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Dear peer reviewers:
Thank you for agreeing to review this HCS study. As you know, we are asking you to do a desk review of the material provided and to highlight
any concerns you have about the land cover classification, land-use planning, or consultation processes. We have invited you as an expert in
your field, and hope that you will bring your own experience and knowledge to this review to help the company improve its study. We are not
asking you to provide a pass/fail decision, just to give your honest opinion and suggestions for changes to the company’s plans or activities to
ensure that the HCS Approach methodology is implemented correctly. Please refer to the latest HCSA Toolkit as reference.
Some of the issues raised in the review may be complicated and long-standing, especially those related to land tenure and historical conflict
with communities. It is not within the scope of the review for you to do hours of research and determine who is at fault, or to examine
stakeholder activities outside of the particular concession or plantation which is the subject of the review. Rather we ask that you call
attention to topics that need further research or more information from the company, to improve community relations in the future or to
reassure external stakeholders that the intent of the HCS Approach is being followed.

Background information to be provided by the HCSA Secretariat:
a) Did a Registered Practitioner Organisation lead the HCS assessment? If not, has the organisation which led the assessment started the process
of registration?
Yes.
b) Was the HCS Team Leader a Registered Practitioner?
Yes. Ryan Karida Pratama leads the Registered Practitioner.
c) Were at least two (2) HCS team members Registered Practitioners?
Yes. Ryan Karida Pratama and Dian Pratiwi.
d) Was the HCV assessment judged ‘satisfactory’ (highest rating) by the HCV Resource Network (HCVRN) Assessor Licensing Scheme (ALS)?
(See https://www.hcvnetwork.org/als/public-summaries).
Not applicable. Assessment prior to Jan 2015.
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Questions for peer reviewers
(Peer Review Panel: Jules Crawshaw )
The estimated time to complete each section is noted in parentheses.

1.

Peer Review Summary (2 hours, Lead Reviewer)

1.1. What are the major findings and recommendations from the peer review?
Please refer to the peer review results in this report.
Finding:
The reviewer believes that the HCS study has been done well. However, it suffers from a lack of adequate write up and supporting documentation. This is
particularly evident in the social write up. There needs to be a number of documents provided to support the social write up. Particularly these are
relevant company SOPs (e.g. FPIC and Land acquisition), documentation and spatial data of the participatory mapping, FPIC, Land Tenure study. If this
information had been provided, the social write up would be adequate. As it currently stands, the social write-up does not provide sufficient information.
The HCV assessment provided is a very “old style” HCV assessment and it lacks the level of detail around the documentation of the mapping of the HCVs
that is now required. Additionally, it does not cover the block out to the east of the assessment area. An HCV assessment will be required over the
eastern block in order to complete the HCS assessment,
The reviewer does not believe that the land cover map is particularly accurate. This concern is based on analysis of the satellite image and the
classification of the HCS plots. The land cover map is a key data set for the HCS study and the assessor and reviewer must be convinced that it is accurate.
Furthermore it does not take into account forests outside the concession (within the 1 km buffer).
Reviewers Recommendation:
All recommendations are made in subsequent sections.

1.2.

Did the HCS assessment team include or have adequate access to relevant expertise to undertake the HCS assessment?
Please refer to Section 2 of the Summary Report.
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Finding:
From the short biographies provided, the HCS team sounded like a skilled set of individuals. However, the short biographies do not state whether they
have had the training that is required by HCSA to conduct an assessment. Additional biographies have subsequently been provided which shows that the
team has the required level of training.
Reviewers Recommendation: The document of the short biographies should be added as an annex to the main HCS report and referred to in section 2.1
(HCS report).

1.3.

What elements of the HCS Approach still need to be completed in order to create a final land use and conservation plan? Are there aspects which
you feel need to be re-done?
Please review Section 10 of the Summary Report and the peer review results in this report.
Finding:
As mentioned below the land cover classification needs to be redone (or improved) and the patch analysis redone based on the revised land cover.
Reviewers Recommendation:
Improve the land cover classification. This should be done based on the data from the HCS plots, however, this could be strengthened by doing a simple
ground truthing exercise. Whilst in the resubmission an updated land cover has been provided it suffers from the following issues :
- it does not follow the ground-truthing of the HCS plots
- it has major topological errors (many gaps within the shapefile).
- it has not been used for reanalysing the patch analysis. As such, the patch analysis and the land cover are inconsistent.
These issues will have to be addressed.
It is recommended to repeat the HCV assessment and it will be required to do an HCV assessment over the eastern block
Regarding the social requirements, it needs to be stated that the land acquisition process took place 27 years ago. Work done with the local communities
relating to FPIC after PT DIL has been acquired by SIPEF needs to be provided in the summary report.
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2.

Social Issues (4 hours)

Please review Section 3 of the Summary Report and please also look at the full HCV report (Section 4) for how HCVs 5 and 6 were assessed.
The HCSA Toolkit provides more information on the expected quality of community consultation and FPIC procedures.

2.1.

Does the summary provided in Section 3.1 adequately represent and explain the community engagement, FPIC processes, and participatory
mapping activities carried out?

Finding:
Section 3.1 does mention community engagement, FPIC processes and participatory mapping activities. However, the description about who was
engaged, which villages and exactly what was discussed is lacks the specific information required to review the assessment. Furthermore gambar 6 is
illegible.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. If the company has community engagement, FPIC processes and participatory mapping reports, these should be included in the data package for the
reviewer. If such reports are not available this section needs to be strengthened. At a minimum adding objectives, methods and results sections. This
should focus on providing specific information; for example :
- a chronology of the engagements with the community, describing the nature of the engagement and the outcome.
- list all the communities that were involved in the participatory mapping. Of particular importance is ensuring inclusiveness; i.e. ensuring all the segments
of the community were involved in decision making.
- the results should show community forests that have been set aside from development and agricultural land that is necessary for the community to
ensure food security (and as such reserved from development).
- reference made to relevant SOPs (e.g. FPIC and Land acquisition) with a description of their contents and how the company ensured these SOPs were
correctly implemented.
- many layers of information are mentioned in section 3 of the report. It is probably impractical to map them all, however providing shapefiles would be
helpful, along with a description of how this information fed into the HCS process.
- provide a description of the status of FPIC currently and next steps required.
Note that there is a lot of information about the Social Requirements of HCSA in Section B of Module 2 of the toolkit.
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Additional information has subsequently been provided. The reviewer accepts that records regarding social engagement prior to
purchase have probably been lost. However, a chronology of social engagements post purchase (2017) can still be provided. The company has provided
records of CSR activities which is one element of FPIC. But even the CSR SOP doesn’t describe how applications for assistance are vetted to ensure that
they are consistent with the goals of the company’s community engagement.
No further information has been provided on the participatory mapping, so the recommendations above still stand.
It is only after the reviewer has read the SIA that the reviewer realised that there is a Kredit Koperasi Primer untuk Anggota (KKPA) scheme active in this
plantation. This definitely needs to be described in section 3.1 of the report as this is a major form of community engagement.
All the additional information should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.

2.2.

Has a tenure study been completed and has it been vetted by independent social experts?

Finding:
In pg 31 of HCSA Module 2 it is stated “The developer will engage with the local communities to carry out a land tenure assessment to understand how
they own, control and manage their lands based on literature, government data sets, and interviews with community representatives, both men and
women. The assessment should clarify, in particular, which institutions have authority over lands, and who controls how lands are acquired, inherited and
transferred.”
From the description provided by the company, it does not appear a “specific” land tenure assessment was undertaken, however many of the
requirements of the assessment were undertaken in the process of community engagement.
It does not appear that this land tenure study was vetted by independent social experts.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Consistent with the HCSA social requirements a land tenure study will have to be produced. From the description provided, most of the data has been
gathered but a report will have to be produced.
2. Have the tenure study vetted by an independent social expert.
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Module 2 of the HCSA Toolkit states “The developer will engage with the local communities to carry out a land tenure
assessment to understand how they own, control and manage their lands based on literature, government data sets, and interviews with community
representatives, both men and women. The assessment should clarify, in particular, which institutions have authority over lands, and who controls how
lands are acquired, inherited and transferred.
Before developers can start acquiring land, they must also understand who already has rights to which land as owners and users, including those with
statutory rights, those with customary rights and those with informal rights.”
The acquisition process at PT DIL was undertaken a long time ago so it is unreasonable to expect the company to undertake a tenure study. The
documentation of the Tali asih process meets the requirements of the second paragraph quoted above (regarding recognition of the rights of land
owners).
All the additional information, particularly relating to how the rights of land owners were handled with the tali asih process should be reflected in an
updated Summary Report.

2.3.

Is there a participatory land use map and does it contain the key components of community land use including the minimum requirement of 0.5 ha
per person for future garden areas?

Finding:
The only map that has been provided to the reviewer is gambar 6. This map is not legible. Nevertheless the description does mention “(1) Mengetahui
letak izin HGU lokasi secara tepat dan membuang kekhawatiran yang terpendam akan diambil alihnya lahan dalam rompok-rompok masyarakat dan tanah
ulayat desa, (2) Mengetahui areal penting yang masih dimanfaatkan masyarakat yang akan dialokasikan sebagai areal konservasi (HCV area), (3) Kajian
ulang dari laporan yang ada di PT DIL mengenai Sepadan sungai juga akan di jadikan areal konsevasi, (4) Mengetahui prediksi luasan izin HGU PT DIL di
lokasi di masing-masing desa, luasan serta alokasi plasma, (5) Mengetahui kegiatan nyata yang akan dilakukan oleh PT Dendymarker Indah Lestari
kedepan.” So the PM does capture HCV areas, however there is no description of mapping the areas the community uses for agriculture nor is there any
analysis that these areas meet the HCSA food security requirement. Another element that will have to be strengthened is information on community land
rights.( See pg 31-32 Module 2 HCSA TK). In step 3, it is mentioned that this data has been collected, but there is data presented in order to review the
output.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. All the data has to be presented regarding food security (this is best done in the form of shapefiles rather than maps) along with an analysis against the
7

0.5 ha per person HCSA metric.
2. Similar to point 1, information has to be presented on community land rights. Particularly the areas that will be precluded from development.
Most of the HCSA methodologies relate to new developments, whereas in PT DIL the company is retro-fitting HCSA to an existing plantation. The land
acquisition took place 27 years ago.
The following points should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.
-There was no mention of any food security crisis in the social reports (e.g. Daemeter SIA).
-It is too late to set aside land from development for community agriculture because the land acquisition has been undertaken 27 years ago.

2.4.

Is there a record of consultation with affected communities and FPIC processes on the proposed development, the HCS Approach and
issues/concerns they raised? Did the community nominate their own representatives?

Finding:
There is mention of “key stakeholders” and a “team desa”, who were involved in the PM, however there is no mention of the HCSA requirement to ensure
inclusiveness “Developers agree procedures to allow all sections of the community to have a voice and be included in wider discussions, including women,
youth and vulnerable groups.” (pg 30 HCSA TK mod 2). So when the company is consulting with the community they must first ensure the consultation is
inclusive. Additionally, they must ensure the method of engagement is agreed upon by both the company and the community. These processes may have
taken place, but are not mentioned in the text.
Regarding record of consultation, there are 4 steps described, which are a summary of the processes that were undertaken. However, there needs to be a
company FPIC SOP presented, which is consistent with the requirements of HCSA. From there the minutes of meetings and attendance lists for each of the
consultations must be provided.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Document how the company ensured that the consultation was inclusive (particularly how they nominated their own representatives).
2. Document how the company and the community agreed upon the process of engagement.
3. Present in a separate report the company’s FPIC SOP and minutes of meetings with all affected communities, along with attendance lists.
The company has provided an SIA undertaken by Daemeter which appears to be reasonably thorough. There is a section on methodology within this
report. It states that the in-depth discussion were only done with the community leaders. In the focus group discussions, it does not actually state how
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the company ensured inclusiveness. The reviewer believes that points 1 and 2 above have been done by Daemeter, it requires
additional detail added to the report to explain these points more clearly.
Regarding point 3, the SOP for New Development has been added. New Development is a particular point in time (which has a beginning and an end),
whereas FPIC is a continual process. So New Development is only a subset of the FPIC requirements. It is recommended that the company go through the
HCSA social requirements in detail and develop an FPIC SOP (which subsumes the New Development SOP), this SOP must ensure that all the HCSA FPIC
requirements are captured in the FPIC SOP.
All the additional information should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.

2.5.

Were their views addressed and reflected in the plans and implementation of the plantation? Is there specific reference to the customary owners
being made aware that they can say no to the development and they have the right to independent legal representation with regard to their
agreements before they sign (to meet the ‘prior informed’ test)?

Finding:
Currently, the way that section 3 of the summary report reads, it appears that the company is informing the community of the company’s development
plans. There is no information provided about how the communities’ views are reflected in the implementation of the plantation.
Similarly, there is no specific reference to the community being made aware that they can say no to development, nor is there mention that the
communities have the right to independent legal representation.
Reviewers Recommendation:
The company should provide the FPIC SOP which should clearly state that the community has the right to say no to development at any stage as well as
that mention the communities having the right to independent legal representation. Ideally mention of this right to say no will have to be documented in
minutes of meetings. Similarly the recommendation to the community to seek independent legal representation will have to be made to the community.
There are various NGOs that can assist communities with legal representation. Any legal assistance provided by the company could be viewed as a conflict
of interest.
Subsequent information has been provided in the form of the new development SOP. The relevant section is as follows :
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This could be made clearer, for example, that the company cannot use force or coerce the landowners. Furthermore, there is no mention of suggesting
that the community get legal representation. It is recommended that PT DIL do a gap analysis between the requirements of HCSA and the company’s
current SOPs. The SOPs will have to be made to be consistent with the very many requirements of HCSA.
All the additional information should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.

2.6.

What recommendations do you have for any improvements regarding community consultation and negotiation of Free, Prior and Informed
Consent?

Finding:
The summary report is basically too summarised. It needs to refer to documentation that should be provided in separate reports e.g. FPIC SOPs, Land
Tenure study, minutes of meetings, attendance lists. Without this underlying data the reviewer has no evidence to verify the statements made in the
summary report.
Reviewers Recommendation:
Add the reports and additional data which is mentioned in 2.1 – 2.5 of this review.
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The company has provided a lot of additional data. However, the Social Requirements of HCSA are extremely exacting. The
additional information is a step in the right direction, but it still does not meet the HCSA Social Requirements.
The company needs to go through the Social Requirements of HCSA which have been recently released (HCSA Module 2 Part B 27/3/2020) and ensure all
their procedures are consistent with the Social Requirements.
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3.

Ecological and Conservation Values (4 hours)

3.1.

Does the summary provided in Section 4.1 of the Summary Report adequately represent the findings of the HCV study?

Finding:
The information provided in this report adequately represents the main findings of the HCV report. It lists the HCVs that are present and provides a table
of the areas of the HCVs. A map of the locations of the HCVs is also presented.
There is also information provided to support the main findings of the HCV report (e.g. RTE species that are present).
Reviewers Recommendation:
No recommendation

3.2.

If the HCV assessment was not judged satisfactory (highest rating) by the ALS scheme of the HCVRN (as noted in the introductory information from
the HCS Secretariat – please see page one of this document), please do a cursory review of the HCV report as it relates to HCVs 1-4. Do you have
any general comments on the quality of the site description, the analysis of the landscape and national or regional context, or the methods used to
undertake the HCV study? Were the determinations of the absence/presence and extent of HCVs 1-4 well-justified? Are the HCV management and
monitoring maps accurate?
The HCV Report can be found in the SharePoint.
Finding:
The report pre-dated the ALS, so it has not been reviewed by the ALS.
Additionally, the HCV report does not cover the block to the east. Therefore, an HCV assessment will have to be done on the eastern block in order to
complete the HCS assessment. The HCV assessment is 7 years old and is an “old style” HCV assessment that it lacks the level of detail around the
documentation of the mapping of the HCVs that is now required.
Site Description
An adequate description of the site has been provided. This included :
- maps of the location of the site within Sumatra.
12

- a history of the licensing of the concession and discussion of the company’s activities within the concession.
Wider Landscape Context
This section has largely relied on secondary data and presents legal, social, geographic and biodiversity related information. This gives a good overall
context to the area.
No extent of the wider landscape is provided and in some maps only data is provided within the concession.
Methods – this section of the HCV is extremely general and most of the text could be added to any HCV report. Much of it is taken from the Indonesia
Toolkit.
Additionally the final consultation where the “Hasil identifikasi NKT” were presented was done the day after the field work. This leaves no time for
processing and analysing the data and making maps in order to present to the stakeholders. Clearly it is far too late to go back and present the actual
results of the survey.
HCVs 1-4 – all the maps of the individual HCVs are not provided. Without these maps this section cannot be reviewed. Clearly one of the major threats to
these HCVs is fire. This is listed as a threat in the report, however, there are no management and monitoring activities relating to fire.
All the M&M are extremely general, there are no particular areas of focus that a Sustainability Manager could pick up on. For example there are no
specific areas where rehabilitation is recommended or management of water tables relating to peat drainage.
Reviewers Recommendation:
The HCV report was written in 2013, so it is impractical to make recommendations for improvement of this report at such a late stage. In the reviewer’s
opinion , it would be prudent to completely repeat the HCV assessment.
Site Description
In then south of the concession, it appears there is a boundary overlap with a neighbouring plantation. Details of this situation should be provided.
Wider Landscape
Define the extent of the wider landscape along with a justification for the extent.
Present all the maps using the same extent and present data across the wider landscape (not just in the concession).
Methods
– the HCV field survey only involved 4 field days, which for a concession of 17,793 ha is not sufficient.
- table 2 presents the locations of where the surveys actually took place. Firstly providing a grid reference is difficult to interpret. The location on the map
would be much easier to interpret. Secondly, there were only 3 flora and fauna survey points, which is not sufficient. It is recommended that more survey
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points are added to strengthen the biodiversity data, also the location of the survey points are presented on a map.
- table 2 lists eleven social survey locations. However, there is no village map presented in this section in order for the reviewer to check that all villages
have been surveyed. Please present a village map.
- regarding the social survey - there are 11 villages, which were surveyed in 4 days, which is not much time per village. Additionally there is no information
provided about what information was collected in each village and how this information was verified. Information about the data that was collected and
verification techniques must be added.
HCV 1-4 – please provide the individual HCV maps.
- strengthen the M&M recommendations by making them a lot more specific (e.g. are there specific indicator species that could be more easily
monitored).
- Include M&M recommendations relating to fire prevention.
The reviewer accepts that in recent years the requirements (and quality) of HCV reports have increased dramatically. However, an HCV report is still
required over all of the assessment area.
All the updated information should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.

3.3.

Please review Section 9.2 of the Summary Report. Was the methodology used for the Pre-RBA and the Rapid Biodiversity Assessments (if any)
satisfactory? Did the RBA(s) reveal any significant biodiversity values that should have been captured in either the HCV assessment but were not,
or warrant protection?
Note that this is a check of procedures, not outcomes. The HCSA Toolkit provides more information on the expected quality of the RBA and the Pre-RBA.
Finding:
This section cannot be reviewed because the wrong file has been share in the “Forest Patch Analysis” shapefile section and the write up gives no detail of
MPP (which would potentially need a RBA).
Reviewers Recommendation:
Please share the shapefile of the Patch analysis – currently it is just the plot location file.
The patch analysis shapefile has been shared :
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All the MPP that are not connected to HPP require a risk assessment. However, only a few of the patches have had a risk assessment. The
recommendation is to fill out the “risk_assess” field properly. It is assumed where the risk assessment field is blank, these are “low risk.” In which case
they would be “Indicative conserve.” It is recommended that a short report be produced that steps the reviewer through the PADT on a step by step basis.
All the updated information should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.

3.4.

Are the forest conservation management and monitoring activities outlined in Section 10.3 adequate? Do they take into account forests and
protected areas outside the concession?
Finding:
In this section there is only a description of “Next Steps”. There is mention that the company will have to socialise the location of the HCV / HCS areas with
the community. However this raises the point, given that most of the conservation area has a landcover of mixed rubber, about how the company has
dealt with these areas. For example, has the company paid ganti rugi to the community for this land? If it is still owned by the community, information
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must be provided about how the company has agreed with the community to implement the company’s conservation agenda on
land owned by the community.
No patch analysis shapefile has been provided. However from the landcover shapefile provided, there was no classification of landcover done outside the
concession. The HCSA requires a 1 km buffer to be mapped and the patch analysis to be done on this dataset. Gambar 22 does not include forests outside
the concession that link with forests within the concession. From the image provided below it can be seen that forests extend outside the concession and
must be taken into account in the patch analysis and subsequent M&M.
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Snapshot of the satellite image with the forest patches highlighted in blue (from the landcover shapefile). This shows that forest extends beyond the
concession boundaries.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Provide information about the current management and monitoring activities.
2. Given the importance of the community as stakeholders in management of this area. Provide information about the involvement of the community in
conservation management of this land.
3. Extend the mapping of the landcover for 1 km beyond the boundaries of the concession and repeat the patch analysis. From here M&M
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recommendations should be made for the areas outside the boundaries also.
4. Present information on protected areas in this landscape e.g. river buffers.
The HCV Management and Monitoring activities from the HCV have been made available, though there is no information about participatory management
and monitoring (as required in the HCS Social requirements). Additionally there is no information provided about management and monitoring activities
beyond the concession boundaries (the HCV areas are only mapped within the concession). Management and monitoring activities should be extended
into the wider landscape (as required by HCS).
A shapefile of the patch analysis has been provided that extends the mapping 5 km beyond the boundaries. This is as required.
The HCV shapefile stops at the concession boundary. The toolkit requires HCVs within the wider landscape that connect to the concession to be mapped
(e.g. rivers). However, a new directive from the HCVRN has extended this to ALL HCVs within the wider landscape must now be mapped.
A summary of the updated information should be added to the summary report.
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Image Analysis (6 hours, including land use planning/Decision Tree Section 6 below)
3.5. Please review Section 6.1 of the Summary Report. Was the Area of Interest correctly identified?
The HCSA Toolkit explains how the AOI should be identified.
Finding:
The table on pg 15 of module 5 of the HCSA TK requires the minimum distance for consideration of landscape connectivity to be 5 km. In section 6.1 of the
report, gambar 8 identifies a 5 km buffer. Therefore, the AOI has been correctly identified.
Reviewers Recommendation:
No recommendations

3.6. Please review Section 6.2 of the Summary Report. Were the images used of adequate quality, including resolution and date?
The HCSA Toolkit describes the expected quality of the images.
Finding:
The HCSA TK specifies that “Images must be no older than 12 months and have a minimum spatial resolution of 10 m”. Sentinel with a resolution of 10 m
has been used, it is dated 17/11/2018 (the report is dated July 2019). Therefore the imagery fulfils the criteria.
Reviewers Recommendation:
No recommendations

3.7.

Please do a quality check using the images provided in 6.3. Was the initial vegetation classification done properly? Do the land cover areas in the
tables in Section 6 look reasonable? Are there any obvious errors in classification?

The HCSA Toolkit provides more information regarding the expected quality of the image analysis.
Finding:
There are some problems with the classification, these include :
- roads are inconsistently classified. Sometimes they are classified as OP, open land or scrub. There should be some consistency.
- there are areas classified as “cloud” or “tidak terklasifikasi” – all areas must have a valid landcover classification.
- the classification must extend at least 1 km beyond the concession boundaries (The table on pg 15 of module 5 of the HCSA TK). Currently it is clipped to
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the boundary.
Much of the classification does not appear to make sense and does not seem consistent with the image. For example the block in the east. There are a lot
of spots of oil palm right in the middle of the forest – this doesn’t make sense. Also, the shape of the landcover classification does not seem consistent
with the image (see example maps below). These problems seem to be throughout the landcover shapefile
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Consistently classify roads. Maybe use the road shapefile and buffer a distance from the road centreline.
2. Classify all areas with a valid landcover classification.
3. Extend the classification to 1 km beyond the boundary of the concession.
4. Revise and correct the landcover classification.
5. Provide ground truthing data.
There are major problems with the land cover classification – of real concern are the holes in the land cover layer. But the roads are inconsistently
classified (e.g. a road can be classified as open land, shrub or oil palm)
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The image below of an area of oil palm shows that the land cover classification requires a lot of improvement (e.g. areas in the middle of a field of oil palm
classified as settlement)

Additionally, there are problems with the attribution; for example oil palm is attributed as “Oil Palm”, “Oil palm” and “Palm Oil”. Also forest areas are
classified as HDF, “LDF”, “ LDF”, YRF and secondary forest – what is the difference between secondary forest and LDF?
Based on the plot data (red points) there has been no attempt to align the land cover classification with the field observations.
22
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Below is an example of the results of a topology check – the red areas show gaps between polygons in the landcover.

The reviewer recommends that the whole landcover classification exercise is repeated. All the updated information should be reflected in an updated
Summary Report.
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Figure 1. From the block in the east – there are areas of oil palm right in the middle of the forest – this doesn’t make sense.

25

Figure 2. This is from the block in the east. The line work does not seem consistent with the image, areas that appear the same are classified differently and vice versa
areas that look different are classified the same.
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4.

Forest Inventory (4 hours)

4.1.

Please review Sections 7.1 and 7.2 of the Summary Report. Were the sample plots selected, set up, and measured properly? Please check the
inventory plot layout for adequacy.

The HCSA Toolkit describes the expected quality of the forest inventory process.
Finding:
The description of how the plots were set up and measured follows the guidance provided in the HCSA TK. The geographic spread of the plots seems to
have missed the large area of forest in the eastern block.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. The company should provide an explanation about why no plots were measured in the eastern block. Otherwise plots should be measured there, as it is
quite a separate geographic location from the other plots. The consultant has stated that there were enough representative plots in the western block.
The reviewer does not accept this. The eastern block should also have been surveyed in order to ground truth the land cover and to check the soil type in
this area (as no soil data has been provided for the eastern block).
All the updated information should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.

4.2.

Please review Section 7.3 of the Summary Report. Was the forest inventory team qualified?
The HCSA Toolkit describes the expected qualifications of the forestry team.
Finding:
Page 8 of the HCSA TK Module 4 states that the “The assessment team needs to be led by an HCVRN licensed assessor and must include an assessor
trained in the HCS Approach.” No information has been provided about the assessment teams qualifications in terms of training in the HCS approach.
Additionally the following document (http://highcarbonstock.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/HCSA-Quality-Review-Process-Document-Final180518.pdf) states
“Team leader: Must from a Registered HCS Approach Practitioner Organisation and have attended a HCS Approach Practitioner Training.” and “Land cover
image analysis and GIS experts: At least one member of the land cover image specialists on the team must be from a Registered HCS Approach Practitioner
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Organisation, and have attended a HCS Approach Practitioner Training. It is preferred that image analysts have at least a tertiary
level qualification in GIS and at least two years of experience, including forest field measurement. The team must have expertise in mapping software in
order to be able to go through the Decision Tree and create the final land use map.”
Reviewers Recommendation:
Provide information on the training of the assessors.
Information has been provided that all assessors are appropriately trained. This should be stated in the summary report with an annex with the assessors’
biographies included.

4.3.

Please review Section 7.4 of the Summary Report. Was the allometric chosen adequate?
The HCSA Toolkit provides more guidance on choosing an allometric equation.
Finding:
The version 2 of the HCSA TK does not provide any guidance on allometrics. Version 1 of the HCSA TK recommends Chave. The reviewer is not familiar
with Katterings et al.(2001). However, the company states that it has been compared with Chave and there is no significant difference (“Hasil penelitian
ICRAF menyatakan bahwa rumus Katterings, Chave, Brown dan Basuki memberikan nilai simpanan karbon yang tidak berbeda nyata sampai batas
diameter 100 cm.”)
Reviewers Recommendation:
No recommendation

4.4.

Please review Sections 7.5, 7.6, 7.7 and 7.8 of the Summary Report, and do a cursory review of the forestry data and statistical analysis. Are there
any obvious errors in the raw forestry data? Are there any flags where a result does not seem consistent with your rough interpretation of the land
cover image? Do the final carbon classes seem accurate given what is known about other forests in the region?
The HCSA Toolkit provides more guidance on what statistical analysis should be used.
Finding:
The forestry plot data has been provided. All trees have been identified only with local names and all densities have been assigned as 0.55 t/m3. No effort
has been made to assign densities based on the wood density database
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The tables showing the carbon stocks (table 10) show that the carbon stocks are consistent with what the assessor would expect from this type of forest in
Indonesia.
Additionally much of the area classified as “agroforestry” looks like mixed rubber in the images. However, no photos are provided in section 7.6. Mixed
rubber can still be classified as HCS forest (based on table 1 on pg 21 in mod 4 of the HCS TK it can be classified as YRF based on the following explanation
“Note: abandoned plantations with less than 50% of basal area consisting of planted trees could fall in this category or above. Concentrations >50% of
basal area would not be considered HCS forest but rather plantations and should be classified separately.”) There has been no analysis to separate the
basal area of the rubber with non-rubber in order to show that these are agroforestry areas in the spreadsheet provided.
Reviewers Recommendation:
Trees should be identified by their scientific names and densities should be assigned to each tree species.
Present data for the ‘agroforestry” plantations which show that rubber constitutes more than 50% of the BA.
All the results should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.
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5.

Land use planning (6 hours with Image Analysis above)

5.1.

Please review Section 8.1 of the Summary Report. Was the initial vegetation classification map adequately calibrated and adjusted to take into
account forest inventory results?
The HCSA Toolkit provides more guidance on how to incorporate the forest inventory results into the land cover map.
Finding:
It appears that the inventory plot data was not used for improving the initial classification of the map. An example of this is demonstrated in Figure 3
where the land cover classification and the classification of the individual plots are inconsistent.
Reviewers Recommendation:
Re-classify the land cover based on the classification of the inventory plots. This recommendation remains after resubmission (see the screen snapshot in
section 3.7.
All the results should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.
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Figure 3. The land cover classification and the classification of the individual plots are inconsistent
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5.2.

Please review Section 9 of the Summary Report. Was participatory mapping data used in step one to identify community
lands that should be enclaved? Were patches merged correctly? Was the core area correctly identified? Was the connectivity analysis done
correctly?
The HCSA Toolkit explain how to merge patches and identify the core area.
Finding:
There is no mention of community lands being identified and set aside as “conserve” – in the patch analysis. However, in section 3 it is mentioned “(2)
Mengetahui areal penting yang masih dimanfaatkan masyarakat yang akan dialokasikan sebagai areal konservasi (HCV area),” – this refers to areas of
community forest may be classified as HCV 5. Also areas necessary for food security have not been mentioned, these should have been precluded from
development in step 1.
Regarding identification of the core areas and the connectivity analysis; the shapefile data from the patch analysis was not provided by the company. For
this reason, the reviewer cannot check this work.
Reviewers Recommendation:
Provide shapefiles of areas that are precluded from development, based on information obtained in the PM. These areas should be set aside as conserve
in step 1 of the Patch analysis.
Provide the patch analysis shapefiles.
The company has stated, that in the patch analysis all HCV areas are automatically part of HCS (in step 1). However, mapping the HCS Patch analysis
against HCV areas (see below); the screen shot shows that there are a lot of HCV areas (hatched) that are not considered HCS -indicative conserve in the
patch analysis file. Furthermore, in step 1, community lands (which are not necessarily HCV areas) need to be identified and excluded from development
in the patch analysis.
The recommendation is that community lands be identified and the patch analysis is repeated.
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All the results should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.

5.3.

Please review Section 9 of the Summary Report, and select a few sample patches to test that the Decision Tree was used correctly. Were the
patches correctly identified as High, Medium, or Low Priority? Was the Patch Analysis done according to the HCS Approach Decision Tree?

The HCSA Toolkit explains how to prioritize patches and go through the Decision Tree.
Finding:
The patch analysis has been provided, but the landcover and the patch analysis shapefile are not consistent. See the screen shot below. It shows that
areas of forest are not included in the patch analysis (red circle) and areas of oil palm are included in the patch analysis (violet circle).
Areas of peat have not been added to the patch analysis as areas that are precluded from development.
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It appears that the patch analysis has to be repeated based on the updated land cover.

Reviewers Recommendation:
Repeat the patch analysis based on the updated land cover shapefile and community lands. Any HCV areas in the eastern block will have to be included
also.
All the results should be reflected in an updated Summary Report.
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5.4.

Please review Sections 10.1 and 10.2 of the Summary Report. Were the final integrated conservation and land use planning steps completed to
maximize the ecological and social viability of the conservation areas (HCV, HCS, peatland, riparian zones, customary forest, etc)? Were the results
of the final ground verification (if any) adequately incorporated into the land use plan and final HCS map?
Finding:
In general it appears the company has made a large contiguous block of conservation are along the south eastern boundary of the concession, which
would appear to maximise the ecological viability. With these sort of issues detailed analysis is always required. The required data sets to provide input to
this question need to be provided.
Reviewers Recommendation:
Please provide in shapefile format:
- Participatory mapping data
- Peat areas
- HCV
- Patch Analysis (including a 1 km buffer)
The company provided a final output “Reclassify_HCS”, however this does not have the final net HCS areas (at the end of the decision tree) identified.
Furthermore it has all the same topology errors that the land cover shapefile has.
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A final nett HCS shapefile must be provided which shows exactly how the HCS areas were derived (e.g. peat, HCS forest, community area, etc…)
Based on gambar 22 at the end of the HCS report, none of the peat areas have been identified as HCS. This is a major omission from the report. The red
area in the map below is peat and this is not identified as HCS.
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It is recommended that the analysis be repeated -this includes remaking the land cover map (with ground truthing), repeating the patch analysis (including
adding peat and community areas as well HCV areas) at step 1 of the PADT.
Once this has been completed this should be updated into the summary report.
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