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There is growing support from diverse land use sectors for the High Carbon Stock (HCS) Approach as a practical, 

effective tool for breaking the link between deforestation and the production of commodities such as palm oil. In 

practice many stakeholders have raised questions about how to integrate the HCS approach with other well 

established tools such as the High Conservation Value (HCV) approach, as well as procedures for ensuring Free, Prior 

and Informed Consent (FPIC) of affected communities. Recognising that each methodology has its own specific 

identity, lens and purpose, a technical workshop convened a small group of experienced practitioners who 

implement these procedures, to build technical consensus around how they could be integrated procedurally in 

cases where all three are required in the same site. 

The specific objectives of the workshop were:  

• To reach a mutual understanding of the term ‘integration’ in this case; 

• To agree on the value of clear procedural guidance for integrating the processes;  

• To identify the overlaps, differences and synergies of each process; and  

• To frame a draft procedure for integrating their principles and methodologies.  

It was also anticipated that the workshop would generate key ideas for a guidance document for integration that will 

be produced before the end of August 2015 and made available for both wider consultation as well as for field 

testing by practitioners over the coming months.  

The workshop was held in Bogor, Indonesia 8-9th May 2015 

under the auspices of the HCS Approach Steering Group. The 

workshop was organized by a small consortium of concerned 

stakeholders that form a working group of the HCS Approach: 

Proforest, Daemeter, Forest Peoples Programme (FPP), The 

Forest Trust (TFT) and Greenpeace. IDH provided financial 

support towards the convening of the workshop and drafting of 

forthcoming guidance. Karen Edwards facilitated the workshop. 

A range of participants attended the workshop from different 

backgrounds including non-government organisations, private 

sector - including oil palm and forestry companies, and 

technical assessors of HCV and HCS. See Annex One for a full list 

of participants. 

 

 

Why was the workshop initiated? 

 

 

The separate processes 
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There was broad consensus in the workshop that integration would not create a new process or methodology. 

Instead, each process/tool should keep its own separate identity, but implementation could be strengthened 

through procedural coordination, consideration of shared objectives and field activities, and the development of a 

single integrated land use plan that protects HCS and HCV while respecting FPIC of affected communities. For 

example, there are clearly steps in each methodology where one tool can inform and strengthen the other, such as 

during survey preparation, data collection and triangulation, community engagement activities such as participatory 

mapping and FPIC, and communicating with external stakeholders for the development and monitoring of an 

integrated land use plan. 

Through rolling these processes out in a more integrated way, it is anticipated that (1) the outcome of an integrated 

land use plan will be higher quality and more broadly accepted than if they had been conducted separately, and (2) it 

will be a more efficient use of time and resources for all stakeholders concerned.  

A strong consensus emerged from the discussion during the workshop that all three methodologies and their 

associated values can converge on the shared objective of achieving biodiversity and forest conservation within land 

use planning and management while safeguarding local livelihoods and respecting rights.  There is a need to 

communicate cohesively around this shared objective, often with the same group of stakeholders. Integration could 

therefore help to communicate messages to stakeholders more clearly, emphasizing our shared objective and 

promoting greater transparency and accountability of companies, assessors and local stakeholders. Integration 

would enable one group to carry out all three assessments in one site, or separate assessors to work together more 

cohesively at the same site. The challenge ahead will be creating 

guidance for how to best sequence the individual steps found in each 

toolkit.  The toolkits used to guide this integration process were: the 

HCS Approach Toolkit (highcarbonstock.org); the Common Guidance 

for HCV Identification (www.hcvnetwork.org/resources) and the 

HCVRN Assessor Licensing Scheme Manual 

(www.hcvnetwork.org/als)and the FPIC guides 

(www.forestpeoples.org/guiding-principles/fpic). In addition 

members of the SPOM HCS Science Study (represented by both 

SPOM private sector members & HCS secretariat) were invited to 

advise and make inputs regarding the forthcoming SPOM HCS 

Science group’s toolkit. 

 

What is meant by the term ‘integration’ and what benefits will come from it? 

 

The sequencing options or integrated approach 

http://highcarbonstock.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/HCS-Approach-Toolkit_Full-version.pdf
https://www.hcvnetwork.org/resources/cg-identification-sep-2014-english
https://www.hcvnetwork.org/als/sites/default/files/documents/a_assessment_manual_english.pdf
http://www.forestpeoples.org/guiding-principles/free-prior-and-informed-consent-fpic
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A possible schematic procedure for integration created during the workshop is shown below, indicating points where 

assessors could share data collection, triangulation and analysis. FPIC is not a methodology per se but a rights-based 

community decision-making process rooted in international human rights principles that must be applied within 

both HCS and HCV. Yet, specific tools are used for community engagement as part of that decision-making, and these 

can be integrated into procedures for combining HCV and HCS. At different points in the HCV and HCS process the 

project proponent and communities will need to make decisions on whether to proceed with the next steps. 

Capacity of companies to conduct FPIC themselves is variable but necessary for quality engagement on a long-term 

basis. Proper respect for FPIC during HCV/HCS can help support this. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How do we move towards integrating the processes? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

INTERSECTIONS IN PROCEDURES STAKEHOLDER DECISION 

Similar to current HCV desk top scoping for 

overall due diligence 

Initial scoping studies (including land tenurial 

survey, rapid biodiversity) first engagement 

with communities to explain process  

and objectives 

Use of data gathered during scoping for HCS 

stratification and planning for full assessment 

Assessments carried out as per plan including 

participatory mapping which may need to be 

phased at different levels of detail. If LIDAR 

available this would be checked for feasibility. 

Data triangulated across the different 

assessments for agreement on key issues and 

consultations with stakeholders 

Joint stakeholder consultations on priorities 

and plan including community land use plan 

Community and wider  

stakeholder consultations 

Development of communication plan for all 

stakeholders on HCS/HCV objectives  

of land use plan 

Joint Monitoring Assessments and Operation 

 of Grievance Mechanism in relation  

to land use plan 

Yes/No by company 

Yes/No by company and 

community, 

Representation of 

community identified 

Yes/No by 

company/consent for 

field assessment by 

community 

Yes/No by company 

Yes/No by company and 

community 

Right to withdraw from 

agreement by 

community 

Due Diligence 

/Pre-Scoping 

Planning and 

preparing for full 

assessment 

Analysis & Report 

Development  

of draft plan 

Community 

agreements and 

land use plan 

Communicating 

the plan 

Adaptive 

management and 

monitoring of 

grievance 

Scoping 

Full field 

assessment 

(HCV/HCS) 

PROPOSED STEPS 
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Ownership of data: it is likely there will be some situations in which companies decide to withdraw from the land 

use planning and development process. Where this happens, and companies have already conducted a number of 

participatory studies or assessments, it needs to be clarified from the outset who owns what data and which data 

will be available for further use by local communities or other stakeholders. 

Applicability of integrated procedures to smallholder situations: the current integrated procedures are of high cost 

and unlikely to be feasible for smaller scale situations, especially smallholders. Further work is required on this to 

identify and tap synergies with work already being done to simplify HCV for smallholders. 

Practical uptake/cost of implementation at the landscape level: there are significant costs and time implications 

linked to an integrated process, despite the clear value attached. Further elaboration of the integrated procedure 

will need to consider a range of contexts and mechanisms to demonstrate time and cost savings, as well as more 

robust long-term outcomes. If this is not worked out, further uptake by companies may be slower than desired.  

Rapid community-based land use planning: A key tool that will be required to enable integration is more effective, 

participatory mapping and planning to accommodate priorities of the communities from whom FPIC is sought. One 

key bottleneck is the length of time required to facilitate a genuine, good quality participatory land use plan, as well 

as having a sufficient number of appropriately trained people. Although there are many guidelines available on 

community land use planning, there is little guidance specifically available for the context of HCS/HCV and there will 

need to be a minimum protocol developed to ensure quality land use plans are developed. This is a high priority. 

Promoting better alignment with governance and legality: Experience has demonstrated that some national 

governments may have their own standards for specific tools within HCS, HCV and FPIC. These may or may not be in 

line with protocol standards, and where they aren’t work is needed to advocate for reform. 

Expanding the stakeholder map on discussing integration of HCS, HCV and FPIC: Discussions on integration to date 

have focused deliberately on technical practitioners, but there will be value in inviting feedback from more private 

sector players, and relevant government and other stakeholders. 

 

 

 

 

What aspects of integration need further elaboration in the guidelines? 
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Based on discussions at the workshop, the Core Working Group will produce draft procedural guidelines for 

integration by the end of August 2015. This will be shared with a wider group of stakeholders for feedback especially 

from HCV, HCS, FPIC practitioners from around the world, notably Africa and Latin America. The guidelines will also 

need to be field tested in a number of sites (still to be determined) over the coming months. Experimentation of 

integrated decision-making processes that accommodate FPIC will be especially important. Results of field testing 

will be discussed at a future meeting in early 2016, which will feed into the development of a formal guidance 

document for HCV-HCS-FPIC integration.  

Thematic Working Group Insights 

Participatory Mapping Protocol for Integration: As participatory mapping is a central tool to HCS, HCV and FPIC a 

practical, minimum standards protocol must be developed based on existing best practice and adapted to 

HCV/HCS. Engagement of women and marginalised groups in the process needs to be reflected in the protocol.  It 

may be that depending on the purpose and data needs, participatory mapping may appear at different stages in 

an integrated process but maximising effectiveness and use of time needs to be considered. Examples of 

information generated through mapping are social structure, tenurial maps, land use, livelihood and cultural 

information. Mapping can be used for early engagement and discussions about community representation in 

future dialogue. It can also be used as part of the land use planning process in forward-looking discussions later 

on in the process. 

Data Overlaps and Sharing Protocol for Integration: There are many overlapping data requirements for HCS and 

HCV. These include a variety of ecological data e.g. biodiversity, ecosystem services, critical ecosystems, and 

threats) of which both biodiversity and threat data is common to both HCV/HCS. They also include spatial data 

e.g. legality, spatial planning, Land use and LUC, soil and slope, tenure and, village boundaries. Shared social data 

requirements include demography, social economy, cultural values, tenure systems, village land use, stakeholder 

mapping, forest/water subsistence, threats and conflicts. Tenure surveys stakeholder mapping are required by 

both HCS/HCV. Emission data including carbon maps, biomass stock and potential emissions are mainly required 

by HCS+ processes, and are not core to HCV or HCS as currently defined. Further consideration needs to be given 

to how to coordinate the siting and survey of field plots and guidance on the minimum required data.  

Creating incentives for management of conservation set aside forest: One of the key challenges to long-term 

conservation is creating incentives for communities, companies and governments to protect forests set aside for 

conservation within planned plantation areas rather than excise them from the final company area. For 

communities, these may include demonstrating there is adequate land for livelihood needs, determining the 

costs and benefits of conservation, opportunities for secure tenure to forest areas and local options for legal 

CBFM and opportunities for enterprise “spin-offs” or trade. Other options could be to pay rent to communities 

for use of their lands and provision of employment in the conservation management of the area. For companies 

the lack of legal recognition around set-asides and lack of certainty around carbon credit schemes are currently a 

disincentive for including the areas. Options for both communities and companies around payment for 

environmental services must be explored and trialed, using approaches tailored to local context. As far as 

government players are concerned, incentives could exist around fulfilling emission reduction targets and 

clarifying legal rights to land. There may also be opportunities to secure further investment from development 

partners such as donors with shared objectives. 

Influencing Change in Government Regulations (Indonesia): Particularly within Indonesia government regulation 

has proved challenging for catalyzing forest conservation efforts within the HCV/HCS framework. More focus is 

needed to engage government in the HCV and HCS discussions such as the Indonesian Palm Oil Pledge (IPOP), 

Sustainable Palm Oil Initiative (SPOI) and the Indonesian Wood Producers Association (APHI). There are also 

opportunities to work within the existing regulatory framework, e.g.  by coordinating EIA (AMDAL with HCV/HCS 

to align recommendations will create stronger legal basis for conservation, and possibly stimulate reform. 

What happens next? 
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No Organisation Name E-mail 

1 APP Aida Greenbury / Iwan Setiawan aidaputri@gmail.com 

2 Ate Marie 
Group Ltd 

Alex Thorp alex.thorp@ata-marie.co.id 
 

3 Cargill Yunita Widiastuti Yunita_Widiastuti@cargill.com 

4 Daemeter Gary Paoli gary.paoli@daemeter.org 

5 Daemeter Neil Franklin neil.franklin@daemeter.org 

6 Fauna & Flora 
International 

Joseph Hutabarat Joseph.Hutabarat@fauna-flora.org 

7 Forest Peoples 
Programme 

Marcus Colchester marcus@forestpeoples.org 
 

8 Greenpeace Grant Rosoman grosoman@greenpeace.org 

9 Greenpeace Achmad Saleh  

10 HCS Science 
Study 

Tan Yee Pheng 
 

tan.yee.pheng@simedarby.com 
 

11 HCS Science 
Study 

Dr Philippa Atkinson p-atkinson@msn.com 
 

12 HCV RN Paulina Villalpando secretariat@hcvnetwork.org 

13 HCVNI Kresno Santosa ksantosa_68@yahoo.com 

14 Helikonia Rikke Netterstrom rikke@helikonia.com.my 

15 IDH Aris Wanjaya wanjaya@idhsustainabletrade.com 

16 Musim Mas Dr. Gan Lian Tiong liantiong.gan@musimmas.com 

17 Musim Mas Budi Tri Prasetia budi.tp@indbss.com 

18 Outspan 
Malaysia Sdn 
Bhd 

Audrey Lee Mei Fong 
 
 

audrey.lee@olamnet.com 
 

19 ProForest David Hoyle david@proforest.net 

20 PT SMART, Tbk Vijayakumaran Vijaya.kumaran@sinarmas-agri.com 

21 PT SMART, Tbk Imanuddin imanuddin@sinarmas-agri.com 

22 Rainforest 
Action Network 

William Barclay 
 

bbarclay@ran.org 

23 Rainforest 
Alliance 

Steve Krecik skrecik@ra.org 
 

24 Remark Asia Dwi R. Muhtaman dwi.muhtaman@re-markasia.com 

25 RSPO Oi Soo Chin soochin.oi@rspo.org 

26 RSPO Melissa Chin melissa.chin@rspo.org 

27 Sawit Watch Carlo Nainggolan carlo@sawitwatch.or.id 

28 Sime Darby Dr Simon Lord slord@nbpol.com.sg 

29 TFT  Michael Pescott m.pescott@tft-earth.org 

30 TFT Indonesia Amrullah amrullah@tft-earth.org 

31 TFT Indonesia Agung Wiyono a.wiyono@tft-forests.org 

32 World 
Resources 
Institute 

Anne Rosenbarger Arosenbarger@wri.org 
 

33 (Facilitator) Karen Edwards kedwds@me.com 

34 (Graphic 
recorder) 

Imawan Santosa imawanto4@gmail.com 

35 (Note taker) Amelia (Daemeter)  

Annex One: List of participants 

mailto:Yunita_Widiastuti@cargill.com
mailto:p-atkinson@msn.com
mailto:wanjaya@idhsustainabletrade.com
mailto:liantiong.gan@musimmas.com
mailto:Vijaya.kumaran@sinarmas-agri.com
mailto:imanuddin@sinarmas-agri.com
mailto:bbarclay@ran.org
mailto:carlo@sawitwatch.or.id
mailto:slord@nbpol.com.sg
mailto:m.pescott@tft-earth.org
mailto:amrullah@tft-earth.org
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Workshop Objectives: 

By the end of the workshop participants will: 

• Have reached a mutual understanding on “integration” and the value of clear procedural guidance for 

integrating the methodologies from HCS, HCV and FPIC tools;  

• Have identified the overlaps, differences and synergies in the methodologies that require integration; 

• Have designed a logical flow for a proposed draft procedure that integrates the methodologies taking into 

account synergy and reducing overlap;  

• Have mapped further effort needed to develop a draft guidance document for practitioners on how to 

integrate the procedures before the end of August 2015. 

Key Outputs: 

There will be two main outputs from this workshop: 

1. A draft procedure for integrating the current methodologies on HCS, HCV and FPIC1.  

An action plan for developing a guidance document for practitioners on integration of HCS, HCV and FPIC 

so that they could be used simultaneously in the same site. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 A single draft procedure that integrates the methodologies but maintains the identity of the three tools 

Annex Two 
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 Day 1 (May 8th) Day 2 (May 9th) 

9.00 - 

10.30 

Setting the scene and 

introductions/expectations 

Objectives:  

• To agree the workshop objectives and 

for participants to share their own 

expectations from the process.  

• To agree a shared understanding of 

what is meant by “integration” in this 

case and its potential value for 

stakeholders.  

Practical Experiences on Integration  (3-4 

short case study presentations followed by 

group reflection on key lessons) 

Objective: 

• To stimulate and draw on how different 

groups have been handling the challenges of 

integration in practice and identify key 

lessons to assist when refining integrated 

procedure further 

11.00 - 

12.30 

Defining and unpacking HCS, HCV and 

FPIC 

(Four focused 10 mins presentations 

highlighting the presenter’s view of 

the key practice steps, followed by 

group discussions). 

Objective:  

• To provide an overview of each “tool” 

and to identify and agree the key 

practical methodological steps for each 

tool (HCS, HCV, FPIC). 

Distilling levels of consensus and refining 

draft integrated procedure 

Objective:  

• To provide an overview of consensus from 

previous day and identify areas which need 

further consensus building and technical 

integration including building on lessons 

from practice identified in session 1 Day 2. 

1.30 - 

3.00 

Designing a “First Draft” Integrated 

Procedure 

Objective:  

• To provide an opportunity for all 

participants to unpack the different 

practice steps and align them where 

there is synergy, overlap or difference 

into one procedure. 

Refining draft integrated procedure  

(continued) 

 

3.30 - 

5.00 

Sharing Integrated Procedure Outputs 

and Wrap up 

Objective:  

• To provide space for participants to 

share the outputs of their discussions 

and raise questions for discussions the 

next day. This would include some 

general reflection on level of consensus 

and identification of what needs further 

discussion the next day. 

Next Steps 

Objective: 

• To agree on areas of priority for further 

effort and to prepare an action plan for the 

development of a guidance document for 

practitioners before the end of August 2015 

5.00 Workshop Close  
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For more information please contact: 

© Imawan Santosa 

HCS Approach Secretariat:  info@highcarbonstock.org 

Proforest -David Hoyle: david@proforest.net 

Daemeter – Gary Paoli: gary.paoli@daemeter.org 


