With consideration of cost saving, state loot should be used by K/L/Local Government to carry out its business. 
In line with this thinking, the Prosecutor's Office through the Attorney General's Circular Number SE-03/B/8.5/8/1988 concerning the Settlement of Loot (Irianto et al., 2022) (Nurdianto, 2014), regulates the provisions that the loot can be used for State or social purposes, or destroyed in the event that it is no longer possible to be sold at auction or used.
From the perspective of the Ministry of Finance, in accordance with Law Number 1 of 2004 concerning the State Treasury jo (Number, 1 C.E.) . Law Number 17 of 2003 concerning State Finance (Number, 17 C.E.) , it is stated that the Minister of Finance is the General Treasurer of the State. 
As the General Treasurer of the State, the Minister of Finance is authorized to regulate and administer government accounts, depositing state money in the state general cash account at the central bank. As well as provisions that require optimization of the use of government funds, and the authority to settle state and regional receivables/debts. Not only that, the State General Treasurer in order to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of investment management and state/regional property, also has the authority to set policies and guidelines for the management and elimination of BMN. 
The function of the Minister of Finance as the State General Treasurer in the management of BMN is carried out by the DJKN. BMN is specifically further regulated in PP 27/2014 concerning Management of State/Regional Property. Refer to Article 2 PP 27/2014. BMN is divided into several types according to its acquisition, namely those purchased/obtained from the State Budget and goods derived from other legitimate acquisitions. Goods derived from other legitimate acquisitions include:
a. Goods obtained from grants/donations or similar;
b. Goods obtained as an execution of an agreement/contract;
c. Goods obtained in accordance with the provisions of laws and regulations; or
d. Goods obtained based on a court decision that has permanent legal force.
Goods obtained in accordance with the provisions of these laws and regulations, including, among others, BMN obtained from state loot. The history of state loot management in the DJKN itself began when the provisions for the management of loot in the Criminal Procedure Code and derivative regulations were still very limited and were considered to be less accommodating to the needs that occurred and the optimization of BMN management in line with the times.
For example, the Criminal Procedure Code and its derivative regulations do not regulate related to utilization, special loot (e.g. shares) and so on.  The authority of the Prosecutor based on the arrangements in the Code of Criminal Procedure as the executor of court decisions is strictly limited to court decisions. 
Therefore, a complementary instrument of legislation is needed, so that the management of loot can be carried out properly and have an optimal impact. The above matters are taken into consideration for the stipulation of PMK 03/PMK.06/2011 concerning the Management of State Property Derived from State Booty and Gratuity Goods. In its development, there are several settings in PMK 03/PMK.06/2011 that need to be improved. For example, PMK 03/PMK.06/2011 has not accommodated the treatment of special assets (e.g. stocks). 
Another example that has not been accommodated is the provisions in Article 24 of the Attorney General's Regulation number Per-002/A/Ja/05/2017 concerning Auction and Direct Sale of Confiscated Objects or State Spoils or Objects Seized by Execution (Mosal, 2023) ( SUDARYANTO, 2021) (Purwati, 2022). Which states that "For confiscated objects or evidence that are not taken by the owner and/or state loot with an estimated value of not more than Rp.35,000,000, - can be sold directly by the Asset Recovery Center or the District Attorney's Office, without going through the State Auction Office". 
To respond to the development of BMN management derived from the booty, then PMK 03 / PMK.06 / 2011 was revoked and replaced with PMK 08 / PMK.06 / 2018. As is known, both the Prosecutor's Office and the DGT are currently managing loot in accordance with their authority as stipulated in PMK 08/PMK.06/2018. In its implementation in the field, there are often differences of opinion / debate, especially when the Prosecutor will execute the loot in accordance with the court decision, but it is not sold by auction. 
For example, the ruling states that "stipulates XYZ goods are seized by the state for destruction". The prosecutor's execution of the verdict has the potential to raise questions as to whether the destruction of XYZ goods in question requires permission from the DGT or not. Referring to the authority of the Prosecutor as stipulated in the Code of Criminal Procedure, the Prosecutor is authorized by law to carry out the determination of judges. Meanwhile, the authority of the DGT lies in the management of loot outside the authority of the Prosecutor as the executor of court decisions. So it can be said that as long as the execution of the Prosecutor is carried out in order to carry out the judge's decision, the Prosecutor can execute the said decision without requiring the approval of the DGT.
As another illustration, for example, the judgment states that "stipulates goods XYZ is seized for the state". Then in the feasibility study, it is known that the XYZ item in question is needed and considered more optimal use when used by local governments. Therefore, the Prosecutor's Office in transferring in the form of grants to local governments requires approval from the DGT, considering that the mechanism of grants from the Prosecutor's Office to the regional governments is carried out outside the judge's decision.
Based on the background of the problem that has been described, the formulation of the problem in this study is as follows:
1. What is the scope of state mill goods management?
2. What are the statutory provisions related to the Indra Kenz case?
The purpose of this study is in accordance with the formulation of the problem that has been put forward. Therefore the research objectives are: 
1. Know and analyze the scope of management of State property goods.
2. Know and analyze the provisions of the law related to the Indra Kenz case.

METHOD
The research method used in this study is the normative legal research method. Normative legal research is legal research conducted by examining library materials or secondary data (Soekanto, 2007). According to Peter Mahmud Marzuki  (Marzuki, 2010), normative legal research is a process to find a rule of law, legal principles, and legal doctrines to answer the legal issues faced.
In this type of legal research, law is often conceptualized as what is written in laws and regulations or laws are conceptualized as rules or norms that are a benchmark for human behavior that is considered appropriate (Hidayat et al., 2022).  The collection of this research data uses qualitative methods, namely collecting literature data relevant to the topic of discussion. These data are in the form of news, books, articles, research reports, and articles in laws that are related to the topic discussed.
The research method used in its preparation is the normative-empirical method carried out by examining the functions of criminal law in literature and examples of its implementation in real terms in the case of Indra Kenz which was confiscated in the form of his House Assets, Cars and Branded Goods.  This research uses  a live case study  or legal events or cases whose process is still ongoing through a case approach  and a conceptual approach.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Scope of State Millik Goods Management
Basically, State Property abbreviated as BMN is one of the parts of the scope of State Wealth. State wealth has a scope that wealth controlled, wealth owned and other wealth. Generally, all state wealth is used for the welfare and/or prosperity of the Indonesian people. BMN itself is part of the scope of unseparated State Wealth obtained from the burden of the State Budget / D and other legitimate acquisitions.
 Based on regulations governing the Management of State/Regional Property hereinafter abbreviated as BMN/D, Government Regulation Number 27 of 2014 and Government Regulation Number 28 of 2020. In article 1 paragraphs 1 and 2 it is said that, BMN / D is all goods that have been purchased / obtained at the expense of the State / Regional Budget and from other legitimate acquisitions. Other legitimate acquisitions may be:
1. Goods obtained from grants/donations/the like originating from other countries' governments, local governments, and private parties.
2. Obtained as an implementation of the agreement/contract, goods obtained from the Cooperation Contract Contractor (KKKS) related to the exploitation and exploration of oil and gas.
3. Obtained based on the provisions of laws and regulations, Foreign / Chinese Used Goods ABMA / C (Foreign Owned Former Assets / China).
4. Obtained based on a court decision that has obtained permanent legal force, an example is State Booty/Confiscation.
State booty is confiscated property based on a court decision that has obtained legal force still declared confiscated for the State. The assets in the Binomo trading case that ensnared Indra Kenz were officially confiscated by the state after the results of the Tangerang District Court decision.The seizure of these assets was judged by the judge that Binomo trading was gambling, so the gambling money was not returned but seized by the state.
State booty is confiscated property based on a court decision that has acquired permanent legal force, declared confiscated for the state. This state booty was then stored in the State Confiscated Property Storage House. The storage of confiscated goods or state loot is carried out properly and the responsibility for it lies with the competent authorities according to the level of examination in the judicial process and the objects are prohibited from being used by anyone.
When a case has been decided, the originally confiscated thing will be returned to the person or persons named in the judgment, Unless according to the judge's decision, it is confiscated for the state, to be destroyed or to be destroyed until it can no longer be used or if it is still needed as evidence in another case.
Regarding the management of state confiscated goods and state loot, it is divided into four parts, namely storage, security, maintenance, and rescue carried out by the State Confiscated Property Storage House. The legal basis for assets seized by the state is explained in Article 39 of the Criminal Code, namely:
1. Items belonging to the convicted person obtained from the crime or deliberately used to commit the crime will be confiscated.
2. In the case of conviction for a crime not committed by dispute or for an offense, a judgment of deprivation may be imposed on the basis of the matters specified in the law.
3. Expropriation can be made of guilty persons handed over to the government, but only of goods that have been confiscated.
Another case if the assets from the Binomo trading case are not terminated as gambling money, then the confiscated objects can be returned, if they meet the provisions contained in Article 46 of Law No. 8 of 1981 concerning the following paragraph (1) of the Criminal Procedure Code (INDONESIA &; Indonesia, 1981):
1. The interests of investigation and prosecution no longer require.
2. The case was not prosecuted because there was insufficient evidence or it turned out not to be a criminal offense.
3. The case is set aside in the public interest or the case is closed by law, unless the thing was obtained from a criminal offence or used to commit a criminal offence.
Then, in Article 46 of the Code of Criminal Procedure paragraph (2), it is stated that when the case has been decided, the object subject to confiscation is returned to the person or to those named in the decision. Unless in the judge's judgment it is seized for the state, to be destroyed or to be damaged until it can no longer be used or if it is still needed as evidence in another case. This article can be a loophole to restore victims' rights. Even so, it was again based on the judge's decision in court.
B. Statutory Provisions Related to Indra Kenz Case
Indra Kesuma aka Indra Kenz who is the main perpetrator of fraud cases and online gambling carried out on the trader application, binomo. Threatened with the rules of Article 45 paragraph 2 relating to article 27 concerning online transactions paragraph 2 regarding actions in online information and electronic documents containing gambling and sanctions. And/or Article 45 paragraph 1 regarding violations of decency through access to electronic information and electronic documents associated with violations in the form of dissemination of spreading hoaxes or misleading fake news that has the potential to cause harm to oneself and others. 
As stated in article 28 paragraph 1 of the Electronic Transaction Information Law (ITE). Coupled with the threat of laws related to money laundering rules, namely subsidiary Article 3 regarding all acts of violations with currency or securities including embezzlement, fraud, counterfeiting money, and gambling (Zakiyah, 2012).  And/or Article 5 and/or Article 10 regarding persons who are turur and commit violations referred to in article 3, article 4, and article 5. 
These articles are contained in Law Number 8 of 2010 concerning the Prevention and Eradication of Money Laundering (TPPU). Indra Kenz was also charged with Article 378 of the Criminal Code regarding fraudulent acts which was associated with Article 55 of the Criminal Code concerning participation in committing criminal acts (Rahma et al., 2022). Through these articles, Indra Kenz faces imprisonment for 20 years and confiscation of several movable and immovable assets (Tjitrosudibio & Subekti, 2002) worth billions of rupiah. 
This ruling applies not only to Indra Kenz but also to everyone who is directly or indirectly involved in the case.

CONCLUSION
Based on the explanation above, it can be concluded that in article 1 paragraphs 1 and 2 it is said in one of the ponya that other valid acquisitions can be based on court decisions that have obtained permanent legal force, for example is State Confiscated Goods Law no. 27 of 2014.
In addition, the implementation of criminal law functions in the Indra Kenz case has been implemented properly and in accordance with what is expected in the Preamble to the 1945 Constitution and stated in the 1945 Constitution Article 1 paragraph 3 where Indonesia as a state of law must comply with the country's constitution.
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