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Coal is a controversial energy source. 
Worldwide, it is increasingly seen as high-
cost and high-risk, as one of the biggest 
contributors to climate change, a source of 
deadly air pollution and the cause of many 
other types of environmental destruction.  
 
The reputational costs of supporting coal 
anywhere in the world are causing those 
funding the sector to flee at increasing rates, 
with banks, insurers or lenders now 
announcing new restrictions on average 
every two weeks. 
 
Support from governments is on the wane 
too, with an increasing number announcing 
plans to phase coal out.  

Indonesia is one of the world’s top coal 
producers and exporters. With global 
demand for coal dropping, a raft of planned 
new coal-fired power stations in Indonesia 
could help to maintain a market for its coal.  
 
However, within Indonesia, coal is also seen 
as increasingly controversial. Recent 
corruption scandals, a swathe of improperly 
issued licenses, contaminated land and 
water, and the need for an increasing level of 

government subsidies, among other 
problems, are creating a growing body of 
opposition to the industry. 

The findings in the first of this multi-part 
investigation offer yet another potent reason 
why the Indonesian government, 
international banks and investors should 
shun Indonesia’s Big Coal. 

 
A barge on the river of Mahakam shipping a cargo 
of coal from the mining area in Samarinda, East 
Kalimantan.  © BAY ISMOYO/AFP/Getty Images 

 

 

 

 

SANDIAGA UNO AND THE OFFSHORE 
DEALINGS OF BERAU COAL  
This is the first in a series of briefings, revealing the findings of a major 
investigation into the Indonesian coal industry. In this brief we reveal 
how a large Indonesian coal company has been used to shift vast sums of 
money out of the country through an offshore company and out of sight. 
It shows how those institutions financing and investing in Indonesian 
coal companies might lose their money, as well as their reputation.   
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SANDIAGA UNO AND THE 
OFFSHORE DEALINGS OF 
BERAU COAL 

Sandiaga Uno, one of Indonesia’s best-
known politicians, has high ambitions. After 
making his fortune in business he went into 
politics, became deputy governor of 
Indonesia’s capital Jakarta in 2017 and was 
running for the vice-presidency of Indonesia 
at the time of publication. His rising political 
status makes his business dealings a matter 
of public concern. 

 

Uno speaks in his role as vice-governor of Jakarta 
at the Bloomberg Year Ahead Asia Conference in 
2017. ©Graham Crouch/Bloomberg via Getty 
Images  

Global Witness has learned that during the 
time that Uno was an owner of Berau Coal, 
one of Indonesia’s biggest coal companies, it 
paid at least US$43 million between 2010 
and 2012 to an obscure company in the tax 
haven1 of the Seychelles, Velodrome 
Worldwide Limited.  

Uno also, at one stage, had a hidden 
connection to Velodrome. It is possible he 
retained this connection, at the time of the 
payments by Berau Coal. But when Global 
Witness asked him to explain his connection 
to Velodrome and these payments, which he 
must have known about, he did not answer.  
 

We conclude that Uno had a hand in these 
huge payments and may have benefited 
from them, and we set out below how we 
reach this conclusion. The payments had 
serious consequences for Berau Coal and its 
other investors. We gave Uno the 
opportunity to comment on these matters, 
but he chose not to respond. 

The payments to Velodrome were not the 
only questionable transactions by Berau 
Coal. Berau also made a number of other 
payments, linked to Uno’s business partner 
Rosan Roeslani. These huge outflows 
weakened the finances of Berau Coal, which 
later defaulted on hundreds of millions of 
dollars in debts. Like Uno, Roeslani declined 
to respond to questions from Global Witness. 

Uno has not provided a credible account of 
his part in the payments to Velodrome, 
which Global Witness believes to require 
further investigation. The story of Berau Coal 
is a warning to banks and investors, who are 
considering financing a new wave of coal-
fired power stations, not to throw yet more 
money at Indonesia’s Big Coal. 

This briefing sets out why we conclude 
that:  

1. A company Sandiaga Uno co-owned 
took over Berau Coal, which promptly 
agreed to make large payments to an 
obscure offshore company, 
Velodrome Worldwide Ltd 

2. These payments by Berau Coal to 
Velodrome were questionable 

3. Uno had a hand in the payments   

4. Uno may have had some interest in 
Velodrome and benefited in some 
way from the payments 



GLOBAL WITNESS   INDONESIA’S SHIFTING COAL MONEY April 2019 4 

5. These payments made by Berau Coal 
had adverse consequences for the 
company and its other investors 

6. These were not the only questionable 
payments made by Berau Coal. A 
number of others were made, linked 
to Sandiaga Uno’s business partner 
Rosan Roeslani, which had serious 
consequences for Berau Coal and its 
other investors  

 

1. A COMPANY SANDIAGA UNO 
CO-OWNED TOOK OVER 
BERAU COAL, WHICH 
PROMPTLY AGREED TO 
MAKE LARGE PAYMENTS TO 
AN OBSCURE OFFSHORE 
COMPANY, VELODROME 
WORLDWIDE LTD  

Uno jointly owned and co-founded Recapital 
Advisers, a Jakarta-based investment 
company, with his business partner Rosan 
Roeslani.2  

Recapital formally took over Berau Coal on 
30 December 2009.3  Only twelve days later, 
Berau Coal’s Indonesian mining subsidiary4 
signed an agreement with an otherwise 
unknown company called Velodrome 
Worldwide Ltd, which was later reported to 
be incorporated in the Seychelles, a tax 
haven in the Indian Ocean. 

Velodrome was to advise on “key strategic, 
business and operational aspects,” for which 
it would receive a monthly fee of US$2 

million.5   
 
The payments by Berau Coal to Velodrome 
were huge. Financial statements show that 
Berau paid Velodrome US$48 million 
between 2011 and 2012, or about US$43 
million after tax. It is possible that Berau Coal 
paid Velodrome up to $65 million in total 
after tax, but the financial statements are 
inconclusive.6 

The identities of Velodrome’s owners were 
not public at the time of the payments 
because the Seychelles – the tax haven in 
which the company was incorporated – does 
not require information public disclosure of 
this information.  

Berau Coal did disclose the fact that it had 
signed the agreement with Velodrome,7 but 
did not publish any information about the 
latter’s owners. This means it was not 
possible at that time – and in fact is still not 
possible – to find out exactly who benefited 
from this money.  

 

Sandiaga Uno leaves a gathering before his 
inauguration as vice-governor of Jakarta in 2017. 
© Photo by Edi Ismail/NurPhoto via Getty Images 
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2. THESE PAYMENTS BY 
BERAU COAL TO 
VELODROME WERE 
QUESTIONABLE  

These million dollar payments were 
questionable for a number of reasons.   
 
First, it is unclear what advice if, if any, 
Velodrome actually provided in return for its 
fees. Berau Coal’s accounts do not explain 
what specific services Velodrome would 
provide under this banner of “key strategic, 
business and operational aspects” in return 
for the money. Neither do the accounts show 
why these services were so expensive: the 
monthly cost of the fees was almost as much 
as Berau Coal’s wage bill for its hundreds of 
staff, which then averaged approximately 
US$2.1 million a month.8 

Second, whilst it is common for corporations 
to pay consulting firms for strategic advice, 
large payments to an anonymously-owned 
company in a tax haven are inherently 
suspicious, given the risk that such 
companies could be used to conceal illegal 
or unethical transactions.9 

Third, even though Berau Coal started 
making huge losses in 2012, it continued to 
pay Velodrome until the end of that year.10  
These losses of US$180 million were partly 
because of falling world coal11 prices but also 
due to US$150 million of payments Berau 
Coal had to write-off or reclassify as 
“exceptional costs” because they could not 
be properly explained.12   
 
Another piece of clear evidence that the 
payments were questionable was the 
termination by other shareholders of the 

agreement with Velodrome in 2012, a 
decision made “based on a review of the 
services provided.” Or, as seems likely, 
because they concluded that the services 
provided were not worth the money paid in 
fees to Velodrome.13 

The review and consequent termination of 
the agreement was part of a wider 
controversy Berau Coal became immersed 
in.   

In 2011, Recapital sold a majority of its stake 
in Berau Coal to Bumi plc, a new giant coal 
mining company listed on the London Stock 
Exchange.14 Bumi plc was a joint venture 
between the British investor Nat Rothschild 
and Indonesia’s Bakrie family, who were 
allies of Rosan Roeslani (see text box on page 
10).  

The project broke down amid acrimonious 
disputes between Rothschild and his 
Indonesian partners, and Bumi plc hired a 
law firm to investigate allegations of 
financial and other irregularities at the 
Indonesian end.  

One of these allegations concerned an 
arrangement by Berau Coal “relating to 
consulting fees paid to a third party” which 
appears to be Velodrome.15 

These concerns about the Velodrome 
agreement were evidently strong enough for 
Bumi plc to insist that the contract be 
terminated, almost twelve years before its 
originally agreed completion date.16  

And, in 2013, Berau Coal, now under the 
control of Bumi plc, itself admitted that the 
“value to the business” of its contract with 
Velodrome was “not clear.” It also said it 
could not identify the ultimate beneficiaries 
of these and other transactions, and 
therefore could not rule out that these 
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beneficiaries might be “related parties” – 
that is, individuals connected to Berau Coal 
itself.17  

For much of this time, as shown below, Uno 
was connected to Berau Coal.  Global 
Witness asked him whether he was an 
ultimate beneficiary of the payments to 
Velodrome, but he did not answer. 

3. UNO HAD A HAND IN THE 
PAYMENTS  

Uno must have known about Berau Coal’s 
decision to enter into the agreement with 
Velodrome in January 2010 and was also in a 
position to influence it, because he was a co-
founder and shareholder of Recapital, which 
controlled Berau Coal at the time.   

From March 2010 until June 2013, he also sat 
on Berau Coal’s board of commissioners, 
while his ally and co-investor Rosan Roeslani 
was the company’s chief executive between 
August 2010 and March 2013.18  
 
Board commissioners are expected to 
supervise directors and to act in good faith in 
the company’s interests.   
 
We therefore conclude that Sandiaga 
Uno had a hand in, or at least 
approved, the payments from Berau 
Coal to Velodrome. 
 
 

 
Roeslani speaks at a panel at the ASEAN-Russia 
Business Forum in his role as Chairman of the 
Indonesian Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
in 2016 © Stanislav Krasilnikov\TASS via Getty 
Images 

4. UNO MAY HAVE HAD SOME 
INTEREST IN VELODROME 
AND BENEFITED IN SOME 
WAY FROM THE PAYMENTS  

A crucial question about the payments to 
Velodrome is: who ultimately received the 
tens of millions of dollars Berau Coal paid to 
the company?  At the time of the payments, 
little or no information was in the public 
domain about Velodrome or its owners. 

Bumi plc was also unable to find out more 
from the wider investigation and audit it 
carried out.19  

The UK Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) 
reported that Bumi plc complained it had 
struggled to get information from Berau Coal 
because of “... behaviour that ranged from 
incompetence, to a lack of resources, a lack 
of quality processes and appropriately 
skilled finance professionals, to simply 
uncooperative behaviour on the part of 
[Berau Coal].”20  

At the time, Rosan Roeslani was Berau Coal’s 
chief executive and Sandiaga Uno was a 
board commissioner. In other words, Bumi 
plc said it was not able to find out who 



GLOBAL WITNESS   INDONESIA’S SHIFTING COAL MONEY April 2019 7 

ultimately owned Velodrome because Berau 
Coal was unable or unwilling to provide this 
information. 

In 2016, the first piece of information about 
the ownership of Velodrome became public 
through a major leak of documents called 
the Panama Papers released by the 
International Consortium of Investigative 
Journalists (ICIJ).  This reported for the first 
time that Uno was connected to a number of 
offshore companies.21   

These leaks reported that Uno had been 
Velodrome’s sole shareholder and director 
from its incorporation in October 2007 until 
May 2009.  They also stated that Velodrome 
was incorporated in the Seychelles, a tax 
haven in the Indian Ocean.22 This strong 
connection between Uno and Velodrome 
had not previously been disclosed to the 
public. We raised this connection with him, 
but he did not respond. 

However, Global Witness has uncovered 
another piece of the puzzle about 
Velodrome’s ownership, which suggests that 
Uno may have continued to have a 
connection with the company after May 
2009. 
 
The published information from the leaked 
documents does not say who owned 
Velodrome between January 2010 and 
December 2012, the period in which the 
company was paid tens of millions of dollars 
by Berau Coal.23  

But its last known shareholder according to 
the documents, as of July 2009, was a 
Singaporean lawyer called Ng Soon Kai.24 
There is no public record of whether the 
latter is still a shareholder or not, and he did 
not reply to our questions.  
This man had a strong and significant 

connection with Uno. During the period of 
the payments to Velodrome, Ng Soon Kai 
was a director or secretary of at least two 
Singapore-listed companies co-owned by 
Uno, Seroja Investments and Interra 
Resources. He also sat on the former’s board 
alongside Uno.25  
 
As of 2011, Ng was also the managing 
director and partner of a Singapore law firm 
called Ng Chong & Hue which, according to 
the Panama Papers, has been an 
“intermediary” for an offshore company 
called Attica Finance, which corporate 
records show was a company controlled by 
to Uno (see diagram on page 9).26   

So, although Uno himself may not have been 
a shareholder in Velodrome at the time of the 
payments from Berau Coal, its shareholder a 
few months earlier and possibly thereafter 
was a person closely connected to Uno who 
had also worked for companies in which Uno 
had been an owner. 
 
Global Witness asked Ng to confirm or deny 
that he had held the Velodrome shares on 
behalf of Uno, but he did not respond. 

After the leaks were published, Indonesian 
journalists asked Uno about various offshore 
companies he was linked to in the reports, 
including Velodrome. Uno reportedly replied 
in general terms, without mentioning 
Velodrome, claiming these companies had 
been set up by Saratoga Investama, an 
investment firm which he co-owned and of 
which he has been chief executive.27  

It is not clear whether Uno was asked about 
Velodrome in particular and these media 
reports do not clarify the exact nature of 
Uno’s relationship, if any, with the company. 
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However, Saratoga’s own financial 
statements make no mention of Velodrome, 
and the Panama Papers do not identify 
Saratoga as one of its shareholders.28  
Global Witness asked both Saratoga and Uno 
to explain this apparent discrepancy 
between Uno’s reported comments and 
Saratoga’s own public disclosures, but did 
not receive a reply.   
 
Later, in October 2018, when Uno was asked 
in a newspaper interview about his name 
appearing in the Panama Papers he was 
quoted as saying "offshore structures are 
common to making investments...and it's all 
perfectly legal. I have nothing to hide."29  
 
However, he does not appear to have 
explained his dealings with Velodrome. 
Global Witness put it to Uno that he had an 
interest in Velodrome and benefited from the 
payments, but he did not confirm or deny 
this.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IN SUMMARY 

Uno has been an owner of Velodrome, 
which later received tens of millions of 
dollars in questionable payments from 
Berau Coal.  

These payments were based on an 
agreement which was made at a time 
when Uno was in an influential position 
at Berau Coal and continued when he 
became a board commissioner with 
oversight of Berau Coal’s directors.  

The most recent reported shareholder of 
Velodrome, several months prior to this 
agreement being made, is a long-time 
business associate of Uno.   
 
The connection between Uno and 
Velodrome has not been formally 
disclosed and only came to light because 
of the Panama Papers. Uno has still not 
explained his connection when asked to 
do so, nor has Ng Soon Kai provided 
answers. We therefore conclude that Uno 
may have had some interest in 
Velodrome and benefited in some way 
from the payments. 
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ROESLANI AND THE BAKRIES 

Roeslani and Recapital had strong ties 
with the Bakries, a family of oligarchs 
who controlled the major Indonesian 
coal company Bumi Resources. Roeslani 
had sat on the boards of Bumi Resources’ 
two biggest coal mining subsidiaries.30 
Recapital had also been an investment 
manager for the Bakrie Group, the 
vehicle for the Bakrie family’s business 
empire. Before its acquisition of Berau, 
Recapital had also managed up to 
US$400 million of Bumi Resources’ funds 
and had managed funds from other 
Bakrie companies.31  

Bumi Resources and the Bakries had 
even helped Recapital to take over Berau 
Coal by lending it up to US$300 million, 
which Bumi Resources had itself borrowed 

five days earlier in a loan facility arranged 
via its long-time banker, Credit Suisse.32  

As part of the deal, Bumi Resources 
would get the rights to market coal for 
Berau Coal.33 According to media reports 
at the time, Recapital paid as much as 
US$1.5 billion to acquire Berau Coal, 
most of which was borrowed money.34  

In effect, the interests of Recapital and 
the Bakries were entwined in relation to 
the deal with Rothschild to create Bumi 
plc at the end of 2010 and into 2011, 
which combined parts of both Berau and 
Bumi Resources (as detailed on page 5). 
The United Kingdom’s Takeover Panel 
later chastised Credit Suisse, as the 
Bakries’ financial adviser, and the 
Bakries’ lawyers for failing to correctly 

inform it of the close connections 
between the Bakries and Roeslani in 
relation to their joint interests in 
Recapital’s takeover of Berau (via 
Recapital’s subsidiary Bukit Mutiari).35  

Recapital failed to pay back the loan to 
Bumi Resources, which in 2015 had 
increased in value to US$450 million. 
Bumi Resources wrote this off, reportedly 
on the grounds that “various creditors of 
[the Berau Coal subsidiary] Bukit Mutiara 
have filed for bankruptcy lawsuit [sic].”36  

After the debt write-off Roeslani gets 
new roles with the Bakrie family 

It is striking that Bumi Resources wrote 
off such a huge debt at a time when it 
needed the money, having debts of 
around $4 billion itself.  

Later that same year, Roeslani was given 
a place as a board commissioner at Viva 
Group, a media conglomerate controlled 
by the Bakrie Group, who control Bumi 
Resources.37 Two years later, he became 
Viva Group’s president-commissioner 
(board chairman).38  
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5. THESE PAYMENTS MADE BY 
BERAU COAL HAD ADVERSE 
CONSEQUENCES FOR THE 
COMPANY AND ITS OTHER 
INVESTORS.  

It is normal for investors who own shares in a 
company – as Recapital did in Berau Coal – 
to earn a return on their investment in the 
form of dividends.  

But the payments to Velodrome 
represent something much more 
dubious – huge sums of money paid for 
unclear purposes to an offshore 
company with undisclosed owners.  
 
These payments reduced the amount of 
money that was available to Berau Coal to 
pay dividends to its shareholders, or make 
interest payments to its bondholders and 
banks. 

When the agreement with Velodrome was 
signed in early 2010, Recapital’s owners 
(including Uno) were the only major 
investors in Berau Coal.39 This means that 
the cost of the payments to Velodrome was, 
at first, mainly borne by Recapital itself.  

But by August 2010, ten per cent of Berau 
Coal’s parent company PT Berau Coal Energy 
had been listed on the Jakarta stock 
exchange, which increased to 12 per cent the 
following year. In June 2011, another 84 per 
cent of the parent company was acquired by 
Bumi plc, Nat Rothschild’s joint venture in 
which a number of investors also had stakes 
via the London Stock Exchange.40   

And by the end of 2012, investors had bought 
US$950 million worth of Berau Coal’s bonds.  
In other words, many investors had an 

interest in Berau Coal and its funds, which 
were being drained by the questionable 
payments to Velodrome.41  

6. THESE WERE NOT THE ONLY 
QUESTIONABLE PAYMENTS 
MADE BY BERAU COAL.  

A number of others were made, linked to 
Sandiaga Uno’s business partner Rosan 
Roeslani, which had serious consequences 
for Berau Coal and its other investors.  

The payments to Velodrome from Berau Coal 
were not the only questionable ones.   

There were even larger, questionable 
outflows from Berau Coal during the same 
period.  A number of these were linked to 
Uno’s co-investor, Rosan Roeslani. 

Bumi plc’s investigation into allegations of 
financial irregularities in its Indonesian coal 
operations reported that Berau Coal had 
spent a fortune on transactions which did 
not appear to have a “clear business 
purpose,” whose ultimate beneficiaries were 
unclear, or which Bumi plc challenged on 
other grounds.  

Bumi plc’s annual report sets out the 
transactions identified by the investigation 
and further audits as including payments 
directly linked to Roeslani: 

 US$124 million pledged to banks on 
behalf of third parties “where the 
ultimate beneficiary is not clear.” Bumi 
plc also noted that the “bank involved” 
did not think these pledges, made by 
former directors of Berau, were “in the 
best interests” of that company and that 
it had “secured release of the pledges 
from the bank involved.” Bumi plc had 
also “received advice that at least some 
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of the counterparties may be related to 
Recapital”.42 

 An alleged rise of nearly US$3 million in 
Roeslani’s pay and benefits as chief 
executive which had not been properly 
disclosed.43 

 A US$7 million loan made by Berau to 
Recapital’s subsidiary Bukit Mutiara so 
the latter could pay a tax bill. However, 
this was made with an interest rate 
which was “below the prevailing market 
conditions” (presumably cheaply). The 
“loan agreement was signed on behalf of 
Berau” by Roeslani while he was its chief 
executive.44  
 
Other questionable payments: 
 

 US$10 million supposedly spent on 
mining services for which “the ultimate 
or counterparty or beneficiary is not 
clear.” 

 US$42 million supposedly paid to 
compensate landowners whose land had 
been mined for coal, but for which Bumi 
plc could not satisfy itself there was “a 
proper business purpose for the amounts 
paid.” 

 US$8 million on the construction of 
stockpiles, where it was alleged that 
some of the costs appeared to be 
potentially too high. 

 US$91 million attributed to the cost of 
paying contractors for the construction 
of haulage roads and other projects, but 
for which Bumi plc could not satisfy itself 
there was “a proper business purpose for 
the amounts paid.” 

 US$5 million of “excessive” payments as 
part of the purchase of infrastructure 
companies.45    

One of the transactions that featured in the 
investigation was a decision Berau Coal 

reported it made back in January 2010 – less 
than a month after its takeover by Recapital 
– to invest US$75 million with an obscure 
offshore firm called Chateau Asset 
Management.  

This left a big hole in Berau Coal’s finances. 
Bumi plc went as far as to describe this 
reported investment as “funds 
misappropriated from PT Berau in 2010 and 
allegedly invested in a Cayman Islands 
fund.”46 Roeslani has not made any response 
to this claim. 
 
After the resulting scandal broke, Roeslani 
stood down from his position of chief 
executive at Berau Coal and agreed to 
“transfer, or procure the transfer” of cash or 
assets worth US$173 million to Berau Coal in 
return for Berau Coal agreeing to “waive the 
potential claims they may have against Mr 
Roeslani in respect of payments totaling 
[sic.] $201 million that were made by PT 
Berau during 2011 and 2012 that had no 
clear business purpose.”47  

The money was not paid back on time, 
however, and Bumi plc, now renamed Asia 
Resources Minerals, won an arbitration 
ruling against Roeslani in Singapore in 2014 
which required him to comply with the terms 
of the agreement.48   

Roeslani continued to argue that the 
transactions questioned by Bumi plc were 
for “legitimate business purposes” and tried 
to get the agreement set aside by the 
Singapore court.  

The court turned down his application and 
later issued a worldwide injunction against 
his assets on the basis that it was suspected 
that he was trying to hide some of them, 
including shares in two football clubs, a 
house in the United States and a 
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Luxembourg company which owned two 
French chateaux, rather than using these 
assets to repay Berau Coal.49  

Among other transactions, the Singapore 
court found that Roeslani had transferred his 
stake in Italy’s Inter Milan football club to a 
“close business associate” identified as “Mr 
ET” who had also been a co-owner with 
Roeslani of the DC United football club in the 
United States.  

Mr ET is evidently the Indonesian 
businessman Erick Thohir, who had been 
Roeslani’s co-investor in these two football 
clubs.50 The court judgement does not 
suggest that Thohir had any knowledge that 
Roeslani was trying to hide his assets. Global 
Witness wrote to Thohir for comment on 
these matters, but did not receive a reply.  

The Singapore judge “was not impressed by 
the defendant’s [Roeslani’s] conduct over 
the course of his dealings with [Bumi plc and 
Berau Coal],” as he had failed to keep his 
word, tried to get the agreement dismissed 
on “flimsy” grounds and then tried to 
dispose of some of his assets rather than 
transfer them to Berau Coal.51  

Global Witness asked Roeslani to comment 
on these matters, but he did not reply. Global 
Witness has not been able to establish how 
much, if any, of the money was paid back. 

With global coal prices falling and a big hole 
in its finances, Berau Coal could no longer 
afford to pay its debts. It defaulted on some 
of its bonds52 and was then acquired by an 
Indonesian consortium, Asia Coal Energy.53  

Berau Coal’s bondholders, who had 
lent nearly one billion dollars to the 
company, were still negotiating over 
the repayment of these debts three 

years later.54  Rothschild walked away 
from the fiasco with a damaged 
business reputation and financial 
losses estimated at about US$80 
million.55  

WHAT HAPPENED NEXT? 
As well as continuing to do business with the 
Bakries, a family of oligarchs (see text box on 
page 10) Roeslani became the  head of 
Indonesia’s chamber of commerce and is 
now a member of the re-election team of the 
current president, Joko Widodo (Jokowi), 
tasked with raising money for his 
campaign.56 

As for Sandiaga Uno, he stood down from his 
executive roles in 2015 to go into politics and 
was elected as the deputy governor of 
Jakarta in 2017. In August 2018 he became 
the running mate of Prabowo Subianto, a 
general-turned-oligarch who is Jokowi’s rival 
in the April 2019 elections.57  

So huge sums of money flowed out of Berau 
Coal between 2010 and 2012, weakening the 
company’s finances and contributing to it 
defaulting on its debts. Roeslani’s role in 
these outflows is a matter of public record.  
This briefing outlines why we conclude that 
Sandiaga Uno had a hand in the payments of 
at least US$43 million from Berau Coal to 
Velodrome and he may have secretly and 
personally benefited from them in some way. 

If Uno becomes vice-president of Indonesia, 
he will be one of the most influential people 
in Indonesian politics and could potentially 
become the leader of one of the world’s most 
populous countries.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The more well-known problems with coal 
have led to a global trend to withdraw 
support for it. The move away from funding 
coal is accelerating. In February 2019, the 
Institute for Energy Economics and Financial 
Analysis published research showing that 
global capital is “fleeing the coal sector at an 
alarming rate,” with over one hundred global 
financial institutions exiting coal, and banks, 
insurers or lenders announcing new 
restrictions on average every two weeks.   

Governments too are rejecting coal, with an 
increasing number announcing plans to 
scale it down or phase it out completely. 

Foreign lenders and investors have enabled 
the Indonesian coal industry to keep going, 
despite its well-known association with 
climate change, air pollution, land and water 
damage and other problems.  

The findings in this briefing offer yet another 
potent reason why the Indonesian 
government and international banks and 
investors should shun Indonesia’s Big Coal. 

 

An open-pit coal mine in Jambi, south Sumatra, 
used by AFP to illustrate how Indonesia will 
exceed its coal production target for another 
year ©GOH CHAI HIN/AFP/Getty Images 

 

In particular, Global Witness recommends: 

The parties that form the next Indonesian 
Government in April 2019 should:  

1. Refer all matters raised in this briefing to 
the relevant authorities in Indonesia for 
investigation 

2. Drastically reduce the number of coal-
fired power stations planned in the 
rolling ten-year electricity generation 
plan (RUPTL). This should be reviewed 
and announced as soon as possible and 
implemented in the 2020 update to the 
rolling ten-year plan  

3. Create a comprehensive plan for an 
energy transition away from coal in 
Indonesia, towards renewable energy, in 
line with the Paris Agreement goals that 
the world’s nations have agreed to. 

Private and publicly-owned banks around 
the world should adopt coal policies that: 

1. Exclude project finance for new coal 
mines and coal-fired power plants in 
Indonesia.  

2. Exclude general corporate financing and 
advisory services to Indonesian 
companies that are highly dependent on 
coal power.58  

3. End all their exposure to Indonesian 
companies involved in coal, creating a 
time bound plan to achieve this.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



GLOBAL WITNESS   INDONESIA’S SHIFTING COAL MONEY April 2019 15 

ENDNOTES 
1 There is no generally accepted definition of what a 
“tax haven” is.  In general, the term refers to more than 
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